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PREFACE 

This volume was prepared under the direct supervision of the former 
Chief of the Foreign Relations Division, E. Ralph Perkins, assisted 
by the present head of the division, S. Everett Gleason, and by Fred- 
rick Aandah]. The compilers of the volume were Velma Hastings 
Cassidy, Ralph R. Goodwin, and a former member of the Division, 
George H. Dengler. 

The Publishing and Reproduction Services Division (Jerome H. 
Perlmutter, Chief) was responsible for the technical editing of the 
volume. This function was performed in the Historical Editing 
Section under the direct supervision of Elizabeth A. Vary, Chief, and 
Ouida J. Ward, Assistant Chief. 

Wruam M. FRANKLIN 
Director, Historical Office, 
Bureau of Publie Affairs 

Marcu 1, 1967 

PRINCIPLES FOR THE COMPILATION AND EpITING OF 
“ForREIGN RELATIONS” 

The principles which guide the compilation and editing of Foreign 
Felations are stated in Department of State Regulation 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 
current regulation is printed below: 

1350 Documentary Recorp or American Diplomacy 

1351 Scope of Documentation 

The publication Yoreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic 
Papers, constitutes the official record of the foreign policy of the 
United States. These volumes include, subject to necessary security 
considerations, all documents needed to give a comprehensive record 
of the major foreign policy decisions within the range of the Depart- 
ment of State’s responsibilities, together with appropriate materials 
concerning the facts which contributed to the formulation of policies. 
When further material 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 Government agencies. 

Tit



IV PREFACE 

1352 Editorial Preparation 

The basic documentary diplomatic record to be printed in Foreign 
Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, shall be edited 
by the Historical Office, Bureau of Public Affairs of the Department 
of State. The editing of the record shall be guided by the principles 
of historical objectivity. There shall 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. shall 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. 

6b. To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless details. 
~ @. To preserve the confidence reposed:in the Department by indi-' 

| viduals and, by foreign governments. : 
d. To avoid~ giving needless offense to other nationalities or 

individuals. a 
é. 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. | 

1353 Clearance me 

To obtain appropriate clearances of material to be published in 
Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, the His- 
torical Office shall: 

a. Refer to the appropriate policy offices of the Department and 
| of other agencies of the Government such papers as appear to 

‘ require policy clearance. 
b. Refer to the appropriate foreign governments requests for per- 

| mission to print. as part of the Fiplomatic 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 
7 DOCUMENTS 

Beginning with the year 1950, American Foreign Policy, a compan- 
ion series to Foreign Relations of the United States, provides system- 
atic coverage of the principal messages, addresses, statements, reports, 

and of certain of the diplomatic notes exchanged and treaties made in 
a given period that indicate the scope, goals, and implementation of 
the foreign policy of the United States. For the immediately preced- 
ing years, 1945-1949 inclusive, the present series, Yoreign Helations, 
will provide under this heading a brief indication of certain major 
documents in these categories. This listing does not purport to be 
complete, of course, and as a rule items dealing primarily with United 
States relations with particular countries will be noted in the compila- 
tions for those countries. Many of the items cited below are also re- 
ferred to in appropriate compilations in the various volumes for the 

year. | | | 

I. Masor Pusric Statements oF AMERICAN ForeIGn Po.icy 

The State of the Union: Annual Message of the President (Roosevelt) to the 

. Congress, January 6, 1945. The portions of the address dealing with for- 

eign affairs are printed in the Department of State Bulletin (hereinafter 

cited as Bulletin), January 7, 1945, pp. 22-28. The complete text is printed 

as House Document 1, 79th Congress: 

America’s Place in World Affairs: Address by the Under Secretary of State 

(Grew) at the New York Times Hall, New York, January 17, 1945. ‘ Bulletin, 

January 21, 1945, pp. 87-90. 

Report on the Crimean (Yalta) Conference: Message delivered by the President 

(Roosevelt) before a joint session of the Congress, March 1, 1945. Bulletin, 

March 4, 1945, pp. 321-326, 361. - " 

Statement by the Secretary of State (Stettinius) Upon Return From Conferences 

in the Crimea and at Mexico City, March 10, 1945. Bulletin, March 11, 1945, 

pp. 393-394. 

United Nations Will Write Charter for a World Organization: Address by the 

Secretary of State (Stettinius) before the Council on Foreign Relations at 

New York, April 6, 1945. Ibid., April 8, 1945, pp. 605-607. 

The Economic Basis for Lasting Peace: Address by the Secretary of State (Stet- 

tinius), April 4, 1945. Jbid., pp. 593-599. 

Address by the President (Truman) before a joint session of the Congress, 

April 16, 1945. Address delivered on the day following the funeral of Pres- 

ident Roosevelt. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 

Harry 8. Truman, April 12 to December 81, 1945 (Washington, Government 

Printing Office, 1961), pp. 1-6. For text of a Proclamation by President 

VII
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Truman, and for other statements relating to the death of President Roose- 

velt, see Bulletin, issue of April 15, -1945. 

Address by the President (Truman) to the United Nations Conference in San 

Franciseo, April 25, 1945. Delivered from the White House by direct wire. 

Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry 8. Truman, 1945, 

Unconditional Surrender of Germany: Radio Address by the President (Tru- 
man), May 8, 1945, with related statements and a Proclamation. Bulletin, 

"May 18, 1945,-pp. 885-8898. © = oe 
Report on the San Francisco Conference: Address by the Secretary of State 

(Stettinius), broadcast May 28, 1945. Jbid., June 3, 1945, pp. 1007-1013. 

Special Message of the President (Truman) to the Congress on Winning the War 
.. -With Japan: Message read before the Senate and the House of Represent- 

_atives on June 1, 1945. Jbdid., pp. 999-1006. : 
Letter from the President (Truman) to the Speaker of the House of Represent- 

atives on the Defense Aid Program, June 4, 1945. Public Papers of the 
Presidents of the United States: Harry 8S. Truman, 1945, pp. 102-108. 

Statement by Cordell Hull, Senior Adviser to the United States Delegation to 

the United Nations Conference. Issued to the. press on June 26, 1945, at 

_ + Bethesda, Maryland.. Bultetin, July 1, 1945, pp. 138-14. 

Address by the President (Truman) in. San Francisco at the Closing Session of 

the United Nations Conference, June 26, 1945. Public Papers of the Presi- 
dents of the United States: Harry 8. Truman, 1945, pp. 188-144. 

Address by the President (Truman) Before the Senate Urging Ratification of 

. the Charter of the United Nations, July 2, 1945. Jbid., pp. 153-155. 
Statement by the President (Truman) Announcing the Use of the Atomic Bomb 

at Hiroshima, August 6, 1945. Jbid., pp. 197-200. 

Radio Report by the President (Truman) to the American People on the Potsdam 

.Conference, August 9, 1945. Delivered from the White House. Jbid., pp. 
205-214. 

Radio Address by the President (Truman) to the American People After the 

Signing of the Terms of Unconditional Surrender by Japan, September 1, 

1945. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry 8. Tru- 

man, 1945, pp. 254-257. . : 

Special Message of the President (Truman) to the Congress on Atomic Energy, 

October 8, 1945. Ibid., pp. 362-366. : | 

Report on First Session of the Council of Foreign Ministers: Address by the 

Secretary of State (Byrnes), October 5, 1945. Radio broadcast from Wash- 

ington. Bulletin, October 7, 1945, pp. 507-512. Statement by the Secretary 

_ of State (Byrnes) on the Meetings of the Council of Foreign Ministers, 

London, October 2, 1945. Released to the press on October 3. JIbid., p. 518. 

Restatement of Foreign Policy of the United States: Address by the President 

(Truman), October 27, 1945. Delivered in Central Park, New York, in 

connection with the celebration of Navy Day. Bulletin, October 28, 1945, 

so pp. 653-656. : | oe 
Neighboring Nations in One World: Address by the Secretary of State (Byrnes), 

New York, October 31, 1945. Jbid., November 4, 1945, pp. 709-711. 

World Cooperation: Address by the Secretary of State (Byrnes), Charleston, 

South Carolina, November 18, 1945. Jbid., November 18, 1945, pp. 783-786. 

America’s Policy in China: Statement by the Secretary of State (Byrnes) on 

December 7, 1945,. before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, an- 

‘ swering charges made by Patrick J. Hurley, former Ambassador to China, 

- - against the Departnient of State and the’ Foreign Service. Ibid., December 9,
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1945, pp. 9830-933. See also Mr. Byrnes’ statement at a news conference on 

November 28, ibid., December 2, 1945, pp. 882-883. - . 

United States Policy Toward China: Statement by the President (Truman), 

released to the press by the White House on December 16, 1945. Bulletin, 

December 16, 1945, pp. 945-946. 

Special Message of the President (Truman) to the Congress Recommending the 

Establishment of a Department of National Defense, December 19, 1945. 

Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry 8. Truman, 1945, 

pp. 546-560. 

Statement and Directive by the President (Truman) on Immigration to the 

United States of Certain Displaced Persons and Refugees in Europe, Decem- 

ber 22,1945. Jbid., pp. 572-578. 

II. Tue ImptemMentTATION or AMERICAN ForeIegn Powicy 

A. THE ORGANIZATION AND ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

A chart showing the organization of the Department as of May 1, 
1945, is printed in the Bulletin, May 18, 1945, pp. 898-899. 
- The resignation of Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., as Secretary of State 
was accepted by President Truman on June 27; for texts of a letter by 
the President and a statement by Mr. Stettinius on accepting appoint- 
ment as Representative of the United States to the United Nations, 
both dated June 27, 1945, see zbid., July 1, 1945, pp. 15-16. 

Arrangements for recruitment of commissioned Foreign Service 
officers from among men and women of the armed forces were an- 
nounced by the Department on June 29; zbzd., pp. 38-39. 

James F. Byrnes, of South Carolina, was commissioned as Secre- 
tary of State on July 2 and entered upon duties July 3. For text of 
remarks by Mr. Byrnes on taking the oath of office at the White House, 
‘see 2b7d., July 8, 1945, p. 45. | | 

For information concerning the representation by the United States 
of foreign interests, as of July 28, with tables arranged according to 
countries represented and according to United States diplomatic and 
consular offices, see 7bid., July 29, 1945, pp. 144-149. For additional 
information, see William M. Franklin, Protection of Foreign Inter- 
ests: A Study in Diplomatic and Consular Practice (Department of 
State publication 2693; 1947). | 

The resignation of Joseph C. Grew as Under Secretary of State was 
accepted by President Truman on August 16; for texts of letters by the 
President, Secretary of State Byrnes, and Mr. Grew, see the Bulletin, 
August 19, 1945, p. 271. 

Dean G. Acheson, of Connecticut, was commissioned Under Secre- 
tary. of State on August 16 and entered upon duties the same day. 

Patrick J. Hurley resigned as Ambassador to China on November 
27. 

On November 27 the White House announced that the President 
had appointed General of the Army George C. Marshall as his per- 
sonal envoy to China with personal rank of Ambassador.
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The former Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, was awarded the Nobel 
Peace Prize in Oslo on December 10. A message from Mr. Hull, read 
by Lithgow Osborne, American Ambassador in Norway, to the presi- 
dent and members of the Nobel Committee of the Storting, was issued 
to the press by the Department of State on December 10, 1945. 

For a general discussion of the situation of the Department and the 
Foreign Service in the immediate postwar period, see “The Future of 
the Foreign Service”, a radio broadcast of December 29, Bulletin, De- 
cember 30, 1945, pp. 1048-1054. | | 

B. ASSIGNMENT OF ADDITIONAL DUTIES TO THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

1. International Information. 

By Executive Order 9608 (10 Federal Register 11223), August 31, 
1945, President Truman provided for the termination of the Office of 
War Information and the transfer to the Department of State of its 
international information functions as well as the foreign information 
functions of the Office of Inter-American Affairs. In a statement re- 
leased to the press on that date the President noted that “the nature 
of present-day foreign relations makes it essential for the United 
States to maintain informational activities abroad as an integral part 
of the conduct of our foreign affairs” (Bulletin, September 2, 1945, 
pp. 306-307). 

For statements on the role of an international information service 
in the conduct of foreign relations, by William Benton, Assistant Sec- 
retary of State for Public Affairs, before the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs (on October 16) and the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee (on October 17), see 2bid., October 21, 1945, pp. 589-595. For 
text of a radio broadcast by Mr. Benton and others on “Our Interna- 
tional Information Policy”, December 15, see ibid., December 16, 
1945, pp. 947-954, and for a statement by Mr. Benton, “Plans for In- 
ternational Information Service”, released to the press on December 
28, see 2b7d., December 30, 1945, pp. 1045-1047. 

On December 31 Secretary of State Byrnes addressed to President 
Truman a letter describing certain proposals for an overseas infor- 

mation service; for text, see zbid., January 20, 1946, pp. 57-58. 

2. Research and Intelligence. 

President Truman wrote on September 20, 1945, to Secretary of 
State Byrnes that he had that day signed an Executive Order (No. 
9621; 10 Federal Register 12033) transferring to the Department of 
State the activities of the Research and Analysis Branch and the Pres- 
entation Branch of the Office of Strategic Services. The order, ef- 
fective October 1, abolished the O.S.S. and transferred its remaining 
activities to the War Department. The President added that the trans-
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fer would provide the Secretary of State “with the resources which we 
have agreed you will need to aid in the development of our foreign 
policy, and will assure that pertinent experience accumulated during 
the war will be preserved and used in meeting the problems of the 
peace.” The President further stated that he particularly desired the 
Secretary of State “to take the lead in developing a comprehensive and 
coordinated foreign intelligence program for all Federal agencies con- 
cerned with that type of activity . . . through the creation of an in- 
terdepartmental group, heading up under the State Department, which 
would formulate plans for my approval.” For texts of the Executive 
Order and of the President’s letters of September 20 to the Secretary 
of State and to Major General William J. Donovan, Director of the 
Office of Strategic Services, see the Bulletin, September 22, 1945, pp. 
449-450. | 

The appointment of Colonel Alfred McCormack as Special Assistant 
to the Secretary of State in Charge of Research and Intelligence was 
announced on September 27, 1945 (zbid., September 30, 1945, p. 499). 

For additional information, see “A National Intelligence Program”, 
a radio broadcast of December 22, 7bid., December 23, 1945, pp. 987 ff. 

3. Foreign Economic Functions, and Functions with Respect to Sur- 
plus Property in Foreign Areas. 

By Part I of Executive Order 9630, September 27, 1945, President 
Truman terminated the Foreign Economic Administration (estab- 
lished by Executive Order 9380 of September 25, 1943) and transferred 
to the Department of State all functions of the F.E.A. and its agencies 
with respect to: 

“(a) The administration of the Act of March 11, 1941, as 
amended, entitled ‘An Act further to promote the defense of 
the United States and for other purposes.’ 

“(b) The participation of the United States in the United Na- 
tions Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, as defined 
in Executive Order No. 9453 of July 6, 1944. 

“(¢e) Activities in liberated areas with respect to supplying the 
requirements of and procuring materials in such areas un- 
der paragraph 4 of the said Executive Order No. 9380. 

“(d) The gathering, analysis, and reporting of economic and com- 
mercial information, insofar as such functions are per- 
formed abroad. 

“(e) The planning of measures for the control of occupied ter- 
ritories. 

“(f) The administration of Allocation No. 42/398 of February 
1, 1943 from the appropriation, ‘Emergency Fund for the 
President, National Defense, 1942 and 19438.’ ” 

The remaining functions of the F.E.A. were transferred to the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation, the Department of Commerce, and 
the Department of Agriculture.
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Part II of Executive Order 9630 assigned to the Department of 

State additional functions as a disposal agency for all surplus property 

in foreign areas, excepting certain vessels. : 
For text of the Executive Order, see 10 Federal Register 12245, or 

Bulletin, September 30, 1945, pp. 491-492. 

C. FOREIGN ECONOMIC POLICY—TRADE AND TARIFFS 

1. Lend-Lease. | 

Documents relating to Lend-Lease operations in connection with 
particular countries are printed in the compilations for those countries. 

On the program asa whole, see: 

Proposed Extension of the Lend-Lease Act : Statement by the Assistant Secretary 

of State for Congressional Relations and International Conferences (Ache- 

son), February 8, 1945, before the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 

House of Representatives. Bulletin, February 11, 1945, p. 189. — 

Signing of the Third Lend-Lease Act: Statement by the President (Truman), 

April 17, 1945. Jbid., April 22,1945, p. 773. 

Current Lend-Lease Problems: Statements by the Acting Secretary of State 

(Grew), May 14, and the Secretary of State (Stettinius), May 15, 1945. 

Ibid., May 20, 1945, pp. 940-941. 

The President’s News Conférence of May 238, 1945. Pubtic Papers of the Presi- 

dents. of the United States; Harry 8. Trwman, 1945, pp. 67-68. 

Lend-Lease Matters: Defense-Aid Appropriation Estimate: Letter from the 

President (Truman) to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, June 4, 

transmitting letter of June 1 from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 

to the President. Bulletin, June 10, 1945, pp. 1061-1063. 

Discontinuance of Lend-Lease Operations: White House press release, August 21, 

1945. Ibid., August 26, 1945, p. 284. 

Statement by the Secretary of State (Byrnes), August 31, 1945. Ibid., September 

2, 1945, pp. 382-333. 

The President’s News Conference of August 23, 1945. Public Papers of the Presi- 

. dents of the United States: Harry 8. Truman, 1945, pp. 234-235. 

Lend-Lease and Postwar Reconstruction. Section 18 of Special Message of the 

President (Truman) to the Congress Presenting a 21-Point Program for the 

Reconversion Period, September 6, 1945. Jbid., pp. 305-307. 

The 19th, 20th, 21st, and 22nd quarterly reports of operations under the Lend- 

Lease Act transmitted by the President to the Congress, covering the year 

1945. House documents 189, 279, 432, and 663, 79th Congress. 

2. International Finance. 

The Bretton Woods Proposals: International Monetary Fund and International 

Bank for Reconstruction and Development. Message of the President 

(Roosevelt) to the Congress, February 12, 1945. Bulletin, February 18, 

1945, pp. 220-222. 

International Monetary Fund and International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development: Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for Congres- 

sional Relations and International Conferences (Acheson) before the Com- 

mittee on Banking and Currency of the House of Representatives, March 7, 

+1945. Bulletin, March 11, 1945, pp. 409-410. 

Bretton Woods: A Monetary Basis for Trade: Address by Mr. Acheson, April 16, 

1945. Ibid., April 23, 1945, pp. 738-742. a
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General Policy Statement of the Export-Import Bank of Washington. Released 

to the press September 11, 1945. Ibid., September 23, 1945, pp. AAI-446. | 

The Necessity for Foreign Investment: Address by Willard L. Thorp, Deputy to 

- the Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, at New York, 
November 20, 1945. Ibid., November 25, 1945, pp. 829-832. 

On December 27 there were signed in the Department of State the 
Articles of Agreement of the International Monetary Fund and the 

Articles of Agreement of the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development. Fred M. Vinson, Secretary of the Treasury, signed 
the two agreements on behalf of the United States. For a description. 
of the ceremony and for text of a statement by Mr. Vinson, see ibid., 
December 30, 1945, pp. 1058-1059. | , | 

3. International Trade. | : 
Recommendation for Renewal of Trade Agreements Act: Message of the Pres 

ident (Roosevelt) to the Congress, March 26, 1945. Bulletin, April 1, 1945, 

pp. 531-533. | | | 
United States Policy Regarding Commodity Agreements: Address by the Direc- 

tor of the Office of International Trade Policy (Haley), at New York, April 5, 

1945. TIbid., April 8, 1945, pp. 638-642. . 

Renewal of Trade Agreements: Statements by the Secretary of State (Stettinius) 
and the Assistant Secretaries of State for Economic Affairs (Clayton) and 

for American Republic Affairs (Rockefeller) before the Ways and Means 

- Committee of the House of Representatives, April 18, 1945. Ibid., April 22, 
1945, pp. 748-759. Testimony of Charles P. Taft, Director of the Office of | 

_ Transport and Communications Policy, May 12, 1945. Ibid., May 18, 1945, 

pp. 905-910. | . | . 
Private Barriers to International Trade: Statement by the Assistant Secretary 

of State for Economic Affairs (Clayton) before a joint session of the Senate 

special committee investigating petroleum resources and the subcommittee 

of the Senate Judiciary Committee on S. 11, 79th Congress, May 17, 1945. 

Ibid., May 20, 1945, pp. 933-938. | | | | 
Statements by the Acting Secretary of State (Grew) on May 26 and June 20 

concerning the approval of the trade-agreements bill by the House of Repre- 

sentatives and the Senate. Jbid., May 27, 1945, p. 955, and June 24, 1945, 

_-p. 1149, | | 
Renewal of Trade Agreements Act: Statement by the Assistant Secretary of 

State for Economic Affairs (Clayton) before the Finance Committee of the 

Senate, May 30, 1945. Ibid., June 3, 1945, pp. 1024 ff. 

Relaxation of Export Controls: Statement released to the press by the Foreign 

Economic Administration, September 10, 1945. Jbid., September 16, 1945, 

pp. 397-400. 

The Future of International Economic Relations: Address by Clair Wilcox, 
Director of the Office of International Trade Policy, at Milwaukee Wisconsin, 
November 22, 1945. Ibdid., November 25, 1945, pp. 833-836. 

4. Foreign Oi Policies. 

Formulation and Implementation of Foreign Oil Policies: Assignment of Petro- 

leum Officers on a Global Basis. Letters exchanged between the Petroleum 

Administrator for War (Ickes) and the Secretary of State (Byrnes) ; letters 

dated September 10 and November 21, respectively. IJbid., December 2, 1945, 

pp. 894—895.
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, D. FOREIGN WAR RELIEF ACTIVITIES 

Letter from the President (Truman) to the President of the Senate and to the 

Speaker of the House of Representatives Transmitting Reports on Foreign 

War Relief Activities, July 17, 1945. Public Papers of the Presidents of the 

United States: Harry S. Truman 1945, pp. 173-174. The repurts of the 

American Red Cross and the War Refugee Board and the report on status 

of appropriations and allocations are printed in House Document 262, 79th 

Congress. 

The Repatriation Program: Statement by the Acting Secretary of State (Grew), 

August 5, 1945. Bulletin, August 5, 1945, pp. 162-164. 

Letter from the President (Truman) to the Commanding General, United States 

Forces, Huropean Theater (Hisenhower), Transmitting Report of Earl G. 

Harrison on Displaced Persons in Europe, Especially in Germany and Aus- 

tria, August 31, 1945. JIbid., September 30, 1945, pp. 455-463. Reply by 

General Hisenhower, October 8, 1945. Jbid., October 21, 1945, pp. 607-609. 

Statement by the President (Truman) on the European Relief and Rehabilita- 

tion Program, September 17, 1945. Public Papers of the Presidents of the 

United States: Harry 8. Truman, 1945, pp. 321-324. 

Special Message of the President (Truman) to the Congress on United States 

Participation in the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administra- 

tion, November 13, 1945. Ibid., pp. 464-467. 

Statement by the President (Truman) on the Problem of Jewish Refugees in Eu-. 

rope, November 18, 1945. Ibid., pp. 467-469. 

Letter from the President (Truman) to the British Prime Minister (Attlee) 

Concerning the Need for Resettlement of Jewish Refugees in Palestine, 

November 18, 1945. Jbid., pp. 469-470. 

Immigration to the United States of Certain Displaced Persons and Refugees 
in Europe: Statement by the President (Truman), with attached Directive 

by the President. Released to the press by the White House on December 22. | 

Bulletin, December 23, 1945, pp. 981-984. 

E. REPORT ON ATROCITIES AND WAR CRIMES 

Report from Justice Robert H. Jackson, Chief of Counsel for the United States 

in the Prosecution of Axis War Criminals, to the President (Truman). Re- 

leased to the press by the White House on June 7%, 1945. Bulletin, June 10, 

1945, pp. 1071-1078. For additional information, see Report of Robert H. 

Jackson, United States Representative to the International Conference on 

Military Trials, London, 1945 (Department of State publication 3080; 1949). 

F. REPORT ON THE STATUS OF COUNTRIES IN RELATION TO THE WAR 

Status of Countries in Relation to the War, August 12, 1945. Compiled by 

Katherine Elizabeth Crane, Division of Research and Publication. Bulletin, 

August 12, 1945, pp. 230-241. Lists countries at war; signatories of the 

Declaration by United Nations, January 1, 1942, and adherents to the Dec- 

laration; signatories to the Charter of the United Nations; and countries 

in a state of armistice relations and in a state of surrender.
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Introductory Note by the Editor 1 
Historical note; information on Conference structure and 

documentation; purpose and scope of compilation; List of 
Persons. 

1945 
Jan. 2 | The Secretary of State to Diplomatic Officers in Ceriain American 10 

Republics 
Summary of December 29 meeting of Secretary of State 

| Stettinius with Heads of Mission of American Republics to 
continue discussions concerning international organization: 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals Chapter I, respect for international 
treaties, juridical equality of nations, respect of territorial 
integrity. 

Jan. 7— | Extracts From the Diary of Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary 12 
23 of State, December 1, 1944—July 3, 1946 SO 

Notes on Secretary’s anxiety lest six Latin American 
“associated nations’ be excluded from initial participation 
in the forthcoming UN Conference unless they qualified as 
United Nations; preparation of policy papers for the President 
to take to Yalta Conference; and problem of clearing up un- 
settled issues from the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, such 
as the proposed compromise voting formula. 

Jan. 13 | Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special 14 
Assistant to the Secretary of State 

Second conversation with Ambassador Gromyko on subjects 
related to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals: Regional arrange- 
ments; the ICJ; trusteeships; League of Nations; initial 
membership; site for UN headquarters; views of Latin 
American governments; and voting in the Security Council. 

Jan. 13 | Memorandum by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the 18 
Secretary of State 

Memorandum for the President regarding forthcoming 
conversations with Colonel Stanley, British Secretary of 
State for the Colonies; outline of US and British views on 
dependent areas; annex, a memorandum on background of 
recent Departmental work regarding dependent areas. 

Tan. 17 | Mr. Leo. Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State, 22 
to the Counselor of the British Embassy (Wright) 

Acknowledgement of note informing of British acceptance 
of the President’s proposal on voting in the Security Council. . 

Jan. 23 | M nt by the Secretary of War (Stimson) to the Secretary 23 
of state 

Views on international trusteeship. 

xV



XVI LIST OF PAPERS 

UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 

CHartTer I: JaNuaBgy 1—-Marocn 8, 1945—Continued 

Date Paper Page 

Jan. 26 | Record of Informal Meeting With Diplomatic Representatives of 27 
Certain American Republics, Heldat Washington, January 26, 
1946, 3 p.m. 

Summary of address by Under Secretary Grew; discussion of |: 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals: IT(5), Principles: use of armed 
forces; VIII, C, Regional Arrangements; I1I(1), Membership; 
IV, Principal Organs; V, B, General Assembly: functions and. . 
powers and the question of withdrawal of members from the 

Jan. 27 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 34 
Union (Harriman) 

Department’s comments on points of view expressed in an 
article by H. Malinin in War and the Working Class on crea- 
tion of an international security organization. . 

Jan. 30 | Policy Papers for President Roosevelt | 35 
Yalta Briefing Book papers: (a) World Security (Mexico 

City Conference, and discussions with Latin American Am- 
bassadors in Washington); (b) International Court of Justice 
(provisions of the Proposals and proposed meeting of a UN 
Committee of Jurists to prepare a draft statute of the court); 
and (c) Liquidation of the League of Nations (recommenda- 
tion to leave the question for consideration at the UN Con- 
ference). . 

Jan. 31 | Record of Informal Meeting With Diplomatic Representatives 39 
of Certain American Republics, Held at Washington, Janu- 
ary 81, 1945, 3 p.m. 

Preamble: respect for treaties; VI, A and B, Security 
Council; VII, ICJ. | 

Feb. 5 | Record of Informal Meeting With Diplomatic Representatives 46 
of Certain American Republics, Held at Washington, Febru- 
ary 5, 1945, 3 p.m. . 

VIII, A, Pacific Settlement of Disputes; VIII, B, Threats 
to the Peace: enforcement procedures — diplomatic, economic 
measures, or action by air, naval or land forces, provision of 
armed forces to the Council by the UN members, Military 
Staff Committee; VIII, C, Regional Arrangements; IX, Eco- 
nomic and Social Cooperation. . 

Feb. 5 | The Chief of the Division of Eastern European Affairs (Durbrow) 58 
to the Chief of the Division of International Organization 
Affairs (Sandifer) 

Transmittal of memorandum outlining the Polish Govern- 
ment’s preliminary views on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Feb. 9 | Record of Informal Meeting With Diplomatic Representatives 60 
of Certain American Republics, Held at Washington, Febru- 
ary 9, 1945, 3 p.m. 

X, Secretariat; XI, Amendments to the Charter; XII, 
Transitional Arrangements. 

Feb. 11 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 67 
(Caffery) 

Substance of communiqué to be issued at termination of 
Yalta Conference announcing (a) agreements on the voting 
procedure in the Security Council (b) the convening of the UN 

, Conference on April 25, 1945; (c) authorization of the US, 
the UK, and the USSR to consult on behalf of all three 
governments the Republic of China and the Provisional 
Government of France regarding the proposed issuance of
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-. invitations to the Conference on behalf of the UK, the USSR, 
China, and France; proposed consultation of the five inviting 
Governments, prior to the conference, on trusteeship. 

Feb. 11 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State 68. 
Telegram no. 546 read to the French Ambassador (Bonnet) 

setting forth plans for the UN Conference; an early reply 
requested of his Government. 

Feb. 12 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 69 
Union (Harriman) 

Message for Secretary Stettinius concerning the question 
of Department’s making public the fact that the voting pro- 
cedure accepted at Yalta Conference was a US proposal. | 

Feb. 13 | Statement Released to the Press by the White House, February 138, 70: 
1945 

List of names of US Delegation to the UN Conference. 

Feb. 13 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (MacLeish) 70: 
Publicity policy of the Department of State regarding the 

Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Feb. 13 | The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary 71 
of State 

Question of publicizing United States authorship of voting 
proposal. 

Feb. 13 | Mr. Harry L. Hopkins, Special Assistant to President Roosevelt, 72: 
to the Director of the Office of War Mobilization and Recon- 
version (Byrnes) 

Question of possible United States request for additional 
votes in the Assembly to achieve parity for the United States; 
satisfactory replies received by President Roosevelt from 
Prime Minister Churchill and Marshal Stalin. 

Feb. 15 | The Minister in Egypt (Tuck) to the Acting Secretary of State 72 
France being given 3-day time limit to decide to join as 

sponsoring power prior to issuance of invitations. 

Feb. 16 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Brazil (Daniels) 73: 
Inadvisability of sending invitations before March 1. 

Feb. 17 | The Chargé in Brazil (Daniels) to the Acting Secretary of State 73. 
Message from Secretary Stettinius commenting on a refer- 

ence to the agreed voting provisions as ‘‘the compromise”’ 
which had been made in the Acting Secretary’s telegram of 
February 17. . 

Feb. 19 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mezico 74 
(Messersmith) 

Pressure on French Ambassador to hasten response regard- 
ing sponsorship. 

Feb. 20 | The ambassador in Guatemala (Long) to the Acting Secretary of 75 
| tate 

Desire of Secretary Stettinius to issue invitations Febru- 
ary 21 from the White House and to include invitation in his 
opening remarks at Mexico City Conference. . 

Feb. 20 | The Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt : 76 
Proposed procedure regarding issuance of invitations on 

March 1. t 

723—-681—67——_2
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Feb. 20 | Memorandum of Telephone Conversations, by the Acting Secre- 77 
tary of State 

Invitations for UN Conference, announcement of voting 
procedure; Secretary Stettinius agrees to leave matter to 
Acting Secretary Grew. 

Feb. 20 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 80 
(Caffery) 

Reassurance to France that trusteeship consultations would 
not deal with specific territories. . 

Feb. 21 | The Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 81 
Proposed public statement regarding voting procedure 

Feb. 21 | The Ambassador in Mexico (Messersmith) to the Acting Secre- 82 
tary of State 

Secretary Stettinius’ eagerness to have French response on > 
sponsorship before delivery of his address on February 22. 

Feb. 21 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Acting Secretary of 83 
State 

Expectation of France to attend United Nations Conference; 
inquiry concerning relation of Franco-Soviet treaty to the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Feb. 22 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mezico 83 
(M essersmith) 

Proposed press statement on the question of issuing an 
invitation to Poland to attend the UN Conference. | 

Feb. 22 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 84 
Union (Harriman) 

United States concurrence in British proposal regarding 
issuance of invitation to Saudi Arabia to attend the UN 
Conference. 

Feb. 22 | Memorandum by George M. Elsey of the White House Map 85 
Room to the Acting Secretary of State 

President Roosevelt’s message of February 21 authorizing 
Acting Secretary Grew to make final decision regarding invi- 
tations and release text of voting agreement. 

Feb. 23 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 86 
Union (Harriman) 

Question of Soviet concurrence in proposal regarding Saudi 
Arabia’s adherence to United Nations Declaration. 

Feb. 23 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Iceland (Dreyfus) 86 
Iceland required to qualify in same manner as members of 

United Nations in order to attend the Conference. 

Feb. 23 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 87 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Proposed procedure for issuance of invitations on March 1. 

Feb. 23 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 89 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Text of proposed invitation. : 

Feb. 24 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State 90 
France willing to act as sponsor with one reservation—the | 

| right to present amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
| posals for consideration at the Conference.
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Feb. 25 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 91 
(Caffery) 

United States attitude toward French acceptance of invita- 
tion to act as sponsor with reservation. 

Feb. 26 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the State-War-—Navy 93 
Coordinating. Committee (Dunn) to the Secretary of State | ._- 

Joint Chiefs of Staff express no objection to proposed dis- 
cussion of international trusteeships under certain specified 
conditions. 

Feb. 26 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- 95 
_ tary of State 
British proposal for changed wording of invitation to meet 

French reservation. 

Feb. 27 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassader in the United 96 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Text of message from Secretary Stettinius to Mr. Eden 
insisting on issuance of invitations on March 1 and urging 
France to join in sponsorship. . 

Feb. 27 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- 97 
tary of State 

Third proposal submitted to the French Embassy by the 
British Foreign Office regarding possibility of issuance by 
French Government of unilateral statement reserving right 
to offer amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Feb. 27 | The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secre- 98 
tary of State 

Soviet approval for issuance of invitations on March 1 in 
names of United States, United Kingdom, China, and the 
Soviet Union only. 

Feb. 28 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 99 
Proposed formulae regarding change in text of invitation. 

Feb. 28 | The Acting Secretary of State ito the Ambassador in the United 100 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Postponement of issuance of invitations until completion 
of consultations with France. 

Feb. 28 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to ‘the 100 
Secretary of State 

Approval by French Cabinet of modification of invitation 
text and issuance of separate declaration by French Govern- 
ment regarding right to propose amendments to the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals. 

Feb. 28 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 101 
Proposed press statement by Mr. Bidault at time of an- 

nouncement of French participation in Conference. . 

Feb. 28 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the 102 
Secretary of State 

Text of reply from Mr. Eden to Mr. Stettinius’ message of 
February 27. 

Mar. 2 | The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the 103 
Secretary of State 

Soviet refusal to agree to proposed modification of text of 
paragraph 2 of invitation to the Conference.
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Mar. 2 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 103. 
Union (Harriman) 

Postponement of issuance of invitations to allow France to 
present its case directly to the Soviet Government; final plan 
to issue invitations on March 5 at noon. 

Mar. 3 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 104 
French endeavor to persuade Soviets to change their point 

of view. 

Mar. 4 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 105. 
- Kingdom (Winant) 
Plan to deliver invitations March 5 without France as a 

sponsoring Government. 

Mar. 4 | The Acting Secretary.of State to Certain Diplomatic Representa- 106. 
tives 

Announcement of anticipated issuance of invitations to the 
United Nations Conference, for information of nations not 
invited to attend the Conference. 

Mar. 5 | The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the 106 
Secretary of State 

Soviet support of invitation-form worked out in Yalta 
Conference. 

Mar. 5 | Memorandum of the Acting Secretary’s Press and Radio News 108: 
Conference 

Background statement regarding question of extending 
invitation to either the London Polish Government or the 
provisional government functioning in Poland. 

Mar. 6 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 109 
Communiqué released to the press concerning anticipated 

role of the French in the Conference. 

Mar. 8 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 110 
(Caffery) 

Background statement to press regarding France as a 
sponsoring nation. 

Mar. 8 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 11t | 
; (Caffery) . 

co ‘Background statement to press regarding France as a 
sponsoring nation. . 

Mar. 8 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 11f 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Emphasis on the point that no conflict exists between the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and such regional security ar- 
rangements as the Act of Chapultepec and the Soviet-French 
alliance. 

. Cuapter II: Marcu 9-Aprit 9, 1945 

1945 | 
Mar. 9 | The Soviet Embassy to the Department of State 113: 

Question of inviting to the Conference representatives of : 
the Polish Provisional Government acting in Warsaw.
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‘Mar. 11 | The Polish Ambassador (Ciechanowski) to the Secretary of State 114 
Assertion of the Polish Government’s right to participate in 

the Conference. 

Mar. 13 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 119 
(Winant) . 

Proposal to hold pre-Conference meeting of the Committee 
of Jurists. . | 

Mar. 13 | Minutes of the First Meeting of the United States Delegation, 116 
Held at Washington, Tuesday, March 18, 1946, 11 a.m. 

Conference problems: administration, organization, pub- | | 
licity, trusteeship, League of Nations liquidation, Committee |. 
of Jurists. 

Mar. 14 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt .{ - 120 
Chinese Communist representation on Chinese Delegation. 

Mar. 15 | The Secretary of State to the Chargé in China (Atcheson) 121 
President Roosevelt’s message to President Chiang Kai-shek 

regarding Chinese Delegation. 

Mar. 15 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Adviser on Caribbean}: . 121 
Affairs (Taussig) 

Conversation with President. Roosevelt regarding trustee- 
ship, Arabia, Caribbean bases, Hast Asian peoples, Indo- | 
China, and New Caledonia. - 

Mar. 15 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 124 
(Winant) . 

Polish representation at the Conference. 

Mar. 16 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 125 
Senator Vandenberg’s proposed amendments to the Dum- 

. barton Oaks Proposals. co 

Mar. 16 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 126 
(Harriman) 

. Text of United States note to Soviet Embassy regarding 
three-point proposal submitted by the Chinese at Dumbarton | - | 
Oaks for inclusion in the Charter. 

Mar. 16 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 127 
- Congressional consultations on international-organization 
problems. Oo 7 

Mar. 16 |} The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 128 
(Winant) 

Proposed pre-Conference Five-Power consultation on 
trusteeship questions. 

Mar. 16 | Memorandum of .Conversation, by the Deputy Director of the | ~ 128 
Office of Special Political Affairs (Hiss) 

Conversation of Secretary Stettinius with British and 
Soviet Ambassadors regarding arrangements for Conference. 

Mar. 16 | Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State 131 
Conference arrangements; memorandum handed to British, 

Soviet, and Chinese Ambassadors. | 

Mar. 17 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of 132 
State (Dunn) 

Members of Soviet Delegation; participation of Soviet 
Republics in Conference.
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Mar. 17 Memorandum by the Interdepartmental Committee on Dependent |. 134 
reas 

Draft statement on international trusteeship, submitted to 
the Secretary of State’s Staff Committee. 

Mar. 17 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- 138 
tary of State 

British Foreign Office official’s views on questions of Syria 
and Lebanon, International Court of Justice, Polish participa- 
tion, and trusteeship. 

Mar. 18-| Extracts From the Diary of Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary 140: 
Apr. 7 of State, December 1, 1944-July 8, 1946 

Dependent peoples. 

Mar. 19 | The Latvian Minister (Bilmanis) to the Secretary of State - 141 
Proposed Latvian participation in Conference. 

Mar. 21 | The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Eden) to the 142 
British Ambassador in the United States (Halifax) 

Participation of Soviet Republics in the Conference. 

Mar. 22 Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to President 144 
oosevelt 

Participation of two Soviet Republics in the Conference. 

Mar. 22 | The Secretary of State to the Polish Ambassador (Ciechanowskt) 145 
Polish representation at the Conference. 

Mar. 22 | The Chargé in China (Atcheson) to the Secretary of State | 146 
Reference to the three proposals made by the Chinese dele- | 

gation at Dumbarton Oaks and request that the United States 
transmit the proposals to all governments invited to UNCIO. 

Mar. 22 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 146 
Union (Harriman) 

Pre-Conference meeting of Committee of Jurists; proposed 
procedure approved by British and Chinese Governments. 

Mar. 22 | The Soviet Embassy to the Department of State 147 
Question of inviting Poland to the Conference. 

Mar. 23 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State 148. 
Soviet request that Poland be invited to the Conference. 

Mar. 23 | Minutes of the Second Meeting (Executive Sesston) of the United 148. 
| States Delegation, Held at Washington, Friday, March 28, 

1946, 10 a.m. 
Proposal to invite various private national organizations to 

the Conference. 

Mar. 23 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 150 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Participation of Soviet Republics in the Conference. 

Mar. 23 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to President 151 
Roosevelt 

List of names of Soviet Delegation. 

Mar. 23 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to President 152 
Roosevelt 

Authorization requested for statement regarding representa- 
tion of two Soviet Republics in the UN.
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Mar. 23 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 153 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Requests from five inter-Governmental organizations for 
invitations. 

Mar. 23 | The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary 154 
of State 

Soviet agreement on procedure regarding meeting of Com- 
mittee of Jurists. 

Mar. 24 | The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Represent- 154 
atives 

Invitation to meeting of the Committee of Jurists. 

Mar. 24 | President Roosevelt to the Chairman of the Council of People’s 156 
Commissars of the Soviet Union (Stalin) 

Disappointment that Mr. Molotov was not to attend the 
Conference. 

Mar. 24 | The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Represent- 156 
atives 

Proposals on questions of Conference organization and pro- 
cedures. 

Mar. 25 | The Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) to the Secretary of State 158 
Soviet insistence on participation of the Soviet Ukraine and 

the Soviet White Russia in UNCIO as charter members. 

Mar. 26 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the 159 
Secretary of State 

Polish representation at the Conference. 

Mar. 27 | The Chinese Ambassador (Wet) to the Secretary of State 160 
Communist Party represented in Chinese Delegation. 

Mar. 27 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 160 
(Caffery) 

French participation in preliminary conversations on 
trusteeship. 

Mar. 28 | Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special 161 
Assistant to the Secretary of State 

Liquidation of the League of Nations. 

Mar. 28 | The Department of State to the British Embassy 162 
Proposal for prior consultation among the sponsoring nations 

on any proposed amendments submitted to the Conference by 
them individually or severally. 

Mar. 29 | The Secretary of State to the Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) 163 
Representation of Soviet Republics. 

Mar. 29 | The Department of State to the Soviet Embassy 164 
Polish representation. | 

Mar. 29 | President Roosevelt to the British Prime Minister (Churchill) 165 
Quoted telegram of March 27 from Marshal Stalin regarding 

Mr. Molotov’s inability to attend Conference. 

Mar. 29 | The Ambassador an the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary 165 
of State 

Decision of the Soviet Union not to send Mr. Molotov to 
the Conference.
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Mar. 29 | Memorandum by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, Assistant to the Secre- 166 
tary of State for White House Liaison, of a Meeting at the 
White House, Thursday, March 29, 1946, 11:46 a.m. 

Proposed press statement regarding two Soviet Republics, 
President Roosevelt’s plans to attend Conference, and role of . 
consultants in the Conference. 

Mar. 30 | Minutes of the Third Meeting of the United States Delegation, 168 
Held at Washington, Friday, March 30, 1945, 11 a.m. 

Discussion of the White House press statement on represen- 
tation of Soviet Republics in the UN, and Secretary Stettinius’ | - 
press statement on this subject. 

Mar. 30 | The Secretary of State to the Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) 174 
United States views on structure of the Conference. 

Mar. 30 | The British: Ambassador (Halifax) to the Secretary of State 175 
Summary of report by the League Supervisory Committee 

on question of liquidation of the League of Nations. 

Mar. 31 | The Soviet Embassy to the Depariment of State 179 
: Soviet agreement with United States proposal regarding 

consultation of the four inviting Powers before submitting their 
- proposals to the Conference. 

Apr. 2 | The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 179 
Request for Presidential views on draft press statement on 

United States request for two additional votes in the General 
| Assembly; statement to be made April 3. 

Apr. 2 | The Counselor of the British Embassy (Makins) to Mr. Leo 180 
Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 

Liquidation of the League of Nations. 

Apr. 3 | The Department of State to the British Embassy 181 
Suggestions concerning allocation of Commission and 

Committee positions at the Conference. 

Apr. 3 | Minutes of the Fourth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 183 
Held at Washington, Tuesday, April 3, 1945, 10 a.m. 

Proposed press statement on participation of the two Soviet | - 
Republics in the UN; administrative matters. 

Apr. 3 | Minutes of the First Meeting of the Informal Organizing Group 189 
on Arrangements for the San Francisco Conference, Held at 
Washington, Tuesday, April 8, 1945, 2:45 p.m. 

Conference organization, allocation of positions, official 
languages, press policv, denial of requests of the Italian and 
the Korean Governments for representation by observers, 
unofficial representation of five international organizations, 
consultation of sponsoring states on amendments of Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals. 

Apr. 3 | Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State 192 
Official languages to be used at the Conference. 

Apr. 3 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- 193 
tary of State 

British promise of support for the three Chinese Proposals 
suggested for inclusion in the Charter. 

Apr. 3 | The Secretary of State to the Legal Adviser (Hackworth) 193 
Designation of Mr. Hackworth as United States Representa- 

tive on the UN Committee of Jurists.
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Apr. 3 | The Secretary of State to Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant | . 194 
to the Secretary of State . 

- Designation of Mr. Pasvolsky as United States Representa- 
tive in preliminary consultations on international trusteeship. 

Apr. 3 | The Lithuanian Minister (Zadetkis) to the Secretary of State 195 
” Request for Lithuanian representation at the Conference. ee. 

Apr. 5 Extracts From President Roosevelt’s Press and Radio. Conference 196: 
at the Little White House, Warm Springs, Georgia, April 4, 

- 1945, 2 p.m. . - 
President Roosevelt’s description of the “quiet way’ in 

. which Marshal Stalin made his plea for representation of the 
Soviet Republics in the UN. . 

Apr. 5 | The Secretary of the Interior (Ickes) to the Secretary of State 198. 
International trusteeship problem. | 

Apr. 5 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United.| . 199 
Kingdom (Winant) —_ 

Question of the resumption of normal diplomatic relations 
with Argentina. 

Apr. 5 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France:| . 201. 
(Caffery) : . | 

Proposal that France join in sponsoring the Conference. 

Apr. 6 | The Acting Consul General of Estonia in Charge of Legation 203: 
(Kav) to the Secretary of State 

Request for Estonian representation at the Conference. 

Apr. 7 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Chief of the Division of.) . 204 
Dependent Areas (Gerig) 

Review of draft: memorandum. on trusteeship; differing 
views of the Navy Department, the War Department, the In- 
terior Department, and the State Department. . 

Apr. 7 | The Secretary of State to the Iialian Ambassador (Tarchiant) 206 
Denial of Italian request to send an observer to the Con-_ 

7 ference. ye | 

Apr. 7 | The Secretary of State to Mr. Alexander C. Kirk, United States 207 
Political Adviser to the Supreme Allied Commander, Medi- | 

a terranean Theatre | DS 
.. Denial of Albanian request for participation in the Confer- 
ence. 

Apr. 8 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of |. -208 
Special Political Affairs (Hiss) 

Question of presidency of the Conference. 

Apr. 8— | Extract From the Diary of Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary 209 
- 14 of State, December 1, 1944—July 3, 1946 

_ International trusteeship problems. 

Apr. 91 The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt Dons 211 
| ~ International trusteeship problems. 

Apr. 9 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 214 
Paper on international trusteeship. - 

Apr. 9 | Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special 214 
Assistant to the Secretary of State 

Chairmanship of the Committee of Jurists.
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Apr. 9 | Minutes of the Fifth Meeting of the United States Delegation, | - 215 
Held at Washington, Monday, April 9, 1945, 3:15 p.m. | 

Discussion of Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and statements of 
changes suggested for discussion by the various delegations: 
Name and Preamble, I (Purposes), and II (Principles). 

Apr. 9 | Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State 225 
Allocation of Commission and Committee positions at the 

Conference. 

Apr. 9 | Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State 226 
Records to be made of proceedings of the Conference. 

CuHapter ITI: Aprit 10-Aprrin 24, 1945 

1945 
Apr. 10 | Minutes of the Sixth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 227 

Held at Washington, Tuesday, April 10, 1946, 10:15 a.m. 
Press policy; developments in the Committee of Jurists; II, 

Principles; I1I, Membership; and IV, Principle Organs. 

Apr. 10 | Minutes of the Second Meeting of the Informal Organizing Group 235 
on Arrangements for the San Francisco Conference, Held at 
Washington, puesday, April 10, 1945, 3 p.m. 

Organization of the Conference, allocation of Conference 
positions, official languages, unofficial representation of five in- 
ternational organizations, consultation of sponsoring powers on 
amendment proposals, Conference documentation, languages. 

Apr. 10 | The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 240 
Request received by the Department that World Trade 

Union Conference be represented as advisers to the Conference. 

Apr. 10 | The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 240 
Soviet proposal for four Chairmen representing each of 

| sponsoring nations at the Conference. 

Apr. 11 | Minutes of the Seventh Meeting of the United States Delegation, 241 
. Held at Washington, Wednesday, April 11, 1946, 9 a.m. . 

V, General Assembly. 

Apr. 11 | Minutes of the Eighth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 259 
Held at Washington, Wednesday, April 11, 1945, 11 a.m. 

IX, Economic and Social Cooperation. 

Apr. 11 | The Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) to the Secretary of State . 269 
Soviet protest regarding failure of Committee of Jurists to 

accept Soviet porposal for four chairmen representing the four 
sponsoring nations. 

Apr. 12 | Minutes of the Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 269 
Held at Washington, Thursday, April 12, 1945, 9 a.m. 

Four problems arising from discussions in the Committee of 
Jurists: election of judges to the Court, compulsory jurisdic- 
tion, advisory opinions, and right of an international organiza-~ 
tion like the ILO to request advisory opinions; review of 
Proposals and suggestions for consideration: VI, Security 
Council; VIII, A and B, Arrangements for the Maintenance of 
International Peace and Security, Pacific Settlement of Dis- | 
putes, and Determination of Threats to the Peace.
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Apr. 12 | Minutes of the Ninth Meeting (Executive Session) of the United | 278 
States Delegation (A), Held at Washington, Thursday, 
April 12, 1946 . 

Chairmanship of the Conference; question of admission of 
the Soviet Republics as initial members of the UN. 

Apr. 13 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Truman 281 
ot Report on preparations for UNCIO: activities of the United 

States Delegation, presidency of Conference, trusteeships, and 
question of initial membership of the Soviet Republics. — 

Apr. 13 | Minutes of the Third M eeting of the Informal Organizing Group 283 
on Arrangements for the San Francisco Conference, Held at 
Washington, Friday, April 18, 1945, noon a 

Allocation of Conference positions, chairmanship of Con- 
ference, languages, nationality of unofficial observers from 
inter-governmental organizations (reference to representatives 
of ILO and League of Nations), initial membership of the | 
Soviet Republics in the UN; permanent adjournment of the | . 
Informal Organizing Group. 

Apr. 13 | Memorandum by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the | 288 
Secretary of State foe 

Status of the trusteeship problem. 

Apr. 13 | The ool in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary 289 
of state 7 

Premier Stalin’s agreement to send Mr. Molotov to Wash- 
ington and then to San Francisco as head of Soviet Delegation. 

Apr. 14 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 290 
Trusteeship issue. So 

Apr. 14 | The Secretary of State to the Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) 291 
Chairmanship of the Jurists’ Committee and the Conference. 

Apr. 14 | Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Cabot Coville of the Office 291 
of Special Political Affairs 

Soviet views on various aspects of Conference arrangements. 

Apr. 15- | Extracts From the Diary of Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary of 292 
23 State, December 1, 1944-July 3, 1946 

i Polish representation; initial membership of Soviet Repub- 
ics. . 

Apr. 16 | M mona of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 295 
unn | 

Plans for preliminary conversations on trusteeship. 

Apr. 16 | Minutes of the Tenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 296 
Held at Washington, Monday, April 16, 1945, 9 a.m. 

Allocation of Conference assignments for other countries; 
general discussion on the character of changes to be proposed 
by United States Delegation; V, B(6), General Assembly: | 
Vandenberg proposal on adjustment of treaties; VIII, C, Re- 
gional Arrangements, XII, Transitional Arrangements; and 
VIII, A(7), Pacific Settlement of Disputes. 

Apr. 17 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 310 
France declines invitation to act as fifth sponsoring nation.
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Apr. 17 | Minutes of the Eleventh Meeting (Executive Session) of. the 
United States Delegation, Held at Washington, Tuesday, 
April 17, 1946, 9 a.m. . 

Meeting of Secretaries of War and Navy with the Delega- 
tion to discuss trusteeship; language of. report of Jurists’ 

| Committee. — 

Apr. 17'| Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 
Discussion between Mr. Stettinius and Mr. Eden on various 

plans for the Conference: Chairmanship, Committee member- 
ships, languages, Steering Committee procedure, Poland, and 

: Argentina. 

Apr. 17 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 
(Harriman) , 

~ Soviet proposal regarding nationality of unofficial observers 
representing inter-Governmental organizations. _ 

Apr. 17 | The Soviet Embassy to the Department of State . ) a 
Soviet insistence on inviting to the Conference the Polish 

| Provisional Government functioning in Poland. 

‘Apr. 18 | Minutes of the Twelfth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at Washington, Wednesday, April 18, 1945, 9:10 a.m. 

VIII, A(7), Pacific Settlement of Disputes: domestic juris- 
SO diction; XI, Amendments; ITI Membership: withdrawal; IX, 

A(1), Economic and Social Cooperation; review of decisions 
tentatively reached for suggestions on the Proposals: Pre- 

.| amble, Chapters I through VI, VIII, A(5, 7) and B(1), and 
XII; text of draft proposal on trusteeship. 

Apr. 18 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Under Secretary of 
State (Grew) 

Meeting of the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy with 
-{ President Truman on trusteeship. 

Apr. 18 | Memorandum by the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy to 
President Truman 

- Policy directive on trusteeship, approved by President 
. | Truman. 

Apr. 18 | The Charge in the Soviet Union (Kennan) to the Secretary of 
tate ce 

Text of Mr. Molotov’s note of March 31 approving invita- 
tions to non-official representatives of five inter-Governmental 
organizations. 

Apr. 18 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 
a _., Soviet attitude on questions of chairmanship, nationality 

of representatives of international organizations, and sub- 
mission of proposed amendments through the various delega- 
tions rather than individuals. 

Apr. 19 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Truman 
Conclusion of review by the American Delegation of the 

Proposals; tentative U.S. revisions of the Proposals with respect 
to Purposes, Principles, General Assembly, Security Council, 
Maintenance of Peace and Security, and Amendments; ques- 
tions deferred: Preamble, definition of the right of self-defense, 
the chapter on economic and social cooperation, and a possible 
withdrawal provision.
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Apr. 21 | Memorandum of Conversation, by. Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special 355. 
'  -| '. Assistant to the Secretary of State . | 

' Views of the Mexican Delegation on proposed modifications 
of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, and Mr. Pasvolsky’s 
comments on their four major points. — 

Apr. 23 | Minutes of the Thirteenth Meeting of the United States Delega- 360 
tion, Held at. San Francisco, Monday, April 28, 1946, 
11 a.m. a | — - 

Summary statement on administrative and procedural 
subjects discussed. os Ms 

Apr. 23 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 361 
- (Winant) oo . | 

Denial of Danish request to be represented by an observer 
at the Conference. Ce 

Apr. 23 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Truman 362 
Report on recommendations of the Committee of Jurists 

concerning the statute of the new Court. - | 

Apr. 23 | Minutes of the First Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Ques- 363 
tions of Organization and Admission, Held at Washington, 
Monday, April 28, 1945, 9:36 p.m. 

Questions of organization and admission of States to the 
Conference: Soviet Republics, chairmanship, commissions and 
committees, languages, nationality of. observers or advisers 
to the Conference, Soviet promise of support of Chinese 
proposals to be discussed with other proposed changes in the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. | 

Apr. 24 | Minutes of the Fourteenth Meeting of the United States Delega- 374 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, April 24, 1946, 
9:30 a.m. : 

Principal proposals by other Governments and arguments SS 
against them: II, Principles, III, Membership, V, B, General 
Assembly, VI, Security Council; press policy. 

Apr. 24 | Minutes of the Fifteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 379 
Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, April 24, 1945, 3:36 p.m. 

Summary statement on subjects discussed. oe 

Apr. 24 | The Department of State to the Embassy of the Soviet Union’ 379 
Reiteration of United States position that it could not agree 

to extension of an invitation to the Provisional Government 
| functioning in Warsaw. . 

Apr. 24 | Memorandum by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, Assistant to the Secre- 380 
tary of State, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, | - 
April 24,1945, 6:46 p.m. 

Discussion of Secretary Stettinius with Soviet Foreign Min- 
ister Molotov and Ambassador Gromyko on problems of chair- 

a manship, admission of the Soviet Republics, and invitation to : 
Poland. . . 

| CuaptTEer IV: Aprit 25-May 7, 1945 | 

1945 a 
Apr. 25 | Minutes of the Sixteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation 385 

- ° (A), Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, April 26, 1946, 
8:35 a.m. . : 

Miscellaneous announcements. |
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Apr. 25 | Minutes of the Sixteenth Meeting (Executive Session) of the 386. 
United States Delegation (B), Held at San Francisco, | 
Wednesday, April 25, 1945, 9:30 a.m. 

US relations with the USSR on question of Poland and on 
the problem of votes for the two additional Soviet Republics; 
Argentina. 

Apr. 25 | Minutes of the Second Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on 402 
Questions of Organization and Admission, Held at San 
Francisco, April 26, 1945, 11 a.m. 

Plans for opening session of the Conference. 

Apr. 25 | Minutes of the Seventeenth Meeting (Executive Session) of the 407 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Wednes- 
day, April 25, 1945, 8:40 p.m. 

Questions of presidency of the Conference, Argentina, and 
admission of Soviet Republics. 

Apr. 26 | Minutes of the Eighteenth Meeting of the United States Delega- 414. 
tion, Held at San Francisco, April 26, 1945, 9:30 a.m. 

Discussion on Argentina and admission of two Soviet Repub- 
lics; proposed revisions II(4,8, and unnumbered paragraph), | 
Principles; III(1), Membership; V,B(1), General Assembly; 
VITI,B(1), Threats to the Peace; X(1-—6), Secretariat; and XI 
(2, and new paragraph), Amendments: withdrawal provision. 

Apr. 26 | Memorandum by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, Member of the United 444 
States Delegation, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, 
April 26, 1946, 10:20 a.m. 

Secretary Stettinius informs Mr. Molotov of his optimism 
on question of Steering Committee approval of admission of 
Soviet Republics as initial members of the proposed UN. 

Apr. 26 | Minutes of the Nineteenth Meeting of the United States Delega- 445. 
. tion (A), Held at San Francisco, Tharsday, April 26, 1945, 

8:40 p.m. 
Charter XII and XIII, Trusteeship system: United States 

proposed draft approved by the Delegation as a basis for 
discussion in the Conference. 

Apr. 26 | Minutes of the Nineteenth Meeting (Executive Session) of the 452: 
United States. Delegation (B), Held at San Francisco, 
Thursday, April 26, 1945, 9:05 p.m. 

Presidency of the Conference. 

Apr. 26 | Draft United States Proposals for Trusteeship 459- 
Charter, XII and XIII, Text of draft proposals. 

Apr. 27 | Minutes of the Twentieth Meeting of the United States Delegation 460: 
(A), Held at San Francisco, April 27, 1945, 9:30 a.m. 

IX, Economic and Social Cooperation. 

Apr. 27 | Minutes ofthe Third Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Ques- 472: 
tions of Organization and Admission, Held at San Francisco, 

. April 27, 1945, 10 a.m. 
Chairmanship of the Conference. . 

Apr. 27 | Minutes of the Twenty-First Meeting of the United States 473; 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, April 27, 1946, 
&:30 p.m. 

IX, Economic and Social Cooperation; VIII,B (1-3), Threats 
to the Peace; Preamble; VITI,C(1-3), Regional Arrangements; 
Charter XVI (102, 103), Registration of Treaties, and Incon- 
sistent Obligations; III, Membership: withdrawal. :
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Apr. 27'| Minutes of the Twenty-First Meeting (Executive Session) of the 481 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, 
April 27, 1945, 8:55 p.m. 

Secretary Stettinius’ report on meeting of the Conference 
Steering Committee and conversations with the President and 
Mr. Hull; Dumbarton Oaks Proposals constituted the agenda 
of the Conference and proposed amendments to these Proposals 
to be submitted by midnight May 4; Soviet Republics, Poland, 
and Argentina. . 

Apr. 28 .| Minutes of the Twenty-Second Meeting of the United States 485 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, April 28, 
1945, 9:30 a.m. 

List of subjects discussed. 

Apr. 28 | Minutes of the Fourth Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on 486 
Questions of Organization and Admission, Held at San 
Francisco, Saturday, April 28, 1946, 6:46 p.m. 

Soviet Republics, Poland, Argentina. 

Apr. 28 | The Soviet Embassy to the Department of State 488 
Soviet insistence on inviting the Warsaw Government of 

Poland. | 

Apr. 30 | Minutes of the Twenty-Third Meeting of the United States 488 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, April 30, 
1946, 9:30 a.m. 

Proposed statement of press policy for the American Delega- 
tion; Charter XII, Trusteeship; 8.36/2, Compulsory Juris- 
diction, 8.2-7, Nomination of Judges of the Court, 8.1, 

_ | Continuity of the Court. 

Apr. 30 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the United 499. 
States Delegation at San Francisco (Stettinius) 

Recommendation that the question of Italy’s participation 
in UNCIO be reopened. 

Apr. 30 | Minutes of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Dele- 500. 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, April 30, 1946, 
6:20 p.m. 

Admission of the two Soviet Republics and Argentina ap- 
proved by the Steering Committee and the Conference in 

lenary session; assignment of positions on Commissions 
and Committees. 

Apr. 30 | Minutes of the Fifth Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Ques- 505, 
tions of Organization and Admission, Held at San Francisco, 
April 30, 1946 

Approval of a list (not printed) of officerships of the com- 
missions and committees. 

May 1 | The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 506. 
Acting Secretary of State 

Report to President Truman on alterations in the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals which the Delegation had agreed 
should be proposed and certain other alterations proposed by 
other governments which should be supported. 

May 1 | Minutes of the Sixth Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on 509, 
Questions of Organization and Admission, Held at San 
Francisco, May 1, 1945, 7:16 p.m. 

VITI,C, Enforcement action under regional arrangements.
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May 2 | Minutes of the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the United States Dele- | - 511 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 2, 1946, 

a.m. 
8.1, Continuity of the Court, 8.4-7, Nomination of Judges 

of the Court, VIII, A(6), reference of justiciable disputes to the 
Court; VITI,A(1), application of veto power to the investiga- 
tion procedure of the Security Council; VITI,A(6) and Charter 
Article 96/1 and 2; Advisory Opinions; comments by U.K., 
U.S.S.R., China, and France on U.S. Proposals; 1X,A(1), 
Economic and social cooperation and Charter article 8, Organs: 
equal opportunity for men and women; XI, Amendments: 
revisionary conference and withdrawal from membership. 

May 2 | Minutes of the Twenty-Sizth Meeting of the United States Dele- 528 
gatton, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 2, 1946, 
5:30 p.m. 

Voting procedure in public meetings of the Conference; 
statements by Consultants; review of U.S. proposals in light 

| of consultation developments: I (1-8), Purposes; II (1,5,6, 
| and unn. par.), Principles; V, B (1,2,5, and 6), General a 
| Assembly; VI, D(2), Security Council; VIII, A(5 and 7), Pa- 
| cific Settlement of Disputes; VITII,B (1-4), Threats to the 
| Peace and Action with Respect Thereto; IX, A(1) and D(1), 
|} Economic and Social Cooperation; X, Secretariat (new par.) ; 

| XI (new par.), Amendments; Preamble; III and XI, provisions 
4 on withdrawal charter article 102, registration of treaties; Re- 
| view of Amendments to Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as sug- 
} gested by the United Kingdom Delegation: IX,C(1,d), Func- 
i tions of the Economic and Social Council; V,B(7), new par., 
1 Functions of the General Assembly; VI,A, Composition of the 
1 Security Council; VIII,A (1 and 7), Pacific Settlement of Dis- 
putes; Review of amendments to Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as 
suggested by the Soviet Delegation: I(1—3), Purposes; V,B (6), 
Functions of the General Assembly; VIII,C (2), Regional 
Arrangements; [X,A (1), Economic and Social Cooperation, 
Purpose and Relationships; X (1) Secretariat; XII (new par. 
after 1), Transitional Arrangements. 

May 2 | Minutes of the First Four-Power Consultative Meeting on Charter 548 
- Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 2, 1945, 9 p.m. 
VIII, B (2, 3), Threats to the peace; VII(6), International 

Court of Justice; VI, A, and D(5), Security Council; VIII, 
A(2), Pacific Settlement of Disputes; I (1-3), Purposes; II (1-5), 
Principles: members; V,B(1,2,5,6), General Assembly. . 

May 3 | Minutes of the Twenty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Dele- 558 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 8, 1946, 
9 am. . 

I(3), Purposes: equal rights for all people; V,B(6), General 
Assembly’s functions: proposal on revision of treaties. — 

May 3 | Minutes of the Second Four-Power Consultative Meeting on 562 
Charter Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 38, 1946, 
10 a.m. 

| VI,D (2,5), Security Council: Procedure; VIII, A(1, new 
| par., 2, 4, 7), Pacific Settlement of Disputes, B (1-2, new par.), 
| Threats to the Peace; C (2), Regional Arrangements; VII(6), | . — . 
Enforcement of Judgments of the Court; IX A(1), D(1), Eco- 

| nomic and Social Cooperation, Purpose, and Organization; X 
| (1, new par. 4), Secretariat; XI (1, 2), Amendments; and V,B 
\ (7, new par.), General Assembly, functions. |
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May 3 | Minutes of the Twenty-Highth Meeting of the United States Dele- 574 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 8, 1946, 
6:20 p.m. 

Draft covering statement for joint submission to the Con- 
ference of amendments agreed upon by the four sponsoring 
nations; amendments which had been deferred for further 
study: VI,A, Security Council, proposal of the UK, VII, 
ICJ, Chinese Proposal, VIII,A(2), and VITI,A(4), Pacific 
settlement of disputes, Chinese and British Proposals, re- 
spectively, VIII,B and VIII,B(9), Threats to the Peace, 
Chinese Proposal, IX, Economic and Social Cooperation, 
British Proposal, and X, Secretariat, Soviet Proposal; Interim 
Economic Commission. Reports on subcommittees: VITI,A(1), 
Charter article 2(7), V,B(6), VIII,C(2), XII(2), and IX,D. 

May 3] Minutes of the Third Four-Power Consuliatwe Meeting on 581 
Charter Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 3, 1946, 
9:40 p.m. 

Question of France’s participation in discussions of sponsor- 
-Ing Powers; discussion of subcommittee reports on domestic 
jurisdiction, revision of treaties; IX,A(1) and C(1), Economic 
and Social Council; VI,A, Security Council, election of non- 
permanent members; VIII,A(2) rights of non-member states; 
VITI,A(4), Security Council recommendations of terms of 
settlement; VIII,B(1), and B(2), new paragraph, and B(9), 
Threats to the Peace; specific reference to the ILO; X, 
Secretary General. 

May 4) Minutes of the Twenty-Ninth Meeting of the United States 588 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 4, 1946, 
9:06 a.m. 

Consideration of deferred questions: VIII,A(4) and B(1), 
Pacific Settlement of Disputes, and Threats to the Peace; : 
VIII, C, Regional Arrangements; XII (2), Transitional 
Arrangements; Charter XII, trusteeship. 

May 4 | Minutes of the Fourth Four-Power Consultative Meeting on 598 
Charter Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 4, 1946, 
12:15 p.m. 

II(7), Principles: Domestic jurisdiction; V,B(6), General 
Assembly, Functions; VIII,A(4), Pacific Settlement of Dis- | 

| putes; VIII, B(1), Threats to the Peace; ‘VII, International 
Court of Justice; International trusteeship; draft press release 

| to cover presentation of the joint Four-Power amendments; | 
Preamble. 

May 41 Minutes of the Fifth Four-Power Consultative Meeting on 603 
: Charter Proposals (Part I), Held at San Francisco, Friday, 
May 4, 1945, 6:30 p.m. 

} .V;,B (6), General Assembly; VIII,C(2), Regional Arrange- 
ments; XIT (2), Transitional Arrangements. 

May 4 | Minutes of the Thirtieth Meeting (Executive Session) of the 607 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, 

| May 4, 1945, 7:10 p.m. 
VITI,C(2), Regional Arrangements. 

May 4 | Minutes of the Fifth Four-Power Consultative Meeting on 610 
Charter Proposals (Part II), Held at San Francisco, 
Friday, May 4, 1945, 10 p.m. 

VIII,C(2), Regional Arrangements; separate and individual 
submission to the Conference by each of the Sponsoring Powers 
of those amendments upon which they had found themselves 
in disagreement, citation to UNCIO Documents for texts. 

723—-681—-67—_—_3
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May 6 | The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 612 
Acting Secretary of State 

Message to the President, Mr. Hull and the Acting Secretary 
of State: Press conference, three statements given out, one 
describing the joint amendments submitted to the Conference 
by the four Sponsoring Powers, second, quoting amendments 
submitted by the United States alone (V,B(6), VIII,C(2), and 
trusteeship arrangements), and third, dealing with arrest of 
the Polish underground leaders; projected attempts to reconcile 
remaining differences among the four Sponsoring Powers, to 
whose consultations France would be added; Latin American 
attitudes regarding regional pacts. | 

May 7 | Minutes of the Thirty-First Meeting of the United States Delega- 615 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 7, 1946, 9 a.m. 

Question of unofficial representatives of official organizations; 
VIII,C(2), Regional Arrangements (charter art. 53/1). 

May 7 | Minutes of the First Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 628 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 7, 
1946, 3 p.m. 

Procedure to be followed in review of proposed amendments 
to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals submitted by other nations 
represented at the Conference; Soviet action on two proposed 
amendments to V,B (6) and VITI,C(2) (charter articles 13/1 
and 53/1). 

May 7 | Minutes of the Thirty-Second Meeting of the United States 631 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 7, 1946, 

:18 p.m. 
VITI,C(2), Regional arrangements (charter art. 53/1). 

May 7 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Iceland (Dreyfus) 640 
Question of Iceland’s membership in the UN. 

CuHapterR V: May 8-May 31, 1945 

1945 

May 8.-| Minutes of the Thirty-Third Meeting of the United States Delega- 641 
1. tion, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 8, 1945, 5 p.m. 

VIII, C, Regional Arrangements. 

May 8 | Memorandum by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, Member of the United 650 
States Delegation, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, 
May 8, 19465, 8:30 p.m. 

Conversation of Secretary Stettinius with Mr. Molotov 
before his departure (Ambassador Gromyko to remain as his 
deputy); Soviet views on dealing with amendments proposed 
by other countries. 

May 8 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the United States 652 
. Delegation (Stettinzus) 

Molotov’s press statement on self-government for de- 
pendent peoples.
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May 9 | Minutes of the Second Five-Power Informal Consultative Meet- 652 
ing on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 
9, 1945, 3:05 p.m. : 

Suggested procedure for drafting final Charter. 
May 9 | Minutes of the Thirty-Fourth Meeting of the United States 654 

Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 9, 
1945, 5:30 p.m. 

VI, A, Security Council, Composition; Charter XII, Com- 
mander Stassen’s progress report on trusteeship. 

May 10 | Minutes of the Thirty-Fifth Meeting of the United States Delega- 657 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 10, 1946, 6:30 
p.m. 

VIII, C, Regional problem; decision to await recommenda- 
tions by the Preparatory Commission on questions of location 
of the UN and place of first meeting of the General Assembly; 
V, B (2 and 3), and III (1), Membership. 

May 11 | Minutes of the Thirty-Sizth Meeting of the United States Delega- 663 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Firday, May 11, 1946, 2:30 
p.m. 

VIII, C, Regional Arrangements; Charter article 51: Right 
of self defense, draft new par. to be added to VIII, B, as par. 12; 
departure of Mr. Eden from the Conference: voting procedure 
in Committees. 

May 12 | Minutes of the Thirty-Seventh Meeting of the United States 674 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 12, 1946, 
9am | 

VIII, C, Regional Arrangements; Navy views; VIII, B (12), 
Right of self defense, Charter article 51, British reaction; 
Mr. Hull’s views; agreement of Delegation on 11:20 draft on 
regional arrangements; Charter XII, draft proposed Working 
Paper on trusteeship discussed; IX, Economic and Social 
Cooperation. 

May 12 | Minutes of the Third Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 691 
on Proposed Amendments (Part I), Held at San Francisco, 
Saturday, May 12, 1946, 2:30 p.m. 

VITI,B(12), Right of self defense; and VIII, C(2), Regional 
Crpaneements; draft texts of VIII,B, new par. 12, and VIII, 

1). 

May 12 | Minutes of the Third Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 706 
on Proposed Amendments (Part II), Held at San Francisco, 
Saturday, May 12, 1945, 6 p.m. 

VIII,B(12), Right of self defense; and VIII,C(2), Regional 
Arrangements. 

May 14 | Minutes of the Thirty-Eighth Meeting of the United States Dele- 707 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 14, 1946, 
9:08 a.m. 

VITI,B(12), Right of self defense; VITI,C(1), Regional Ar- 
rangements; X(1), Secretariat; V,B, role of General Assembly 
in enforcement action. | 

May 14 | Record of First Informal Consultative Meeting With Chairmen 712 
of Delegations of Certain American Republics, Held at San 
Francisco, May 14, 1945, 2:30 p.m. 

VITII,C(1), Regional Arrangements; VIIJI,B(12), Right of 
self-defense.
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May 15 | Minutes of the Thirty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Dele- 719 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 15, 1946, 

a.m. : 
VITI,B, Enforcement Arrangements; VIII,C, Regional Ar- 

rangements; III, Membership (withdrawal); V,B(1), security 
powers of the General Assembly: Charter article 2(4), Pur- 
poses and Principles: territorial integrity. 

May 15 | Notes on Second Informal Consultative Meeting With Chairmen 730 
of Delegations of Certain American Republics, Held at San 

. . Francisco, May 15, 1945, 2:46 p.m. |. 
_ VITI, A(3), Pacific Settlement of Disputes; VIII,B (12), 
Right of self-defense; VIII,C, Regional Arrangements. 

May 15 | Minutes of the Fourth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 737 
ths Pe Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 16, 

p.m. 
VIII, A(3), Pacific Settlement of Disputes: Regional Arrange- 

ments; VIII,C(1), Regional Arrangements; VIII,B(12), Right | 
of self-defense. _ . 

May 15 | Minutes of the Fortieth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 740 
- Held at San Francisco, May 15, 1945, 6 p.m. 

X(1), Secretary General and Deputy Secretaries General; 
Preamble, ‘“‘due respect for treaties’; I, Purposes; Charter 
article 2(4) Purposes and Principles: territorial integrity; 
press statement on regional areas. | —_ 

May 15 | Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State 749 
Relation of Switzerland to the proposed UN. 

May 16 | Minutes of the Forty-First Meeting of the United States Dele- 749 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 16, 1945, 

- Jam. 
' Consideration of amendments proposed by other countries: 
Preamble; I, Purposes; and II, Principles: human rights; 
recommendations on III, Membership (withdrawal, expulsion, | 

oo and suspension); XI, Charter amendments; X, Secretariat; |- 
VII, New Court vs. Old Court; VI A, Security Council, Com- 
position: election of non-permanent members to the Security 
Council; Charter XII, the Delegation’s working paper ac- 
cepted by the Committee on Trusteeship as basis for its 
discussions. 

May 16.| Minutes of the Fifth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting | 758. 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 16, 
1945, 3 p.m. . 

Completion of Five-Power consultation on regional formula 
awaiting Soviet approval before submission to the Conference 

- Commission ITI/4. —— 

May 16 | M inutes of the Forty-Second Meeting of the United States Dele- 761 
gation, Held at.San Francisco, Wednesday, May 16,.1946, 

1 6 pm. : : } | 
Consideration of reeommendations to American Delegation 

on basic issues: V,B,C,D, General Assembly: structure, voting, 
on procedures, political and security. functions; IX, Economic: 

- and. Social Cooperation. - 

May 17 | Minutes of the Forty-Third Meeting of the United States Dele- 768 
' gation, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 17, 1946, 

§:30 a.m. 
V,B(4), Election of Secretary General; Procedural questions; 

VI, Security Council; VIII,B, Voting procedure on enforcement 
action; VIII,A, Pacific Settlement of Disputes.
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May 17 | Minutes of the Forty-Third Meeting (Executive Session) of the V74 
United States Delegation (B), Held at San Francisco, 
Thursday, May 17, 1945, 10:20 a.m. 

X(1), Deputies, Secretary General; VIII,C, Regional Ar- 
rangements; II, Principles: Atlantic Charter, freedom of 
information and communication. 

May 17 | Minutes of the Forty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Dele- 778 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 17, 1946, 
6 p.m. 

. VI, Security Council: Yalta voting agreement; VIII,B(12), 
Enforcement arrangements: Collective measures in self- 
defense; Decisions reached by the Committee of Five: Pre- 
amble, I and II, Purposes and Principles; III Membership, X, 
Secretariat; V,B(3), and B,C(1-2), General Assembly: sus- 
pension of voting rights as penalty of non-payment of contri- 
bution; Charter articles 8, Organs and 101(3), Secretariat: 

. _| Participation of men and women on an equal basis in UN; 
VII, International Court of Justice: Judges—nomination and 
election; V,B(1), General Assembly: functions and powers; 
IX, Economic and Social Cooperation: IX,A(2), ILO, [X,A(1), 
Right to work; Charter article 55(a), Full employment; Lx, A, 
new paragraphs (Australian pledge); IX,B and ©, Economic 
and Social Council, composition and functions; Charter article 
76(b), International Trusteeship System, ‘‘independence’’ as 
a goal. 

May 18 | Minutes of the Forty-Fifth Meeting of the United States Delega- 790 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 18, 1946, 9 a.m. 

Recommendations to U.S. Delegation on basic issues; Legal 
problems: Charter article 105(1—2), privileges and immunities 
(UN); Charter article 102(1-—2), registration and publication Lo 
of treaties; Charter article 103, conflict of international agree- 
ments with Charter; Charter article 13(1a), General Assembly: 
development of international law, General Assembly role; 
dissolution of League of Nations; Charter article 76(b), Trust- 
eeship: ‘‘independence”’ for dependent peoples as a goal; 
Charter article 62(1), Economic and Social Council: reference 
to “‘education’’. 

May 18 | Minutes of the Forty-Sizth Meeting of the United States Delega- 799 
tton, Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 18, 1945, 6 p.m. 

VIII,B, Enforcement arrangements; XII, Transitional Ar- 
rangements; IX,A(1), Economic and Social Cooperation: 

| reference to ‘‘education”’. 

May 19 | Minutes of the Forty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Delega- 803 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 19, 1946, 9 a.m. 

.. [X,C, Economic and Social Council, functions and powers; 
IX,A(1), full employment; VI,D(5), and Charter article 44, 
Security Council, ad hoc voting membership; VIII,C, Regional 
Arrangements: mention of ‘“‘Act of Chapultepec’; VIII,C(2), 

‘| Charter article 53, exception for action against enemy states; 
VITI,B, Enforcement arrangements: definition of aggression, 
and agreements for supply of forces and facilities; XII(2), 
Transitional Arrangements; and VITII,A(2), Pacific Settle- 
ment of Disputes: Right of enemy states to appeal to the : 
Security Council or the General Assembly; I(1), Purposes and 

ITI(1), Membership: Neutrality.
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May 19 | Minutes of the Sixth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 812 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 19, 
1946 

VITI,A(8), Pacific Settlement of Disputes: Regional Ar- 
rangements; VIII,B(12), Enforcement arrangements: right to 
self-defense; VIII,C, Regional Arrangements: reply of the 
USSR to revisions proposed by the other four Governments 
on the paragraphs dealing with regional arrangements in 
relation to the UN. 

May 20 | Minutes of the Forty-Eighth Meeting (Executive Session), of the 813 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Sunday, 
May 20, 1945, 12 Noon 

Discussion of Soviet regional drafts (VIII,B(12), VITI,C); 
May 19 draft text of VIII,B(12); VI, Security Council: voting 
procedure. 

May 20 | Minutes of the Seventh Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 823 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, Sunday, 
May 20, 1945, 6 p.m. 

Consideration of report of Subcommittee of Five on Soviet 
- proposals regarding the three drafts on regional arrangements 
(VITI,B(12), VITI,C(1), VITI,A(3)). 

May 20 | Record of Third Informal Consultative Meeting With Ambassa- 825 
dors of Certain American Republics, Held at San Francisco, 
May 20, 1945, 9 p.m. 

Presentation to the Ambassadors of three drafts to the 
Regional Committee the following day (VITI,A(8), VIII, 
B(12), and VIII,C(1); no dissent from the drafts expressed. 

May 21 | Minutes of the Forty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delega- 826 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 21, 1945, 9 a.m. 

VI,C(1-3), Voting procedure in the Security Council: Yalta 
voting formula interpreted by Mr. Hiss; Charter article 71, 
relations of Economic and Social Council with non-governmen- 

:| tal organizations; Charter article 62(4), calling of international 
_.{ conference by the Economic and Social Council; [X,A(1a), Full 

employment as an objective of UN. 

May 21 | The Acting Secretary of State to Diplomatic Representatives in 831 
the American Republics 

Background information on the regional arrangements issue 
(ViTI,C, XII(2), VITI,B(12), VITI,A(3)). | 

May 22 | Minutes of the Fiftieth Meeting of the United States Delegation 837 
(A), Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 22, 1946, 9:06 
a.m. 

IX,A(la), “full employment”; Charter article 56, coopera- 
tion of members on economic and social matters; UNCIO: 
establishment and composition of Advisory Committee of 

| Jurists (US, UK, USSR, China, France, and Mexico); VII, 
-| International Court of Justice; Charter XII, Trusteeship; 

review proposal on a Preparatory Commission; Charter Pre- 
amble: provision on respect for treaties. 

May 22 | Minutes of the Fiftieth Meeting (Executive Session) of the United 847 
States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 22, 
1945, 10:50 a.m. 

Charter article 108, Amendments: Withdrawal from mem- 
bership.
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May 23 | Minutes of the Fifty-First Meeting of the United States Delega- 849 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 28, 1946, 
9 a.m. 

Charter article 108, Withdrawal provision; [X,A, Economic 
and Social Cooperation: Purpose and relationships; full em- 
loyment; V,B(6), General Assembly, objectives; VITI,C(2), 

Regional Arrangements: French draft amendment; Charter 
Preamble; respect for treaties; Charter XII, 77(2), Trustee- 
ship System: future arrangements concerning individual terri- 
tories, Arab League proposal freezing status of Palestine. 

May 24 | Minutes of the Fifty-Second Meeting of the United States Delega- 862 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 24, 1946, 
9:05 a.m. 

VITI,B(5), Enforcement arrangements: conclusion of mili- 
tary agreements, registration of military agreements; VIII, 
C(2), Regional arrangements, enforcement  action-pro- 
posed change in Sponsoring Governments’ amendments; XI, 
Amendments; II(7), Principles: Domestic jurisdiction; V,B(3) 
membership; expulsion, suspension; IX,A(1), Economic and 
social cooperation: full employment. 

May 25 | Minutes of the Fifty-Third Meeting of the United States Delega- 873 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 26, 1945, 9:05 
a.m. 

VI,C (Charter art. 27(3)), Security Council, voting (Yalta 
voting formula); IX,A(1), Economic and Social Cooperation; 
full employment, and Australian amendment; Charter article 
103, compatibility of treaties with Charter; Charter XII, 
Trusteeship: Arab League’s amendments, Palestinian situa- 
tion. 

May 25 | Minutes of the Eighth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 889 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 26, 
1945, 11 a.m. 

| IX,A(2), Economic and Social Cooperation: specialized 
agencies (ILO, etc.) brought into relationship with UN; VIII, 
C(2), Regional Arrangements, French amendment. 

May 26 | Minutes of the Fifty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Dele- 892 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 26, 1946, 
9:03 a.m. 

IX, A(1), Economic and Social Cooperation: Australian 
amendment; VI,C, Security Council, voting: proposed state- 
ment on USDEL interpretation of Yalta formula; VIITI,A, 
Pacific settlement of disputes: rearrangement order of para- 
graphs in Charter language as altered by Four Power amend- 
ments; Charter Preamble; respect for treaties; VIII,C(2), 
Regional arrangements: French treaty question. 

May 26 | Minutes of the Fifty-Fifth Meeting (Hxecutive Session) of the 911 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, 
May 26, 1945, 2:30 p.m. 

VI,C, Security Council: Yalta voting formula; VIII,B 
(5,6,9), Determination of threats to the peace: French amend- 
ments, armed forces and national air force contingents made 
available to the Secuirty Council, and Military Staff Com- 
mittee; V,B(3), V,C(2) General Assembly: Membership, 
expulsion; X, Secretariat: deputy secretary general; V,B Gen- 
eral Assembly: functions and powers, Australian porposal; 
Charter XI, XII, XIII, Trusteeship, Iraqi, Egyptian, and 
Arab League proposals involving A mandates, Palestine.
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May 26 | Minutes of the Ninth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 926 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, Satur- 
day, May 26, 1946, 9:15 p.m. 

VI,C, Security Council: Voting procedure. 

May 28 | Minutes of the Fifty-Sizth Meeting of the United States Dele- 935 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 28, 1946, 
9 a.m. 

VI,C, Security Council: voting; VITI,B(7), Determination 
of threats to the peace, Charter article 4(1), membership: 
French amendment on neutrality; VIII, B(5), Threats to the 
peace: procedure on agreements for supply of forces; IX, 
Economic and Social Cooperation, Charter article 56, Aus- 
tralian ‘“‘pledge’”’ agreement; VIII, B (5,6,9), French amend- 
ments regarding military agreements; Charter XII, Trustee- 
ship: amendments proposed by Arab League and by Iraq 
involving Palestine. 

May 29 | Minutes of the Fifty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Dele- 954 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 29, 1946, 
9 a.m. . 

Proposed invitation to Denmark to participate in Confer- 
ence; VIII,C(2), Regional arrangements: French treaty 
question; question of acceptance of Italy into the UN; Pre- 
amble; Charter XII, Trusteeship; 836, Statute of the Inter- 
national Court of Justice: Compulsory jurisdiction; VIII,B 
(new par. between pars. 5 and 6), enforcement measures: 
representation in Security Council of non-member states 
contributing armed forces, Canadian amendment; VIII,B(5) 
Enforcement measures: Participation of Security Council in 
conclusion of agreements for supply of forces to the UN: XII, 
Transitional arrangements: French participation in interim 
arrangements. 

May 29 | Minutes of the Tenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 29, 968 
1945, 11 a.m. 

VIII,C(2), Regional arrangements: utilization regional 
agencies for enforcement action; VI,C, Security Council: 
voting; Conference procedures: time schedule. 

May 30 | Minutes of the Fifty-EHighth Meeting of the United States Dele- 974 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 380, 1946, 
9:05 a.m. 

Problems of inviting Denmark, Korea, Iceland, Poland, 
Albania, Palestine, Italy; IX,A(1), Economic and Social Co- 
operation: raw materials; 836, Statute of the ICJ: compulsory 
jurisdiction; VIII,C(2), Regional arrangements and XII(2), 
action with respect to enemy states: French treaty amend- 
ment; VIII,B(5), Determination of threats to peace: procedure 
on agreements for supply of forces, Australian amendment; . 
XI, Amendment procedure; X, Secretariat: election Secretary 
General. 

May 31 | Minutes of the Fifty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Dele- 989 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 31, 1946, 
9:02 a.m. 

U.S. note on Syria and Lebanon to France; XI, Charter 
amendment procedure; Charter article 109, revisionary con- 
ference; invitation of Denmark; X, Secretariat; 54-15, ICJ: 
election of judges; V,B(3), V,C(2), Membership: expulsion; 
VIII,B(5), Determination of threats to peace: supply of 
forces; IX, Economic and Social Council; VIII,C(2), Re- 
gional arrangements: French treaty amendment; Preamble.
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May 31 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the American Delegation | 1011 
(Stettinius) of a Conversation With the Acting Chairman 

. of the Soviet Delegation (Gromyko), Held at San Francisco, 
Thursday, May 81, 1945, 12:25 p.m. 

Discussion of major issues requiring decisions; interpreta- 
tion of voting procedure; election of judges; election of secretary 
general and deputies; amendment process; expulsion; agree- 
ments for armed forces; French amendment on regional 
arrangements; preparatory commission; trusteeship; transi- 
tional arrangements (XIII); powers of the General Assembly; 
position of the Soviet Delegation; proposed Big Five meeting. 

Crarrer VI: June 1-JunE 26, 1945 

1945 
June 1 | Minutes of the Sixtieth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 1022 

Held at San Francisco, Friday, June 1, 1946, 9 a.m. 
XII, transtional arrangements; Charter article 56, Economic 

and Social Cooperation: Australian pledge amendment and 
IX,A(i(b)), Purpose: raw materials amendment; Preamble; 
X, Secretariat: Secretary General and Deputy Secretaries 
General; procedural voting arrangements applicable to VI,D; 
VIII,A; XI, revisionary conference; and S4-15, ICJ: election 
of judges of the World Court; VIILC(2), Regional arrange- 
ments: French treaty amendment; XII(2), Enforcement 
action against enemies of Charter signatories; V,B(8), General 
Assembly, functions and powers: annual reports from UN 
bodies; Charter XII, Trusteeship. 

June 1 | Minutes of the Sixty-First Meeting of the United States Delega- 1056 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, June 1, 1946, 6:04 
p.m. 

Discussion of a paper, position on open questions: VI,C, 
Security Council, voting; XI, Charter amendments; X(1), 
Secretariat: election of the Secretary General and the Deputy 
Secretaries General; ICJ, S4-15: election of judges; V,B(3) 
Membership: expulsion; VITI, B(5), provision of armed forces; 
Charter article 56, Economic and Social Cooperation: Austra- 
lian pledge amendment; IX,A(1), raw materials; IX, recon- 
struction; VIII,C(2), and XII, Enforcement arrangements; 
revised draft; V,B(8), action by the General Assembly on 
reports of the Security Council; V,B(1), right of the General 
Assembly to discuss any matter within the sphere of inter- 
national relations; V,B(6), revision of treaties; Charter article 
96(1) ICJ, advisory opinions; Charter XII, trusteeship; 
Charter article 69, ECOSOC: participation of non-members. 

June 1 | Minutes of the Eleventh Five-Power Informal Consultative | 1071 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 1, 1945, 9 p.m. 

VI,C, Security Council: voting, new draft Four-Power 
statement; VIII,B(5), provision of armed forces; VIII,C(2), 
enforcement arrangements, and enforcement measures against 
enemy states under XII(2); XI, convocation of a general con- 
ference for review of the Charter; report on progress of the 
Conference; question of inviting Denmark to the Conference; 
'“X(1), Secretariat; V,B(8), membership: expulsion.
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June 2 | Minutes of the Sixty-Second Meeting (Executive Session) of the 1087 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, 
June 2, 1945, 9 a.m. 

VIII,C(2), Regional arrangements: French treaty amend- 
ment; XI, Charter amendment procedure; VI,C, Yalta voting 
formula. 

June 2 | Minutes of the Twelfth Fwe-Power Informal Consultative 1094 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 2, 1945, 10 a.m. 

VIII,C(2), Regional arrangements: French proposal; VI,C, 
and VIII, A, Voting in the Security Council; XII(1), Transi- 
tional arrangements; XI, Amendments: Conference for review 
of Charter; 84-15, ICJ: election of judges; X(1) Secretary 
General. 

June 2 | Minutes of the Thirteenth Fie-Power Informal Consultative 1106 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 2, 1946, 5:30 p.m. 

X(1) Secretariat: election of Deputy Secretaries-General; 
Charter article 96(1) and VIII, A(6), ICJ, advisory opinion; 
IX, Economic cooperation: Australian pledge, raw materials, 
and reconstruction; Charter articles 76(b), 80, 86, and 91, 
Trusteeship questions: objectives, the “‘conservatory clause’, 
and Council composition and procedure; V, B(8), General 
Assembly action on Security Council reports. 

June 2 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 1117 
Union (Harriman) 

VI,C, Security Council: Soviet opinion on the Yalta agree- 
ment on voting procedure. . 

June 3 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 1119 
Union (Harriman) 

Yalta voting formula. 

June 3 | The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Acting 1119 
Secretary of State 

Questions on Soviet position on voting in the Security 
Council. 

June 3 | Minutes of the Fourteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1120 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, | 
June 3, 1945, 4 p.m. 

VIII,C(2), Regional arrangements: French proposal; XI, 
Charter amending procedure; X, Secretariat: election of 
Deputy Secretaries General; V,B(8), General Assembly action 
on Security Council reports; V,B(6), General Assembly right 
to revise treaties; V,B (1,2) Right of General Assembly to 
discuss any matter within the sphere of international relations; 
IX,A(1), Australian pledge for separate action. 

June 3 | The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to 1131 
the Acting Secretary of State 

Draft text of statement, by the Sponsors’ subcommittee, on 
voting procedure in the Security Council, together with Soviet- 
proposed substitution of certain paragraphs. 

June 3 | The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to 1136 
the Acting Secretary of State 

Secretary Stettinius’ reply to Ambassador Harriman’s tele- 
gram 1882 of June 3 on voting procedure in the Security 

ouncil.
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June 4 | Minutes of the Sizxty-Third Meeting of the United States Delega- 1137 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Monday, June 4, 1946, 9 a.m. 

XII, Transitional arrangements; VIII,A(7), Charter article 
2 (7), domestic jurisdiction, and VIII,B, enforcement measures; 
V,B(1), Right of the General Assembly to discuss any matter 
within the sphere of international relations; Preparatory 
Commission. 

June 4 | Minutes of the Fifteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative | 1145 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 4, 1945, 12 noon 

VIII,C(2), Regional arrangements: French proposal; XI, 
Amendments: Conference for revision of Charter; V,B(1), 
Powers of General Assembly; IX, Economic cooperation: 
raw materials; Interim arrangements: Preparatory Commis- 
sion; VIII,B(9), Regional subcommittees of the Military Staff 
Committee. 

June 4 | Memorandum by Mr. Robert W. Hartley of the United States | 1152 
Delegation, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, Mon- 
day, June 4, 1946, 3:30 p.m. 

Exchange of views between members of delegations of the 
United States and the Soviet Union on Charter article 27, 
voting in the Security Council. 

June 4 | Mr. Hugh S. Cumming, Jr., Political and Liaison Officer for 1159 
Europe, to Mr. G. Hayden Raynor, Special Assistant to the 
Chairman of the American Delegation (Steitinius) : 

Question of Danish participation in the UN. 

June 5 | The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 1159 
Acting Secretary of State . 

US-Soviet views on possible locations of permanent seat of 
the UN. | | 

June 5 | Minutes of the Sixty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Delega- 1160 
_ tion, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, June 6, 1946, 

9:01 a.m. 
XII, Transitional arrangements; II(8 and 4), Principles; 

X, Secretariat; ICJ Statute, authority: proposed amendment 
to allow the Court to settle disputes among international 
agencies; VIII,B(9), Military Staff Committee; Charter XII, 7 - 
trusteeship: art. 76(b), objctives, art. 80(1), the ‘‘conserva- 
tory clause’; VIII,C(2), French treaty amendment. 

June 5 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 1170 
Union (Harriman) 

: VI,C, Voting procedure in the Security Council. 

June 6 | Minutes of the Sizxty-Fifth Meeting of the United States Delega- 1171 
' tton, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, June 6, 1946, 

| 9:08 a.m. 
~ Invitation to Denmark to participate in UNCIO; press leak 
on the veto question; V,B(5), power of the General Assembly 
to apportion UN expenses among UN members; VIII,G(2), 
French treaty amendment for the purpose of safeguarding | | 

| French bilateral regional arrangements; VIII,B and II(7), cS 
' domestic jurisdiction. |
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June 6 | Minutes of the Sixteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meet- 1176 
_ ..tng on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 

6, 1945, 4:40 p.m. . 
VIII, C (2) and XII (2), Regional arrangements: agreement 

reached on text; XI Amendments, Charter article 109(3), the 
calling of a conference for review of the Charter; II(7) and 
VIII, B, domestic jurisdiction; III, Membership: withdrawal. 

June 7 | Minutes of the Seventeenth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1189 
. Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 

June 7, 1945, 3 p.m. 
VI, C and D, VIII, A, Voting in the Security Council, and 

draft text of Four-Power interpretive statement on voting; pro- 
posed seat of the Preparatory Commission. i 

June 8 | Minutes. of the Sixty-Sizth Meeting of the United States Delega- 1197 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Friday, June 8, 1946, 9:02 a.m. 

V, B(8), General Assembly’s power to consider reports by the 
_ | Security Council; XI, Amendments, calling of a special con- 

| | ference to revise the Charter; VI, C, Yalta formula controversy 
and text of statement of the Soviet Delegation on the veto 
question; UNCIO: procedure for signing the Charter; Pre- 
amble: title of the organization; III, and V, B(8), Membership: 
expulsion and withdrawal; Charter. XII, Trusteeship, articles 
76(b), 80, and 86(1), and text of statement of views by Secre- 

i tary Ickes; UNCIO: Delegation’s report to President Truman. 

June 8 | Minutes of the Highteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meet- 1211 
ang on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 
8, 1945, 9:30 p.m. 

XI; Amendments: calling a general conference to review the 
_ | Charter, and the rights of withdrawal. 

June 9 | Minutes of the Sixty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Delega- 1222 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 9, 1946, 
9:08 a.m. 

. Charter article 86, Trusteeship Council: membership; 
Charter articles 1(2), 76(b), and 55, use of the language of the 

| Atlantic Charter with respect to self-determination; Preamble; 
XI, Amendments: Soviet proposal for a withdrawal provision. 

June 9 | Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. O. Benjamin Gerig, Mem- 1235 
ber of the United States Delegation 

Charter article 80(2), Trusteeship: delay or postponement of 
agreements, and Soviet eligibility as a potential administering 
authority. | 

June 11 | Minutes of the Sixty-Eighth Meeting of the United States Delega- 1236 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Monday, June 11, 1946, 

a 12:06 p.m. 
Italy: question of admission to UNCIO; VI, C, Voting; XI, 

Amendments: withdrawal from the UN, draft statement on 
withdrawal presented by Mr. Dulles; UNCIO: abstention from 

. | any vote; VIII, C, Regional arrangements: the Rapporteur’s 
report. 

June 11 | Minutes of the Nineteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1256 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 11, 1945, 3 p.m. 

Interim Arrangements (Preparatory Commission); VI, C, 
voting procedure; abstention from voting in the Security 
Council; abstention from voting under VIII, A, Pacific settle- 
ment of disputes; XI, Amendments: questions of withdrawal 
and special conference to review the Charter.
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June 12 | Minutes of the Sizty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delega- 1266 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, June 12, 1946, 

| 9:05 a.m. | 
. XI, Amendments: withdrawal. 

June 12 | Minutes of the Twentieth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1269 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 12, 1945, 6 p.m. 

UNCIO: procedure for preparation and signing of five- 
language texts of the Charter; VIII, B and Charter 2(7), 
Domestic Jurisdiction. 

June 13 | Minutes of the Seventieth Meeting of the United States Delega- | 1273 
tion, Held at San Francisco, June 18, 1946, 9 a.m. 

XI, Amendments: withdrawal; XII (1), transitional ar- 
rangements; VIII,B and Charter article 2(7), Domestic Juris- 
diction; Charter article 47(4), Military Staff Committee con- 
sultations with regional agencies; Charter XII, Trusteeship. 

June 13 | Minutes of the Twenty-First Five-Power Informal Consultative 1280 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 18, 1946, 2:30 p.m. 

UNCIO: Procedure for signing language texts of the 
Charter; XII(1) Transitional arrangements; VI,D(2), and 
Charter article 47(4), Threats to the peace: Military Staff 
Committee; V,B(1), General Assembly rights to discuss any 
matter within sphere of international relations; XI, Amend- 
ments: withdrawal, draft statement of views. 

June 14 | Minutes of the Seventy-First Meeting of the United States Dele- 1288 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, June 14, 1946 

XI, Charter amendments; withdrawal; X, Secretariat: 
Secretary General; Charter article 2(7), Domestic jurisdiction ; 
Charter article 6, Membership: Expulsion; Charter XII, 

| Trusteeship; tentative Conference schedule. ; 

June 15 | Minutes of the Seventy-Second Meeting of the United States Dele- 1302 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, June 16, 1946, 
9 am. 

XI, Amendment procedure; Preamble; Charter XII, 
Trusteeship: Egyptian amendment on termination and trans- 
fer of trust areas. 

June 16 | Minutes of the Seventy-Third Meeting of the United States Dele- 1304 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 16, 1946, 
9:04 a.m. . 

XI, Amendments: Revisionary conference; V,B, General | 
Assembly: Right to discuss any matter within sphere of 
international relations; Interim arrangements. 

June 16 | Minutes of the Twenty-Second Five-Power Informal Consultative 1313 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 16, 1946, 9:46 a.m. 

XJ, Amendments: revisionary conference; Interim arrange- 
ments; V,B, General Assembly right to discuss any matter |., 

-| within sphere of international relations; XII(1), Transitional | 
arrangements. . 

June 16 | Minutes of the Seventy-Fourth Meeting of the United States Dele- | 1328 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 16, 1946, 
7:30 p.m. 

V,B(1), General Assembly, right to discuss any matter 
within sphere of international relations.
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June 17 | Minutes of the Twenty-Third Five-Power Informal Consultative 1331 
| Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 

June 17, 1945, 6 p.m. 
XII, Transitional arrangements; X(1), Secretariat: elec- 

. tion of deputy secretaries general; VIII,B, V1I,D(2), and 
Charter article 47(4), Threats to the peace: Peruvian amend- 

- {| ment concerning consultation by the Military Staff Committee 
with regional agencies; V,B(1), right of discussion in the 

‘| General Assembly; VI,C(3), Charter article 27(3), Security 
Council, voting. 

June 18 | Minutes of the Seventy-Fifth Meeting of the United States Dele- 1339 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, June 18, 1946, 
9 am. . 

| Charter XII, Trusteeship; IX, Economic and social coopera- 
tion: opium traffic, International Labor Organization; 
V,B (1), General Assembly, powers of discussion; V,B(8), 
and Charter article 108, Membership: expulsion, and with- 
drawal; XI, Amendments: revisionary conference; X, Secre- 

: tariat: term of Secretary-General; VII, International Court 
of Justice; VIII, A(7), Domestic jurisdiction. 

June 18 | Minutes of the Twenty-Fourth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1348 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 18, 1945, 12 noon 

V,B, General Assembly’s right of discussion. 

June 18 | The Chairman of the United Siates Delegation (Stettinius) to the 1353 
Acting Secretary of State 

Text of telegram from Secretary Stettinius to be transmitted | 
to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (ilsrriman) requesting 

‘that he discuss with Mr. Me:otov the status of the problem 
concerning V,B(1), the General Assembly’s right of discussion. 

June 19 | Minutes of the Seventy-Sizth Meeting of the United States 1355 
. Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, June 19, 1845, 
. . 9:68 a.m. 

UNCIO: Military endorsement of the Charter in its military 
-aspects; V,B(1), Discussion by the General Assembly; Charter 
‘XII, Trusteeship; Spain: question of participation in the 
UN; representation of Poland at the Conference; VIII,A(2), 
Pacific Settlement of Disputes; and XII(2), Transitional 

a Arrangements: recourse of enemy states to the General 
Assembly or the Security Council; Preamble. 

June 19 | Minutes of the Twenty-Fifth Fiwe-Power Informal Consultative 1367 
. Meeting on Proposcd Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 

June'19, 1945, 7:30 a.m. 
XII(2), Transitional arrangements and VITI,A(2), Pacific 

. settlement of disputes: Greek amendment concerning right of 
~ enemy states to have recourse to the General Assembly and 

the Security Council; XI, Amendments: withdrawal from 
membership; VI,B(2), Security Council: Functions. 

June 19 | Minutes of the Twenty-Sizth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1377 
' Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 19, 1945, 5 p.m. 

co, V,B(1), General Assembly, right of discussion; VIII,B, and . 
—  * | VI,B(2), functions of Security Council; IX, Functions of 

Economic and Social Council.
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June 19 | The ote in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary 1382 
of state 

Draft text on V,B, General Assembly, right of discussion, by 

Mr. Molotov. 

June 19 | Minutes of the Twenty-Seventh Five-Power Informal Consultative 1382 

Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 19, 1945, 8:45 p.m. 

V,B(1), General Assembly, right of discussion. 

June 19 | The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettintus) to the 1387 

Acting Secretary of State 
V,B, General Assembly, right of discussion: proposed 

change in Soviet text, to be transmitted to Mr. Molotov. 

June 20 | Minutes of the Seventy-Seventh Meeting of the United States | 1888 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, June 20, 

. 1945 
Status of the UNCIO Committees (General Assembly’s 

powers; Preamble; right of recourse by enemy states to 

General Assembly; peaceful settlement of disputes; expulsion 

from membership); Charter XII, Trusteeship; IX,A() 

opium trafic; V,B(1) General Assembly’s discussion right. 

June 20 | Minutes of the Twenty-Lighth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1397 

Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 
June 20, 1945, 12:30 p.m. 

V,B(1), General Assembly right of discussion: Soviet 

agreement on text of paragraph one. 

June 20 | The Acting Chairman of the Soviet Delegation (Gromyko) to the 1398 

Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettenius) 

Charter XII, Soviet interest in territories under trusteeship. 

June 21 | Minutes of the Twenty-Ninth Five-Power Informal Consultative 1399 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, 

June 21, 1945, 12:35 p.m. . 

Preparatory Commission; London the proposed seat of 

Commission. 

June 23 | Minutes of the Seventy-EHighth Meeting of the United Siates Dele- 1404 

| gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 23, 1946, 

10:36 a.m. 
Situation in Poland; UNCIO plans (final Commission ses- 

sions; report to the President) drafts of Charter and Court 

Statutes: drafting changes; foreign language texts; seal to 

be used in binding five language texts of Charter. | 

June 23 | Minutes of the Seventy-Ninth Meeting of the United States Dele- 1425 

gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 23, 1946, 

| 4:15 p.m. 
-UNCIO: Arrangements for signing the Charter. 

June 23 | The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 1428 
Acting Chairman of the Sovict Delegation (Gromyko) 

Charter XII, Territorial trusteeship: eligibility of Soviet 
Union as potential administering authority. 

June 25 | Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Hayden Raynor, Special 1429 
Assistant to the Secretary of State 

~ Secretary Stettinius informed by Ambassador Gromyko of 

Soviet disapproval of statement in the Committee’s report 
on withdrawal from membership.
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June 26 | The Secretary of the Interior (Ickes) to the Chairman of the United 1430 
States Delegation (Stettinius) 

Charter XII, Trusteeship. 

June 26 | The Secretary of War (Sttmson) and the Secretary of the Navy 1430 
(Forrestal) to the Secretary of State 

Military opinion on draft charter. 

June 26 | The Secretary of State to President Truman 1431 
Transmission of certified copy of Charter of the United 

Nations with Statute of the International Court of Justice. 

EFFORTS OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE PREPARATORY COMMIS- 

SION OF THE UNITED NATIONS TO EFFECT AN EARLY ESTABLISH- 

MENT OF THE UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION; SELECTION OF 

THE UNITED STATES AS THE PERMANENT LOCATION FOR THE 

SEAT OF THE ORGANIZATION 

Editorial Note 1433 
Background information relative to establishment and pur- 

poses of the Preparatory Commission. 

1945 
Aug. 15 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 1434 

(Winant) 
Guidance for participation in major policy decisions of the 

Executive Committee of the Preparatory Commission. 

Aug. 23 | Memorandum Prepared by the Untied States Representatwe on | 1437 
the Preparatory Commission (Stettinius) . 

Matters to be reviewed with the President and the Secretary 
of State. 

Aug. 24 | Memorandum by Mr. Charles P. Noyes, Assistant to the United | 1489 
States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) 

Meeting of President Truman, Secretary Byrnes, and Mr. 
Stettinius. 

Aug. 24 | The pany of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 1440 
Winant) . | 

Desirability of informal consultations and agreement among 
the Five Great Powers. 

Aug. 27 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- | 1441 
tary of State 

Agreement by representatives of the Five Great Powers to 
hold informal meetings. 

Sept. 5 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1442 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Summary of various preliminary conversations with Bevin, 
Cadogan, Attlee, and others. 

Sept. 7 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1444 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Conversation with Gromyko about work of the Executive 
Committee, schedule for future meetings, and permanent loca- 
tion; conversation with Koo.
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1945 
Sept. 13 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1445 

(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 
Resolution introduced in Executive Committee to expedite 

establishing the United Nations. 

Sept. 14 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1446 
(Stettintus) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Discussions looking toward agreement on the time and place 
of the first meeting of the General Assembly. 

Sept. 18 | The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Representative 1448 
on the Preparatory Commission (Stetiinius) 

Views on the selection of a Secretary-General and the deter- 
mination of his tenure of office. 

Sept. 19 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1449 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Informal discussion by representatives of the Big Five on 
various organizational problems. 

Sept. 20 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1451 
(Stettznius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Report for the President on the approval by the Executive 
Committee of the time schedule proposed by the United 
States; question of permanent location of U.N. headquarters. 

Sept. 28 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1452 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Informal meeting of Big Five; discussion of presidency of 
Security Council, Secretariat, Secretary-General, and perma- 
nent location. 

Oct. 3 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1453 
(Stettinzus) to President Truman and the Secretary of State 

Recommendation by the Executive Committee that 
permanent headquarters of the United Nations should be 
located in the United States. 

Oct. 5 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1454 
(Stettenius) to President Truman and the Secretary of State 

Problem of specific location of U.N. headquarters in the 
United States. 

Oct. 9 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1455 
(Steitinius) to the Secretary of State 

Discussion by Big Five representatives of candidates for 
Secretary General and for president of Preparatory Com- 
mission; question of permanent location. 

Oct. 11 | Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special 1457 
Assistant to the Secretary of State 

Discussion with Gore-Booth on the future work of the 
Executive Committee and British views on permanent location. 

Oct. 12 | The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 1458 
(Stettinius) to the Secretary of State 

Suggestion by Massigli that the organizing meeting of the 
United Nations be postponed until January; recommendation 
by Stettinius that the United States continue to press for a 
December meeting. 

723—-681—67—__-4
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Oct. 24 | Memorandum of Conversation 1459 

Discussion by Byrnes, Halifax, and Noel-Baker regarding 
permanent location of the United Nations. 

Oct. 24 | The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Representatives 1461 
Notification that the U.N. Charter is now in force. 

Oct. 27 | The Acting United States Representatwe on the Preparatory 1462 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Agreement by Executive Committce to dates for convening 
meetings of Preparatory Commission and General Assembly. 

Nov. 10| The Acting U nited States Representative on the Preparatory 1462 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Synopsis of principal issues developed in meetings of the 
. Executive Committee. 

Nov. 15 | Secretary’s Staff Committee Working Paper (SC—-171/8) 1475 
Tentative U.S. slates for various posts in the United Nations. 

Nov. 21 | The Secretary of State to the Acting United States Hepresentative 1479 
on the Preparatory Commission (Stevenson), at London 

Notification that Bevin has informed Byrnes that the United 
Kingdom will continue to argue that the site of the U.N. should 
be in Europe. 

Nov. 28 | The Secretary of State to the Acting United States Representative | 1479 
on the Preparatory Commission (Stevenson), at London 

Authorization to deny reports that the United States does 
not wish to have the United Nations headquarters in its terri- 
tory. 

Nov. 28 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1480 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Summary of developments relating to the question of perma- 
nent location. 

Nov. 30 | The Acting United States Representatiwe on the Preparatory 1484 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State a 

Evaluation of British efforts to locate the U.N. headquarters 
in Europe. 

Dec. 6{ The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1485 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State . 

Agreement by the other American Republics to favor the 
United States as site for the United Nations. 

Dec. 7 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1486 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Statement of the U.S. position on the question of the location 
of the permanent headquarters of the United Nations. 

Dec. 9| The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1486 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Assessment of rumors that the United States does not want 
the headquarters of the United Nations; probable votes: 27 or 
28 for the United States, 13 for Europe, several uncertain.
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Dec. 15 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1488 

| Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 
Account of proceedings leading to decision that the perma- 

nent location of the United Nations should be in the United 
States. 

Dec. 17 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1491 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Inquiry by Gromyko about U.S. views on Simic of Yugo- 
slavia as possible Secretary General. 

Dec. 19 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting United States Repre- 1492 
sentative on the Preparatory Commission (Stevenson) 

Suggestion that Gromyko be informed that the United 
States will base its preferences for Secretary General on indi- 
vidual competence rather than geographical area; the question 
should be discussed on a five power basis. 

Dec. 23 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1493 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Adjournment of the Preparatory Commission. 

Dec. 23 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1494 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Main changes by the Preparatory Commission in the report 
of the Executive Committee. 

Dec. 24 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1504 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Report on recent individual talks with Koo, Noel-Baker, and 
Gromyko on candidates for Secretary General and President 
of General Assembly and on membership in Security Council. 

Dec. 24 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory | 1505 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Preliminary observations concerning presidency of General 
Assembly and the Secretary General. | 

Dec. 24 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1506 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Discussion with Gromyko, Koo, and Webster regarding 
Secretary General, membership in Security Council and 
ECOSOC, and presidency of General Assembly. | 

Dec. 27 | The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 1509 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Availability of Trygve Lie for consideration as President of 
the General Assembly. 

PARTICIPATION BY '!THE UNITED STATES IN THE ESTABLISH- 

MENT OF THE UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC 

AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION | 

19445 | | : | 
Apr. 11 | The ear of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom | 1510 

Winant) a 
| Transmission of draft constitution for UNESCO.
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Apr. 24 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- 1511 

tary of State 
Satisfactory progress of American draft constitution for 

UNESCO. 

June 12 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 1512 
__ Kingdom (Winant) . 
Suggestion that United Kingdom be asked to call a confer- 

ence on the basis of the draft constitution. 

July 13 | The Smnssador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 1513 
‘of State 

Approval by conference of Allied Ministers of Education of 
draft constitution as basis for agenda for United Nations 

| Educational and Cultural Conference. 

July 13 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- 1513 
tary of State 

British announcement of forthcoming conference. 

Sept. 29 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 1514 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Observations on draft proposals. 

Oct. 10 | The Charge in the United Kingdom (Gallman) to the Secretary of 1515 
tate 

Soviet view that the conference should properly be called 
by the United Nations rather than by United Kingdom, which 
will defend propriety of present arrangement. 

Oct. 16 | The Secretary of State to the Chargé in the United Kingdom 1516 
(Gallman) 

Procedural arrangements. 

Nov. 5 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secre- 1517 
tary of State 

Recommendation that United States take initiative to have 
UNESCO give suitable attention to educational and cultural 
problems in non-self-governing territories. , 

Nov. 5 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 1518 
(Harriman) 

Authorization to suggest to Soviet Foreign Office that it 
reconsider its previous decision and send a delegation to the 

- conference. 

Nov. 8 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 1519 
(Winant) 

Disapproval of plans to take initiative at this time in seeking 
a UNESCO conference on educational and cultural problems 
in non-self-governing territories. | 

Nov. 9 | The Department of State to the British Embassy | 1519 
Expression of the view that UNESCO should be formed by 

intergovernmental agreement rather than through a resolution o 
of the General Assembly. 

Nov. 13 | The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secre- 1521 
tary of State 

Recommendation against approaching the Soviet Foreign 
Office on the question of sending a delegation to the conference.
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Nov. 15 | The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Sec- | 1521 

retary of State 
- §ummary of proceedings and decisions of the UNESCO 
Conference. 

Dec. 5 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secreatry of State (Benton) to 1523 
the Secretary of State 

Transmittal of summary report on the London Conference, 
November 1-16, 1945. 

PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED STATES IN THE SESSIONS OF 

THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR CONFERENCE AND GOVERNING BODY 

1945 : 
500.C Report by the Chief of the Division of International Labor, 1530 
115/7- Social and Health Affairs (Mulliken) 
1145 Report on the 95th Session of the Governing Body of the 
(un- International Labor Organization. 

dated) 

July 6 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of International | 1535 
Labor, Social and Health Affairs (Mulliken) 

Presence of a representative of the Polish Government at the 
meeting in Quebec of the Governing Body of the ILO. 

July 11 | The Ambassador in Belgium (Sawyer) to the Secretary of State 1535 
Inquiry by Belgian labor leaders concerning American 

attitude toward the admission of the Soviet Union to the ILO. 

Aug. 7 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Belgium | 1536 
(Sawyer) | 

Support for renewal of Soviet membership in the ILO. 

Sept. 4 | The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Labor (Schwellenbach) 1537 
Notification that it would be premature to invite Bulgaria 

and Hungary to the International Labor Conference. 

Oct. 10 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador.in France (Caffery) 1537 
Transmittal of instructions from Departments of State 

and Labor to U.S. Government representatives at 96th session 
of ILO Governing Body. . 

Oct. 11 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 1539 
United Kingdom and Canada favor inviting Bulgaria and 

Hungary to she ILO meeting. 

Oct. 12 | The Secretary of State to Miss Frances Perkins 1539 
Transmittal of instructions to the U.S. Government Delega- 

tion to the International Labor Conference at Paris. 

Oct. 24 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 1551 
Request for instructions on pending articles. 

Oct. 26 | The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 1551 
Report of stand taken by U.S. delegation on question of 

amendments to ILO constitution. 

Nov. 1 | The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Caffery) 1552 
Instructions on pending articles.



LIV LIST OF PAPERS 

INTERNATIONAL LABOR. CONFERENCE—Continued 

Date | | . Paper Page 

1945 
Dec. 5 | Memorandum by Mr. Edward Miller, Jr., Special Assistant 1553 

io the Under Secretary of State (Acheson), to the Under 
Secretary of State , 

Recommendation that authority for U.S. participation in 
the ILO (under its constitution, as amended) be included in 
the Omnibus Bill now being prepared for submission to the 
Congress. 

Dec. 21 | Memorandum by the Legal Adviser (Hackworth) to Mr. Edward 1555 
Miller, Jr., Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of 
State (Acheson) 

No objection to the proposed amendment of the Omnibus 
Bill. 

SPONSORSHIP BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE OF LEGISLATION 

RESULTING IN THE INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS IMMUNITIES 

ACT OF 1945 

1945 
Apr. 13 | The Director General of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilita-| 1557 

tion Administration (Lehman) to the Secretary of State 
Request for legislative and administrative action by the 

Government of the United States. 

July 2 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Attorney General (Clark) 1558 
Transmittal of a draft bill granting certain privileges and 

immunities to international organizations. 

Sept. 11 | Mr. Edward G. Miller, Jr., Special Assistant to the Under 1560 
Secretary of State (Acheson), to the Assistant Solicitor 
General (Judson) 

Estimate that about 3,000 persons would be affected by the 
proposed bill. | 

Sept. 18 | The “cling Secretary of the Treasury (Gaston) to the Secretary of | 1561 
tate | 

Approval of the proposed bill, subject to certain changes. 

Oct. 2 | The Attorney General (Clark) to the Secretary of State 1562 
The Department of Justice will not oppose the legislation but 

offers certain suggestions. 

Oct. 4 | The Acting Secretary of State to the Attorney General (Clark) 1565 
Appreciation for the agreement by the Department of 

Justice not to oppose the legislation; replies to specific sugges- 
tions for changes.
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THE UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE ON INTERNA- 
TIONAL ORGANIZATION, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFOR- 
NIA, APRIL 25-JUNE 26, 1945 

INTRODUCTORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR ~ 

Historical Note : 

For documentation on arrangements for exploratory discussions on 

world security organization (including the Dumbarton Oaks conver- 

sations August 21—October 7, 1944), see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol- 

ume I, pages 614 ff. 

The Conference of the United Nations was called to meet in San 

Francisco on April 25, 1945, for the sole purpose of drafting the 

charter of a world security organization, and concluded on June 26, 

1945, after fifty-one days of debate, negotiation, and drafting. The 

delegates of fifty governments unanimously approved the Charter of 
the United Nations, the Statute of the International Court of Justice, 

and the “Interim Arrangements” for the establishment of the Pre- 

paratory Commission of the United Nations in plenary session on 

June 25. On the following day the Charter was signed by 153 dele- 
gates, and a space was left for the signature of Poland, whose govern- 

ment was not represented at the Conference. 
The United States Senate gave advice and consent to ratification 

of the Charter of the United Nations and annexed Statute of the 

International Court of Justice on July 28. President Truman ratified 

the Charter with the Statute on August 8 and signed the United 
Nations Participation Act of 1945 providing for United States par- 

ticipation in the United Nations on December 20. The Charter came 
into force on October 24, 1945, when the five major powers and twenty- 

four other signatory states had ratified the Charter. The original 
Protocol of Deposit of Ratifications of the Charter of the United 

Nations, signed by Secretary of State James F. Byrnes, was deposited, 

with the original signed copy of the Charter and the Statute, in the 

Archives of the Government of the United States. 

Conference Structure and Documentation 

~The Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, supplemented by later agreements, 
ameridments, comments, and proposals submitted by participating 

1



2 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

governments, constituted the agenda of the Conference. The perma- 
nent organization of the Conference comprised four commissions, 
twelve technical committees, and four general committees. The In- 
ternational Secretariat, headed by the Secretary Genera] of the Con- 
ference, provided secretaries and clerical] assistance for the committees, 
as well as translating, documentation, communications, and other 
facilities for them and the Conference as a whole. | 

The Charter was drafted in closed meetings of the twelve technical 
committees and their subcommittees. Recommendations of each com- 
mittee formulated on the various parts of the agenda assigned to it. 
were submitted on completion of its work to the appropriate commis- 
sion, and, in turn, each commission, after consideration of the recom- 
mendations of its technical committees, recommended to the Confer- 
ence in plenary session proposed texts for adoption as parts of the 
Charter. Nearly all of the important records of the Conference were 
issued in mimeographed form and distributed daily. About half a 
million sheets were reproduced each day. Documents of the commis- 
sions and committees, in general, include agenda, summary reports 
of meetings, and working documents. Verbatim minutes of the 
plenary sessions only were freely distributed, although verbatim 
minutes of other meetings were available for reference. 

The principal documents of the United Nations Conference were 
published by the United Nations Information Organizations (London 
and New York) in cooperation with the Library of Congress in the 
22-volume series entitled Documents of the United Nations Confer- 
ence on International Organization. 'The series is available from the 
United Nations, New York. This material, reproduced photolitho- 
graphically, without textual editing, from the mimeographed, printed, 
or photolithographed originals, is presented in the two working lan- 
guages of the Conference, English and French. The final documents, 
however, the Charter, Statute of the International Court of Justice, 
and the Interim Arrangements are presented in the five official lan- 
guages, Chinese, English, French, Russian, and Spanish. An index 
covering the complete official documentation is contained in volume 
21. This volume provides a chronological legislative history of each 
article of the Charter, an alphabetical subject key, tables of corre- 
spondence between articles of the Charter of the United Nations and 

the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, and a list of abbreviations used. An 
explanation of the numbering and classification system for Conference 
documentation is provided in volume 2 of the series, on pages 19, 27, 
and 81. 

Reports of participating governments include the following English 
versions: Charter of the United Nations: Report to the President on 
the Results of the San Francisco Conference by the Chairman of the
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United States Delegation, the Secretary of State, June 26, 1945 (De- 

partment of State publication No. 2349, Conference Series 71); A 
Commentary on the Charter of the United Nations Signed at San 
Francisco on the 26th June, 1945, presented by the Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs to Parliament by Command of His Majesty (Brit- 
ish Cmd. 6666, Miscellaneous No. 9 (1945) ) ; Materials for the History 
of the United Nations, S. B. Krylov: Volume I, “Framing of the Text 
of the Charter of the United Nations” (published by the Academy 
of Sciences of the USSR, 1949) ; Report on the United Nations Con- 
ference on International Organization Held at San Francisco, 25th 
April-26th June, 1945 (Canadian Department of External Affairs, 
Conference Series, 1945, No. 2) ; Commonwealth of Australia, United 
Nations Conference on International Organization, Held at San Fran- 
cisco, U.S.A., from 26th April to 26th June, 1945: Report by the Aus- 
tralian Delegates; and United Nations Conference on International 
Organization; Report on the Conference Held at San Francisco 25th 
April-26th June 1946 by the Rt. Hon. Peter Fraser, Chairman of the 
New Zealand Delegation (Wellington, Department of External Af- 
fairs, publication No. 11, 1945). 

Purpose and Scope of This Compilation | 
This compilation constitutes a bridge between the Dumbarton Oaks 

Proposals and the Charter of the United Nations. It concentrates 
on the role of the United States in establishing the legal framework 
of the United Nations Organization. CO | 

The underlying purpose is to present the American Delegation’s 

position in. relation to the various issues, discussions, and decisions at 
different levels, such as:informal diplomatic meetings, in Conference 
committees and subcommittees, and informal meetings of individuals, 
with emphasis on the why.and how,.and the atmosphere in which 
agreements, were reached informally among the major Powers on 
the various issues, rather than.on what transpired in the formal meet-. 
ings of the Conference. , oe 

The preparation of United States policy recommendations for a 

general international organization is traced chronologically from 

the first of the year to completion on May 2, 1945, and issuance in the 

documentary form of “Changes in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as 
Suggested by the United States Delegation”, and on May 4 in the form 
of “Amendments Proposed by the Governments of the United States, 
United Kingdom, Soviet Union, and China.” 

Substantive work of the Conference, which awaited availability of 
the joint proposals of the Sponsors, began on May 7 with study of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and the amendments presented by the 
Sponsors and other nations at the Conference. From this point on to
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the signing of the Charter on June 26, the documentation presented 
herein focuses on four phases of Conference activities: policy develop- 
ment, negotiation, debates, and drafting. The evolution of United 
States policy on the various subjects may be traced through the min- 
utes of the seventy-nine meetings of the United States Delegation. 
Informal negotiation outside formal meetings, and coordination of 
proposed policies of the United States with other major powers, may 
be traced through minutes of the twelve meetings of the “Big Four” 
and twenty-nine meetings of the “Big Five”, as well as minutes of a 
series of informal meetings with representatives of the other American 
Republics. This documentation, unpublished heretofore, is coordi- 
nated with the published documentation on Conference proceedings by 
use of footnote citations at the appropriate points in order to trace 
action taken by the American delegates in the various technical com- 
mittees of the Conference in accordance with the agreed position estab- 
lished within the delegation as a whole for their guidance. 
Many of the records of meetings included in this volume were in- 

formal notes rather than official verbatim minutes approved by the 
participants. 

Additional selected documentation printed herein includes extracts 
from the daily record of Secretary of State Stettinius, memoranda of 
conversations of the Secretary with other delegates, daily reports of 
the Secretary to the Department on Conference developments, in- 
structions to the Secretary from the Department, Departmental cor- 
respondence, memoranda, diplomatic notes, policy statements, and 
Presidential correspondence. 

Occasional deletions of less important data have been made, neces- 
sarily, within certain documents to save space but not without indica- 
tions in the text. 

The documents were gathered from the central indexed files and 
the office and post lot files of the Department of State, as well as from 
the Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress, from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, from the United States Mission to the United 
Nations, from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library at Hyde Park, New 
York, and from various Department of State publications. .



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 5, 

LIST OF PERSONS? | 

AOHESON, Dean G., Assistant Secretary of State. 

AuurnG, Paul H., Deputy Director, Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs; 

Political and Liaison Officer for Europe, United States Delegation. 

ANDRADE, Victor, Bolivian Ambassador in the United States; Acting Chairman 

of the Bolivian Delegation. 

ABMSTRONG, Hamilton Fish, Special Adviser to the Secretary of State; Adviser, 

United States Delegation. | 
ATTLEE, Clement R., British Deputy Prime Minister; British Delegate. 

BapAawl, Abdel Hamid Pasha, Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman 

of Egyptian Delegation. 

BaILey, Prof. K. H., Adviser, Australian Delegation. 

BASDEVANT, Jules, French Representative, Committee of Jurists; French As- 

sistant Delegate. 

BELT RaMirez, Guillermo, Cuban Ambassador in the United States; Chairman 

of the Cuban Delegation. 

BIDAULT, Georges, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Provisional Government 

of France; Chairman of the French Delegation. 

BLAISDELL, Donald C., Associate Chief, Division of International Security Af- 

fairs; Technical Expert, United States Delegation. 

Bioom, Sol, Representative, New York; Chairman of the House Committee on 

Foreign Affairs; United States Delegate. _ . 

BoHLEN, Charles E., Assistant to the Secretary of State for White House Li- 
aison; Political and. Liaison Officer for Europe, United States Delegation. 

Boncour. See Paul-Boncour. 

BoniILta LARA, Alvaro, Costa Rican Delegate. . 

Bonnet, Henri, Ambassador in the United States; French Delegate. 

BOUCHINET-SERREULES, Claude, Technical Adviser and Expert, French Delegation. 

Bowman, Isaiah, Special Adviser to the Secretary of State; Adviser, United 
States Delegation. 

BRANNAN, Charles F., Assistant Secretary of Agriculture; Adviser, United 

States Delegation. 

BRUNAUER, Esther C., Division of International Organization Affairs; Technical 

Expert, United States Delegation. . 

Bunpy, Harvey H., Special Assistant to the Secretary of War. 

Byrineton, Homer M., Jr., Executive Assistant to the Special Assistant in 

Charge of Press Relations (McDermott); Press Officer, United States 

Delegation. oot 

CAcerEs, Julian R., Honduran Ambassador in the United States; Chairman 

of the Honduran Delegation. . 

CapogaNn, Sir Alexander, British Permanent Under-Secretary of.State for For- 
eign Affairs; Adviser, British Delegation. | - 

CAPEL-DUNN, Colonel Dennis Cuthbert, Member of the British Delegation. . 

CastTiLLo NAgERA, Francisco, Mexican Ambassador in the United States; Mexi- 
can Auxiliary Delegate. | 

Cuark Kerr. See Kerr. | 
CONNALLY, Tom, Senator, Texas; Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign 

Relations; United States Delegate. 7 | | 
Correa, Major Mathias F., Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy. 

1The list of selected names represents those persons who appear prominently 
and frequently in the course of this documentary account of the Conference.
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CovILLE, Cabot, Foreign Service Officer, temporarily detailed to Office of Special 

Political Affairs; Technical Expert, United States Delegation. 

Cox, Oscar, Deputy Administrator, Foreign Economic Administration; Adviser, 

United States Delegation. | 

CRANBORNE, The Viscount, Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs; British 

Delegate. 

D5JEAN, Maurice, Assistant Delegate, French Delegation. 

DENNERY, Etienne, Technical Adviser and Expert, French Delegation. 

DrEnnNIs, Lieutenant Commander Lloyd, Division of Public Liaison; Special 

Assistant to the Public Liaison Officer, United States Delegation. 

Dickry, John S., Director, Office of Public Affairs; Public Liaison Officer, 

United States Delegation. 

"Duties, John Foster, Adviser, United States Delegation. 

~Dunn, James C., Assistant Secretary of State; Adviser, United States 
Delegation. 

Dupakrc. See Fouques-Duparc. 

HATON, Charles A., Representative, New Jersey; United States Delegate. 

Epmn, Anthony, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of 
British Delegation. 

Empick, Lieutenant General Stanley D., Adviser, United States Delegation. 

Evatt, Herbert Vere, Australian Minister for External Affairs; Australian 

Delegate. 

Fauy, Charles, Solicitor General of the United States; Adviser, Committee of 
Jurists; Adviser, United States Delegation. 

FaIRcHILD, Major General Muir S., Adviser, United States Delegation. 
FrrnAnpgz, Joaquin, Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of Chilean 

Delegation. 

Firzmavuricr, Gerald Gray, Legal Adviser, British Delegation. 

Fortas, Abe, Under Secretary of the Interior; Adviser, United States Delegation. 

Fospick, Dorothy, Division of International Organization Affairs; Special As- 

sistant to the Secretary-General of the United States Delegation. 

FouquEs-DUPARC, Jacques, Secretary-General, French Delegation. 

FRASER,, Peter, Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs; Chairman of 

Delegation of New Zealand. 

GALLAGHER, Manuel C., Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of Peru- 

vian. Delegation. 

Gatses, Artemus, Assistant Secretary of the Navy; Adviser, United States 

Delegation. 

Greric, O. Benjamin, Chief, Division of Dependent Area Affairs: Deputy 

Secretary-General of the United States Delegation and one of the three 

Chief Technical Experts of the Delegation. 
GILpERSLEEVE, Virginia C., Dean, Barnard College; United States Delegate. 
GotunskKy, Sergey Aleksandrovich, Soviet Professor of International Law; 

Adviser, United Nations Committee of Jurists; Soviet Delegate. 

Gorsz, Georges, Technical Adviser and Expert, French Delegation. 

Grew, Joseph C., Under Secretary of State. 

Gromyxo, Andrey Andreyevich, Soviet Ambassador in the United States; Soviet 
Delegate; Acting Chairman of the Soviet Delegation. . 

Guerrero, J. Gustavo, of El Salvador, President, Permanent Court of Interna- 
. tional Justice; unofficial observer for the Court at the Conference.
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Hack wortH,, Green H., Legal Adviser; Adviser, United States Delegation; U.S: 

Representative, Committee of Jurists; Chairman, Advisory.Committee of 

,  dJurists. boot a a SC a om 
Hazrirax, The Earl of, British Ambassador in the United States; British Dele- 

. gate; Acting Chairman of the British Delegation... noo , 
HamitTon, Colonel P. M., Technical Expert, United States Delegation.  —_—-. 

HARRIMAN, W. Averell, American Ambassador .in the Soviet, Dnion;. Adviser; 

United States Delegation. rae So pte 

HarTLey, Robert W., Executive Assistant, Office of the Special Assistant.to the 

_. Secretary of State for International Organization and Security Affairs 
(Pasvolsky ) ; Technical Expert, United States Delegation. . 

HeEpsugn, Admiral Arthur J., Adviser, United States Delegation. .. -. -- a 

HertrorD, Brigadier General Kenner, Adviser, United States Delegation. _. 
Hickerson, John D., Deputy Director, Office of European Affairs; Adviser, United 

_. States Delegation. a ce ey 

Hiss, Alger, Director, Office of Special Political Affairs. (Deputy. Director, Novem- 
ber 1944 to March 1945) ; Secretary-General, International Secretariat. 

Hotmgs, Brigadier General, Julius C., Assistant Secretary of State; Adviser, 
United States Delegation. | or — 

Hoo, -Victor Chi-tsai, Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs; Adviser to Chinese 

Representative, United Nations Committee. of Jurists;. Secretary-General, 
Chinese Delegation, = | OC oo 

Hovypz, Bryn J., Chief, Division of Cultural Cooperation; Technical Expert, 
‘United States Delegation. Oo - 

Hsu Mo, Chinese Ambassador in Turkey; Adviser, United Nations Committee 

_ of Jurists; Adviser, Chinese Delegation. oy . | 

Hupson, Manley O., of the United States, Judge of the Permanent Court of 
_ International Justice; unofficial observer for the Court at the Conference. 

Hux, Cordell, former Secretary of State; United States Delegate, and Senior 
Adviser, United States Delegation. | | 

Ickes, Harold L., Secretary of the Interior. oo , . 
Jess, H. M. Gladwyn, Adviser, British Delegation. 
Jessup, Philip C., Assistant on Judicial Organization ; Technical Expert, United 

States Delegation. | | 
JoHNsoN, Joseph H., Acting Chief, Division of International Security Affairs; 

one of the three Chief Technical Experts, United States Delegation. 
Kane, R. Keith, Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy; Aide, United 

States Delegation. . a 7 a 
Kerr, Sir Archibald Clark, British Ambassador in the Soviet Union; Adviser, 
_ British Delegation, a, a 
Kine, W. L. Mackenzie, Prime Minister of Canada; Chairman of Canadian 

Delegation... . . Do | — 

Koo, V. K. Wellington, Chinese Ambassador in the United Kingdom; Chinese 
_ Delegate; Acting Chairman of the Chinese Delegation. _ . t | 
Korscunic, Walter M., Associate Chief, Division of International Organization 

Affairs; Technical Expert, United States Delegation.. 
Krrtov, 8. B.,. Soviet Professor of International Law; Adviser, United Nations 

Committee of Jurists; Soviet Delegate. , — 

Kuznetsov,. Vasili Vasilevich, Chairman of the All-Union Central Council of 
- “'Prade Unions of the USSR; Soviet Delegate. oe 
Liang, Yuen-li, Counselor, Chinese Embassy in the United Kingdom. Technical 

Counselor, Chinese Delegation. . | og So 

Lig, Trygve, Norwegian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman. of Norwegian 
Delegation. | | 

723-681—67-—_5
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Liu, Chieh, Chinese Minister and Counselor of Embassy in the United States; 
Deputy Secretary-General, Chinese Delegation. 

LLERAS CAMARGO, Alberto, Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman, 

Colombian Delegation. | : ' | 
Loupon, Alexander, Netherlands Ambassador in the United States; Vice Chair- 

man, Delegation of the Netherlands. © | 

LyncH; Robert-J., Special Assistant to the Secretary of State; Special Assistant 
to the Chairman of the United States Delegation. — | 

Maoxenzie Kine. See King. a : : , 
MacLrisH, Archibald, Assistant Secretary of State; Adviser, United States 

Delegation. | 

MALKIN, Sir William, Legal Adviser, British Delegation. . 

Martins, Carlos, Brazilian Ambassador in the United States; Vice Chairman of 

the Brazilian Delegation. | 

McCtoy, John J., Assistant Secretary of War; Adviser, United States Delegation. 

Mototov, Vyacheslav Mikhailovich, People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the 

Soviet Union; Chairman of Soviet Delegation: po — 
MORGENSTIERNE, Wilhelm M., Norwegian Ambassador in the United States: 

Acting Chairman of Norwegian Delegation. . . 

MULLIKEN, Otis E., Chief, Division of International Labor, Social and Health 

- Affairs: Technical Expert, United States Delegation. se 

NaGeraR, Paul-Emile, French Assistant Delegate. . 

Norrer, Harley A., Adviser, Office of Special Political Affairs; Adviser, United 
States Delegation. . 

Novikov, Kirill Vasilyevich, Chief of the British Department of the Soviet 
Foreign Office; Soviet Delegate; Secretary-General of the Soviet Delegation. 

Novikov, Nikolai Vasilyevich, Minister-Counselor, Soviet Embassy in the United 
- States: Soviet Representative, United Nations Committee of Jurists. 
PapitLa, Ezequiel, Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of Mexican 

Delegation. CF | 
ParRA-PéREz, Caracciolo, Venezuelan Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of 

Venezuelan Delegation. ~~ | ms FS 
Pasvotsky, Leo, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State; Adviser, United 

States Delegation. - 

Pavut-Boncour, J oseph, French Delegate; Acting Chairman of French Delegation. 

QUINTANILLA, Luis, Mexican Ambassador; Adviser, Mexican Delegation. - 

Raynor, G. Hayden, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State; Special Assistant 
to the Chairman of the United States Delegation. DS : 

Reirr, Henry, Legal specialist on international organization. | 
RocKEFELLER, Nelson A., Assistant Secretary of State; Adviser, United States 

Delegation. mo 
Ropionov, Rear Admiral Konstantin Konstantinovich, Soviet Delegate. 

Rorin, Lieutenant Colonel Henri, Mertiber of the Belgian Delegation. 
Sanpirer, Durward V., Chief, Division of International Organization Affairs ; 

Secretary General of the Unitéd States Delegation, and one of the three 
Chief Technical Experts of the Delegation. | | 

SAVAGE, Carlton, Assistant to the Secretary of State; Technical Expert, United 

States Delegation. _ | } | | 
SERRATO, J osé, Uruguayan’ Minister for Foreign Affairs ; Chairman of Uruguayan 

Delegation. | - | 
Smuts, Field Marshal Jan Christian, South African Prime Minister and Minister 

of External Affairs and Defense; Chairman of Delegation of the Union of 

South Africa.
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Soso.tev, Arkadii Aleksandrovich, Minister-Counselor of the Soviet Embassy in 

the United Kingdom; Soviet Delegate. 

Soona, T. V., Chinese Minister for Foreign Affairs and Acting President of the 

Executive Yuan; Chairman of Chinese Delegation. 

Spaak, Paul-Henri, Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman of Belgian 

Detega tion. 

STassen, Commander Harold E., U.S.N.R., United States Delegate. 

STETTINIUS, Edward R., Jr., Secretary of State; United States Delegate and 

Chairman of United States Delegation. 
STEVENSON, Adlai E., Special Assistant to the Secretary of State; Special 

Assistant to the Chairman, United States Delegation. 

STINEBOWER, Leroy D., Deputy Director, Office of International Trade Policy; 

Adviser, United States Delegation. 

SwEEtTseER, Arthur, Deputy Director, Office of War Information; Adviser, United 
States Delegation. 

Tart, Charles P., Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary of State for 

Economic Affairs (Clayton). : 

Taussic, Charles W., Chairman, United States Section, Anglo-American Carib- 
bean Commission; Adviser, United States Delegation. 

THOMPSON, Llewellyn E., Acting Chief of the Division of Eastern Buropean 

Affairs; Political and Liaison Officer for Europe, United States Delegation. 

TOMLINSON, George, Assistant Delegate, British Delegation. 

TOMLINSON, John D., Specialist, Division of International Organization Affairs; 

Technical Expert, United States Delegation. 

Tracy,’ Daniel W., Assistant Secretary of Labor; Adviser, United States 

Delegation. 

TRAIN, Rear Admiral Harold C., Adviser, United States Delegation. 

TSARAPKIN, Semen Konstantinovich, Chief of the American Section of the Soviet 

Foreign Office; Soviet Delegate. | 

VANDENBERG, Arthur H., Senator, Michigan; United States Delegate; Vice Chair- 

man of the United States Delegation. . 

VASILIEV, Lieutenant General Alexander Filipovich, Soviet Delegate. 

VELLOSO, Pedro Le&o, Brazilian Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs; Chairman 

of Brazilian Delegation. 

Wane, Chung-hui, Chinese Representative, United Nations Committee of Jurists. 

Warine, Frank A., Special Assistant to the Secretary of Commerce; Adviser, 

United States Delegation. ) 

WARREN, Avra M., Director, Office of American Republic Affairs; Adviser, United 

States Delegation. ee | | 
WEssTER, Charles Kingsley, Adviser, British Delegation. 
WHITE, Harry D., Assistant Secretary of the Treasury; Adviser, United States 

Delegation. : bo 

Wicox, Francis O., Assistant to the Congressional members of the United States 

Delegation. 

WILLSON, Vice Admiral Russell, Adviser, United States Delegation. | 

Wrona, H. H., Canadian Associate Under Secretary of State for External. Affairs; 
Senior Adviser, Canadian Delegation. 

Yost, Charles W., Executive Secretary, Secretary’s Staff Committee and Coordi- 

nating Committee; Special Assistant to Chairman of United States 

Delegation. , | 
ZARAPKIN. See Tsarapkin. Oo :
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Li CHAPTER I: JANUARY 1-MARCH 8, 1945 . 

Consultations of the United States with the United Kingdom, the 
Soviet Union, China, and France on questions not settled at Dumbar- 

_ ton Oaks and decisions taken at the Yalta Conference; consideration 
of views on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals’ submitted by the Ameri-" © 
can Republics, other Governments, members of the United States 
Congress and the general public; extension of Conference invitations . 

‘* ‘to Governments of 39 United Nations. a “3 Os 

500.CC/1-245 : Circular telegram Oo 

The Secretary of State to Diplomatic Offeers in Certain American 
“Republics ? | oe | 

| WasHINGTON, January 2, 1945—4 p.m. 
At a fourth meeting of the Secretary with Heads of Mission of 

American Republics held on December 29* to contimue discussions 

concerning international organization a compilation of memoranda 

regarding Dumbarton Oaks proposals‘ submitted by nine govern- 
ments—Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Haiti, Mexico, Panama, 

Uruguay and Venezuela—was presented by Coordination Committee 
for discussion.° | 

Secretary pointed out that progress appeared to have been made for 

convening of Conference of American Republics associated in the 

7 Sent to diplomatic officers in 10 American Republics, and repeated in circular 

airgram of January 3 to 10 additional American Republics. | 

* For memoranda on the meeting of December 29, 1944, and previous meetings 

held to discuss international organization, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, 

pp. 937, 941, and 954. For data on these discussions, see also Postwar Foreign 

Policy Preparation, 1939-1945 (Department of State publication No. 3580), pp. 
399-401. For summaries of discussions at meetings held in the Department of 

State, January 26 and 31, and February 5 and.9, 1945, see post, pp. 27, 39, 46, and 
60, respectively. 

* For documentation on the conversations between representatives of the United 

States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, ahd China held at Dumbarton 

Oaks in Washington, August 21—October 7, 1944, and the text ‘of the Proposals, 

see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 713 ff.; text of Proposals also printed in 
Department of State publication No. 2223, Conference Series No. 60. 

> In addition to the American Republics, the views of the Governments of other 

United Nations, as well as various other Governments, were received in a series 

of, informal conversations of Departmental officers with individual Chiefs of 
Mission in Washington and through United States diplomatic missions abroad; 

these comments and criticisms were taken into consideration in further review 

and study of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. For proposals, comments, and 

amendments proposed by certain participating Governments concerning the 

Proposals, see volume 8 of the series entitled Documents of the United Nations 

Conference on International Organization, San Francisco, 1945, published by the 
United Nations Information Organizations (London and New York) in 
cooperation with the Library of Congress (hereinafter cited as UNCIO Docu- 

ments). For a guide to proposed amendments, see Doc. 288, G/38, May 14, in 

UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 6387-710.
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war © to consider major issues and that these meetings of the heads of 

mission and forthcoming Conference would enable American Re- 

publics to attend the general conference on international organization 

with full understanding of each other’s view-points and therefore with 

ereater effectiveness to cooperate in building enduring international 

peace structure. 

Commenting on memoranda from other governments Secretary sug- 

gested that all would wish to go to general conference with open minds 

and as few formal commitments as possible. He noted that if formal 

positions were taken it would be harder to change later and he urged 

that a flexible rather than a crystallized approach be kept. He said 

that it had been sought to make Dumbarton Oaks proposals informal, 

in recognition of fact that they might require modifications. 

Meeting covered comments and suggestions regarding proposed 

name of new international organization in view of objections voiced 

to name “United Nations”.’ 

Discussion regarding Chapter I centered on question of specific enu- 

meration of principles, viz. assurance of respect for international 

treaties, juridical equality of nations, respect of territorial integrity, et 

cetera. — 

| | STETTINIUS 

- ® Wor documentation on the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and 
Peace, held at Mexico City, February 21-March 8, 1945, see vol. rx, pp. 1 ff. 
With particular reference to the establishment of the United Nations, see sum- 
mary account of the work of Committees II (World Organization) and III (Inter- 
American system) and pertinent resolutions referred to in these sections, in 
Department of State, Report of the Delegation of the United States of Americé 
to the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City, 
u one February 21-Marech 8, 1945 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 

“The term “United Nations” came into being on December 31, 1941, when Presi- 
dent Roosevelt suggested to British Prime Minister Winston Churchill its 
use in the title of the joint declaration of January 1, 1942 (Cordell Hull, The 
Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. 11, p. 1124). Do : 

For data on Presidential approval of the name “The United Nations” in rela- 
tion to the new international organization and Soviet, British, and Chinese 
approval in the course of the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, see Foreign Rela- 
tions, 1944, vol. I, paragraph numbered 8, p. 731; section entitled “Meeting of 
Subcommittee on Organization,” p. 767; section (0) on p. 795; and paragraph 

beginning “Dr. Koo said that he noticed . . .”, p. 857. |
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RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 100 . . — 

Extracts From the Diary of Edward PR. Stettinus, Jr., Secretary of 

State, December 1, 1944-July 3, 1945 ° | 

| 7-23 January, 1945. 
(Section Six) — 

INTRODUCTION 

During these weeks I was busy arranging the big trip to Russia 
for the Yalta Conference * and to Mexico City for the Meeting of 

Foreign Ministers. | 

Pan AMERICAN 

At the meeting of my Staff Committee on Wednesday, January 
10th, I urged immediate action to inform the six Latin American 
“associated nations” 1! that they might be excluded from initial par- 
ticipation in the forthcoming United Nations Conference, unless they 
declared war on one or both of the enemies and so qualified as United 
Nations. I suggested messages be sent at once to our appropriate 
Embassies instructing them to convey this information. Next day 
our missions in Montevideo, Asuncion, Lima, and Santiago, were in- 
structed to present the situation at once to the respective Presidents 
or Foreign Ministers and were advised that we had taken similar 
action toward all the other “associated nations” of South America. 

Otherwise, as I told the Staff, Stalin might have said “Let us invite 
the countries fighting the war and bring in the others later.” 

°The record, in diary form, of the principal official activities of Secretary 
Stettinius which was maintained during this period, was based on personal 
conversations, correspondence, telegrams, press reports, minutes of meetings, 
and other documents. Extracts from the record (hereinafter cited as the Diary) 
are limited to subjects relating to the United Nations Conference on International 
Organization, held at San Francisco in 1945. 

* For documentation on the meeting of President Roosevelt, British Prime 
Minister Churchill, and Marshal Stalin, Chairman of the Council of People’s 
Commissars of the Soviet Union, see Foreign Relations, The Conferences at Malta 
and Yalta, 1945 (hereinafter cited as Conferences at Malia and Yalta). 

‘Secretary Stettinius notedin his Diqry for the week of 11-17 March, 1945: 
“The Yalta Conference was the first meeting between the chiefs of state to which 
the Secretary of State had been invited and it was of high importance” that 
his Crimea notes be kept in the vault for a month longer so that ‘‘no breach of 
security should endanger the repetition of such an invitation.” His Crimea 
notes are not found in Department files. 
“For list of “States or Authorities Associated with the United Nations in the 

War’, and memorandum entitled ‘‘Nations to be Invited to the United Nations 
Conference”, see Conferences at Maita and Yalta, pp. 58 and 91, respectively. _
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ae or, '... Unirep Nations. , - a 

On Wedriésday the'tenth I told:the members of my Staff Committee 
to speed up preparation of memoranda for the President to take to 
the meeting of the Big-Three”. ... (By January 19th, I was able 
to arrange an: appointment with the White House for Mr. Bohlen 
to present the completed binder, including the ten points.**) 

I told Mr. Rockefeller in answer to his question at a Staff meeting 
that the memoranda should not only be background, but contain 
policy guidance. ... | 

On the same occasion I explained that if things went well at the 
Big-Three meeting, I wanted to be able to cable Mr. Pasvolsky to 
start the machinery for calling a United Nations Conference. As- 
suming the President could clear up unsettled issues, I wanted to 
have the make-up of the American Delegation all ready and the 
proposed date and place agreed upon in advance so that there would 
be no delay later. I passed on to the Committee my impressions from 
the President of how encouraged he felt about pressing the American 
view on voting procedure with Stalin,‘ as well as his general deter- 
mination to see that we actually got a world organization. 

- Of course, the major matter outstanding from the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference to be considered at the conference was the procedure 
for voting, ...I wrote President Roosevelt on the seventeenth * 
informing him the British would accept the proposed compromise 
formula on voting in the Security Council as sent to the Prime Minister 

“Fhe preparation of numerous memoranda on a wide range of subjects for 
the background information and policy guidance of President Roosevelt and 
the American delegation in their discussions at the. Malta and Yalta Confer- 
ences (January 80-February 11, 1945), was completed on January 16, 1945. 
The black binder of material, the so-called “Yalta Briefing Book’, was pre- 
sented shortly thereafter to the President to be taken to the Three-Power 
meeting. | ; 

For four memoranda, Nos. I, II, I1I, and V, in a series of seven on ‘World 
Security”, see Conferences at Malia and Yalta, pp. 85 (No. I is printed on p. 85, 
with attachments on pp. 77 and 89), 90, 91, and 92. For memoranda Nos. IV, VI, 
and VII, see post, pp. 35, 37, and 38, respectively. 

* See memorandum for the President, with attachment entitled “United 
States Political Desiderata in.Regard to the Forthcoming Meeting”, in Confer- 
ences at Malia and Yatia, pp. 42-43. ae Co BS 
-,™See memorandum of conversation by Mr. Pasvolsky, January 8, 1945, ibid., 
p. 66. CO OO oe CO 

* For draft compromise proposal on voting,. submitted at Dumbarton Oaks 
on September 13, 1944, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol.1,p.805, 5, 7°... 

For text of proposal concerning voting procedure in the Security Council 
made by President Egosevell ‘in telegram 2784 of December 5, and for reply 
by Marshal Stalin in telegram of December 27, 1944, see Conferences at Malta and 

Yalta, pp, 58 and 63, respectively. 7 a 
_*See letter of January 14 from the Counselor of thé British Embassy 
(Wright), ibid.; p. 77; for Mr. Pasvolsky’s reply, January 17, see past, p, 22.
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some time ago. However, in a meeting’ which the President had 
with certain members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 
January 11th,2 he had been.said by Mr. Acheson to have. gone “fur- 
ther than expected towards agreement with the Russian view .. ..2° 
ofjrequiring unanimity.” The President felt we would probably have 
to yield to the. Russians on this point but that they would. yield on 
their proposals for seventeen votes. .. . re 

rr Boo oop Do te ar ee fee 

ae So, : _ oan oat pede 

500.CC/1-1345 a | re 

M emorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvo sky, S pecial - 
, .., Assistant to the Secretary of State CO 

re _  [Wasurneron;] January 18, 1945. 
Subject: Second Conversation with the Soviet Ambassador ”° on the 

Dumbarton Oaks Documents | BF 

, At the Ambassador’s request, we met again today. to continue the 
conversation which took place on January 11.21 Our meeting lasted 
over two and one-half hours, and the conversation ranged over a large 
variety of subjects related to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 

_ The Ambassador opened the conversation by saying that he had 
‘given a great deal of thought to the points brought out in our previous 
discussion and had re-read the President’s proposal. He was puzzled 
by the reference to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 1, and pro- 
ceeded to read that paragraph from the Russian text of the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks documents which he had in his hands. I told him that what 
we had in mind was the question of whether or not the Council should 
encourage a regional group or agency to undertake peaceful settle- 
ment of a local or regional dispute. He thought that was logical in 
terms of our general formula. . | . 

He said that he was anxious to have another talk because, in view 
of his imminent departure for Moscow, it had occurred to. him that 

this would be a, good opportunity to clarify his mind on a number of 
points. : , 

For a summary of conferences of President Roosevelt with a sub-committee 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on January 11, and of Secretary 
Stettinius with the Committee as a whole on January 17, see Postwar Foreign 
Policy Prepargtion, p. 384. . 

~ ® Omission indicated in the original. 
» Andrey Andreyevich Gromyko. | | . 
“2 Hor memorandum of conversation of January 11, see Conferences at Malta 

and Yalta, p. 68. For draft memorandum from the Secretary of State to Presi- 
dent Roosevelt, January 20, 1945, summarizing the two conversations between 
Ampbassador.Gromyko and Mr. Pasvolsky, with marginal notation indicating that 
x ae no submitted to the President but was taken on the trip to Yalta, see
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There ensued another long discussion of the voting formula, which 

did not; however, bring out any new points. His evident purpose was 
to fix clearly in his mind our arguments in favor of the formula. | 
- He then asked me if I would be willing to go over with him the 
other open items,” and proceeded to enumerate them as they occurred 

to him: | 

1. The International Court of Justice 7° - 7 
2. Dependent areas and international trusteeships * 
3. Liquidation of the League of Nations * 
4. Initial membership * | 

__ With regard to the Court, he said that he considered the matter 
settled in substance and that agreement on details should not be dif- 
ficult to reach. The whole subject is being studied in Moscow on the 
basis of our documents which were discussed at Dumbarton: Oaks.’ 

The discussion of the dependent areas matter was rather lengthy. 
He said that he had been very much interested in the few informal 
conversations we had on this subject at Dumbarton Oaks, but had 
never had the opportunity to make a more systematic examination of 
the subject. He mentioned the memorandum which Secretary Hull 
had presented at the Moscow Conference ”* and (as Sobolev had told 
me in September’) said that the Soviet Government was very favor- 
ably impressed by it. He repeated the statement made by Sobolev 
that, while the Soviet Government has neither colonies nor experience 

in colonial administration, it is greatly interested in the subject. He 
asked me if I would care to outline for him the principal problems 
in this field as we see them. : 

For a series of memoranda on open questions prepared for a conference 
with the President on November 15, 1944, see Conferences at Malia and Yalta, 
pp. 48-57. For a memorandum of January 23, 1945, prepared for the Secretary 
of State concerning recommended action on points to be decided at the Three- 
Power meeting, see ibid., p. 81. | 

. See policy paper VI in the Yalta Briefing Book, post, p. 37. 
y See pe paper V in the Yalta Briefing Book, Conferences at Malia and 

alta, p. 92. : 

* See policy paper VII in the Yalta Briefing Book, post, p. 38. . 
- * For conversations at Dumbarton Oaks on the question of initial membership, 
see memoranda by the Under Secretary, August 29, September 13, 19, and 20, 
and minutes of meetings of the Joint Steering Committee, Ocober 2,.4 p.m., 
and October 5, 3 p. m., Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 748, 796, 824, 828, 862, 
and 871, respectively; see also policy paper III in the Yalta Briefing Book, 
Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 91. 

™ See footnotes to policy paper VI, p. 37. . 
** Conference Document No. 44 entitled “U.S. Draft of a Deciaration by the 

United Nations on National Independence”, dated March ¥Y, 1948, discussed at 
the eleventh session of the Tripartite Conference at Moscow, October 29, 1943, 
4 p. m.; for summary of proceedings of the eleventh session, see Foreign Reta- 
tions, 1948, vol. I, p. 662. See also The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol..u, pp. 
1804-1305. 
.” Arkady Sobolev, Minister-Counselor of the Soviet Embassy in the United 
Kingdom and one of the Soviet representatives’ who took part in’ the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conversations. See memorandum by Mr. Pasvolsky, September 28, 1944, 
Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 846.
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I summarized for him the various alternative approaches. to-such 
problems.‘as the distinction between trust and -colonial areas; 2° the 

possible declaration of general principles applicable to beth; the 
machinery of international trusteeship for detached areas; the. pos- 
sibilities and‘structure of regional commissions for colonial areas;.the 
question of international accountability; and the relation between the 
international organization and the: possible regional.commissions. I 

said that our basic. thought runs generally in terms of the ideas ex- 
pressed in Secretary Hull’s. memorandum, and that ‘we consider our 
treatment of the Philippines as a desirable type of attitudé' toward 
dependent areas. 2 ws ee  E 

_ In reply to his question as to. whether all,of, these. problems would 

have to be discussed at the United Nations Conference, I said that 
only questions relating to international. trusteeship properly. belong 

on the agenda of the conference. Colonial problems as such might be 
touched upon, but probably ought to be taken up in earnest at some 
special conference or by some other means. . | | 

He inquired whether such a discussion of colonial problems would 
involve only the colonial powers or also the other important powers. 
Might it not even be appropriate, he asked, that such a discussion be 
arranged by the future international organization, since the problems 
raised might well come within the scope of the General Assembly 
and the Economic and Social Council? I said that any one of these 
procedures was possible. | 

He then said that he was certain that some trusteeship arrange- 
ments for detached areas must be provided for in the Charter, and 
that the matter really ought to be of direct concern to his Government. 
After all, he pointed out, as a country at war with Italy, the Soviet 
Union will have to assume responsibilities with regard to Italian 
colonies, and it may well have to assume responsibilities with regard 
to territories detached from Japan. © Be 

His next question related to the position of Great Britain and of 
other countries on this subject. I said that we have a tentative ar- 
rangement with the British to exchange documents relating to this 
question, and it is our intention to make our documents available: to 
the Russians. I said I was sure that the British intended to proceed 
similarly. I recalled the fact that there are very interesting passages 
on this subject in the Chinese memorandum. He said that they. had 
found the ideas of the. Chinese very interesting and. would be very 
glad to study whatever documents we might give them. a 

_ See memorandum of January 13,. infra. oo, . a o 
_* For text,of.tentative Chinese proposals for a General International Organiza. 

tion, August 28, 1944, seé Foreign Relations, 1944, vol.1,p.718.- 0
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- We readily agreed ‘thatthe initiative -on the question: of the. liqui- 
dition of the League of Nations:should be taken by the members of 
the League. te , : 

On the subject of initial membership, he repeated that the Soviet 
Government still wishes the Soviet Republics to be included ” while 
it wishes the associated nations, as well as the neutrals, to be excluded. 
I made no attempt to argue the point, saying merely that we have had 
no new thoughts on either the Soviet Republics or the associated 

nations. Oo oo | | 
He then ‘raised the question of the seat of the organization. We 

talked briefly about the Pays de Gex idea,** which he had heard about 

and found quite interesting, except that a part'of the territory would 
be Swiss. He charactérized Switzerland rather contemptuously as 
a neutral, and not a good’ neutral at that, and hence ineligible. I 
asked him what ideas he had, and he said he had none. The subject 
was not pursued further, except that we explored jokingly the possi- 
bility of placing the organization in the Caucasus. | oe 

After that he turned to the summary of views expressed by certain 

Latin American governments ** which I had given him. He said that 
he had studied it carefully and thought that there should be little 
difficulty in accepting some of the suggestions. For example, the ideas 
of political independence, of territorial integrity (with proper pro- 
vision for possible adjustments), of peaceful change, of revision of 
treaties, and of promotion of international law could all be worked 
into the document. He ‘agreed that many of them could be embodied 
in the preamble. | a 

He said, however, that he was somewhat perturbed by the various 
suggestions for strengthening the Assembly and the Court at the 

2 For the Soviet proposal for inclusion of all 16 Soviet Republics among the 
initial members of the Organization, see last paragraph of minutes of meeting 
No. 6 of the Joint Steering Committee at Dumbarton Oaks, August 28, 1944, 
Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 738. 

In the Constitution of the Soviet Union of December 5, 1936, article 18a 
(which was enacted in February 1944) reads as follows: ‘Each Union Republic 
has the right to enter into direct relations with foreign states and to conclude 
agreements and exchange diplomatic and consular representatives with them.” 
See also telegram 347, February 2, 1944, from Moscow, concerning the autonomy 
of the constituent Soviet Republics in foreign affairs, Foreign Relations, 1944, 
vol. Iv, p. 810. . . 

It had been proposed that the Organization be located in an internationalized 
district to.be composed of a part or all of the Free Zone of the Pays de Gex 
and of that section of the Canton of Geneva in which the buildings of the League 
of Nations were situated. 

For discussions of Under Secretary Stettinius with President Roosevelt on 
the question of location of the Organization on August 28 and September 6, 1944, 
see extracts from the Stettinius Diary of those dates, Foreign Relations, 1944, 
vol. 1, pp. 743 and 772, respectively. See also memorandum for the President, 
November 15, 1944, Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 53. 

** Memorandum of January 5, 1945, entitled “Summary of principal comments 
and suggestions. so far made by the Latin American Governments with respect 
to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals”, not printed.
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expense of the Council, since such changes would ‘completely alter 
the character of our proposals. I agreed. I also agreed that it would 
be impracticable to make the decisions of the Court enforceable by 
the Council because the Council would, for one thing, deal only with 
peace and security, whereas the Court might render decisions on a 
large variety of subjects. In answer to his inquiry, I explained to 
him the meaning of compulsory jurisdiction,*® which he had mis- 
understood completely. | 

When he came to the statement that the Latin American countries 
are against voting by the permanent members on disputes in which 
they are involved, he again plunged into the subject of how “unrealis- 
tic” the smaller countries are in making that demand. I said that 
we must expect all of the countries at the Conference to urge many 
ideas of the kind that have emerged in our discussions with the Latin 
American countries, but that it seems to us that the advocacy of most 
of them would be greatly weakened by the acceptance of our voting 
formula. He said he would like to think about that possibility, and 
then asked if it would be possible for me to give him our analysis of 
the functions of the Council from the point of view of the voting 
procedure proposed in the President’s formula.®** I said that I would 
be glad to put down on paper the points in this respect which I brought 
out in the discussion. 

~ In conclusion, he again said that our two conversations had been both 
interesting and useful to him and would certainly be helpful in making 
his report to his Government. I responded in kind, and we parted on 
a very friendly note. | 

Lro PasvotsKy 

844.00/1-1845 

Memorandum by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary 
of State 

: [Wasuineton,| January 13, 1945. 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: The Forthcoming Conversations with Colonel Stanley, Brit- 
ish Secretary of State for the Colonies. 

Mr. Taussig has advised the Department that you desire to confer 
with Colonel Oliver Stanley, Secretary of State for the Colonies, dur- 

* See article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Jus- 
tice, printed in Conference Series No. 84: The International Court of Justice: 
Selected Documents Relating to the Drafting of the Statute (Department of 
State publication No. 2491), p. 8. . 
*See policy paper I in the Yalta Briefing Book, entitled “The Problem of 

Voting in the Security Council”, Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 85.
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ing his forthcoming visit to Washington. Colonel Stanley is ex- 

pected to be here from January 15 to January 18, inclusive.*” | 

Colonel Stanley’s visit is concerned mainly with the future program 

of the Anglo-American Caribbean Commission. Mr. Taussig will 
have informed you of the questions involved, which he has discussed 

fully with the Department. 
Although the Anglo-American Caribbean Commission is the only 

topic which Colonel Stanley is prepared to discuss officially, other 

questions relating to dependent territories generally may become the 
subject of informal conversations. We propose to have only explora- 

tory discussions with Colonel Stanley, since we are not ready as yet 

for definitive expressions of view. We understand that he is in a 
similar position, although we are told that he may make available to 
us, unofficially, a paper on regional advisory commissions prepared 

by the Colonial Office but which still requires clearance with the 
Dominions. — a | 
The principal questions which may arise in our informal] discussions 

with Colonel Stanley are as follows: 

1. Differentiation in status between trust territories and colonies 
generally. 

British View.—British thinking tends to assimilate trust or man- 
dated territories to colonies generally with single-nation administra- 

tion and responsibility. They seem to be prepared to accept the 
principle of consultation through regional advisory commissions. — 

Our Proposed View.—Our thinking to date favors retention of the 
distinction between trust territories which have an international status 
and ordinary colonies. In our usage, “trusteeship” has an interna- 
tional significance whereas the British apply it in a national sense, 
with themselves as trustees. We favor the establishment of inter- 
national trusteeship for certain areas and have expressed our willing- 
ness to accept the principle of regional advisory commissions for 
colonial areas. 

2. Independence or self-government as the ultimate goal for depend- 

ent peoples. 

British View.—In British opinion the goal should be self-govern- 

ment within the framework of empire. 
Our Proposed View—Our thinking to date favors independence 

as the goal of those dependencies capable of enjoying it. We think, 

however, that: permitting such territories the option of freely choosing 

whether to be independent or to remain within an empire, might be 

acceptable. 

. * Wor a press release of | January 16 on Colonel Stanley’s visit, see Department 
of State Bulletin, January 21, 1945, p. 107. Memorandum of the conversation 

of Colonel Stanley with Departmental officials on January 18 not printed.
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3. Application of the principle of “international accountability”. 
British View—The British are apparently willing to accept the 

principle of limited international accountability for their dependent 
territories but insist that responsibility cannot be divorced from 
control. 

Our Proposed View.—Our thinking to date has been in favor of the 
principle of some new form of international accountability for the 
administration of all dependent territories, colonies and trust terri- 
tories alike that should gain universal acceptance. The precise form 
and extent of accountability still remain to be decided. 

4. Adoption of a Declaration of Standards. 
British View.—The British appear to oppose a general declaration 

but supported the Recommendation on Social Policy at the Phila- 
delphia Labor Conference.*® 

Our Proposed View.—Our thinking to date has favored a general 
declaration for the guidance of all authorities administering depend- 
encies. 

5. Participation in Regional Advisory Commissions. 

British View.—The British are inclined to favor the development 
of regional commissions, of a strictly advisory nature, for dependent 
areas, | 

Our Proposed View—Our thinking to date has favored the prin- 
ciple of such commissions, but the extent to which the United States 
should participate still remains to be decided. 

6. Relation of Regional Advisory Commissions to the General Initer- 
national Organization. 

British View—The British view is unknown. 
Our Proposed View.—This problem still remains to be worked out. 
There is attached hereto a memorandum setting forth the back- 

ground of recent work by the Department regarding dependent areas. 

| {Annex—Memorandum ] | 

JANUARY 138, 1945. 

Subject: The Background of Recent Department Work Regarding 
Dependent Areas | : , : 

- Our broad objectives with respect to dependent areas have been to 
promote the advancement of dependent peoples through international 
collaboration in the interest of both the dependent peoples and of the 

* For text of recommendation (No. 70) concerning minimum standards of 
social policy in dependent territories, adopted by the International Labor Con- 
ference at its twenty-sixth session held at Philadelphia, April 20—-May 12, 1944, see 
International Labour Conference, Twenty-sixth Session, Philadelphia, 1944, 
‘Record of Proceedings, p. 585. For correspondence on United States participation 
in the Conference, see pp. 1530 ff. .
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world at large, and, to that end, to encourage and assist dependent 
peoples to govern and sustain themselves and to attain higher eco- 
nomic and social standards, to safeguard the security interests of 
dependent areas and the world at large, and to apply the principle 
of non-discriminatory treatment in dependent territories to the na- 
tionals of all peace-loving states. | 

On March 9, 1943, in a “Draft Declaration by the United Nations 
on National Independence”, prepared by the Secretary of State and 
his advisers and submitted by the Secretary to the President, a 
clear distinction was drawn between mandated or detached terri- 
tories and colonial territories. It was proposed that the former only 
be placed under international trusteeship. The draft also embodied 
an earlier British suggestion for regional commissions for colonial 
areas.*° Perhaps the most significant proposal, however, was the 
stipulation that colonial peoples should be granted progressive meas- 
ures of self-government and should be given full independence in 
accordance with a fixed time schedule. The draft was discussed 
with the British at Quebec ** and with the British and the Russians 
at Moscow. - — | 

British objections to the American proposals were noted at the 
Quebec Conference in August 1948, at the Moscow Conference in 
October. 1943, as well’as during the talks with the Stettinius Mission 
in London in April 1944.43 | oe : oo 

The Department’s proposals with respect to dependent territories 
were further refined during the months preceding the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conversations.“4 They have retained the basic ideas of the 
March 9 Draft Declaration with modifications and elaborations sug- 
gested by the Quebec and Moscow Conversations and by the London 
talks of the Stettinius Mission. The plans are incorporated in the 
three following documents :*° | 

” For text of draft, declaration of March 9, presented to President Roosevelt on 
March 17, 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1943, vol. 1,-p. 747. 

“For summary statement on the draft joint declaration on colonial policy, 
presented by the British Ambassador (Halifax) to Secretary Hull on Febru- 
ary 4, 1943, see numbered paragraph 4 of bracketed note, ibid., p. 1051. 

““ Documentation on the First Quebec Conference, August 17-24, 1948, is sched- 
uled for publication in a subsequent volume of Foreign Relations. | 

“For documentation on the Moscow Conference, October 18-November 1, 1948, 
see Foreign Relations, 1943, vol. 1, pp. 513 ff. po . 

“For the report of Under Secretary Stettinius to Secretary Hull on conver. 
sations held in London, April 7—April 29, 1944, see ibid., 1944, vol. m1, p.1. | 
“For. projected chapter IX, “Arrangements for Territorial Trusteeships”, as 

prepared prior to the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, see “United States 
Tentative Proposals for a General International Organization, July 18, 1944,” 
sbid., vol. I, p. 658. The text of the United States proposals was handed on July 18, 
1944, to representatives of the British, Soviet, and Chinese Ambassadors, but 
chapted IX (printed ibid., p. 665) was omitted from the document. 

. * None printed ; for information-on the preparation of these papers, see Post- 
war Foreign Policy Preparation, pp. 387 ff.,and 428 ff. | .
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~ 1. “A Draft Declaration Regarding Administration of Dependent 
Areas”, designed: to establish minimum political, economic, and social 
standards for a// non-self{-governing territories, whether colonies, pro- 
tectorates, or trust territories. | 

2. “A Draft Plan for Territorial Trusteeships”, designed to super- 
sede the League Mandates System * and to be attached to the general 
international organization. This mechanism would apply to existing 
mandated territories and to such former Italian and Japanese posses- 
sions as may be placed under it. ae | 

8. “A Draft Plan for Regional Advisory Commissions for Depend- 
ent Areas”, similar to the Anglo-American Caribbean Commission, 
which might be set up in the Pacific and in Africa. These would be 
independent of the trusteeship mechanism. - 

Our draft plans on dependent areas have not been revealed to other 

interested governments. Just before the American Tentative Pro- 
posals for a general international organization were transmitted to 
the British, Soviet, and Chinese governments, it was agreed, at the 
instance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to delete the chapter on inter- 
national trusteeship on the ground that discussion of this chapter 
might involve difficult territorial questions.*7 The problem of -de- 
pendent territories, therefore, was not discussed during the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Conversations, although the British, Soviet, and Chinese 
governments expressed interest in the subject. It was understood, 
however, that the issue would be considered in subsequent 
negotiations. | 

The three documents described above are now being revised in the 
light of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. They are to be submitted 
to the President for his approval before being discussed with other 
governments. | 

500.CC/1-1445 | . 

Mr. Leo Pasvotsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State, to 
~ ‘the Counselor of the British Embassy (Wright) | 

. _ [Wasuineton,] January 17, 1945. 

_ Dear Micuazw: I wish to acknowledge the receipt of your note to 
me, of January 14, 1945,** in which you say that His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment is prepared to accept the President’s proposal,.as communi- 

“ See summary statement, “Background of United States Policy” on dependent 
territories, 1918-1943, in Conference Series No. 71: Charter of the United Nations: 
Report to the President on the Results of the San Francisco Conference by the 
Chairman of the United States Delegation, the Secretary of State, June 26, 1945 
(Department of State publication No. 2349), p. 126. 
' See letter of August 8, 1944, from Gen. George C. Marshall to the Secretary 

of State, conveying the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Secretary’s 
letter of December 30, 1944, to the Secretary of War (Stimson), Foreign Relations, 
1944, vol. 1, pp. 700 and 922, respectively. - 

* Conferences at Malta and Yaita, p. 77.
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cated to. Prime Minister Churchill on December 5, 1944, with respect 
to votingiin the Security Council of the United Nations Organization. 
With respect to paragraph 1 of Chapter 8, Section C, the reference is 
to the second sentence of that paragraph. , | 

_ I have been asked to tell you of the gratification which we feel at this 
indication that the views of-our two governments are in accord on 
this extremely important question. 
- We are bearing in mind the points covered in the third paragraph 
of your note under reference. 7 

Sincerely yours, == = .. Lo Pasvousky 

500.CC/1-2345 | OO | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of War (Stimson) to the Secretary 
of State | 

| ° ‘Wasuineron, January 28, 1945. 
Here is the list of points I tried to make at our meeting yesterday : 

First | | 

- 1, Fhe Moscow Conference of November 1, 1943, contemplated two 
organizations: a 

a. A general international organization based on the principle 
of the sovereign equality of all peace-loving states, and open to 

. membership by all such states, large and small” etc. 
6. An interim consultative organization of the four large pow- 

ers for “maintaining international peace and security pending 
_. the re-establishment of law and order and the inauguration of 

a system of general security”. : | 

2.. This recognized the self-evident fact that these large powers who 
have won the war for law and justice will be obliged to maintain the 
security of the world which they have saved during the time necessary 
to establish a permanent organization of the whole world, and for that 
purpose they will have to consult and decide on many questions 
necessary to the security of the world and primarily their own safety 

in establishing that security. I have always thought that this interim 

* See telegram 2784, December 5, 1944, to Moscow, Conferences at Malia and 
Yalta, p. 58. - . oe ee - . 

° For additional information on Secretary Stimson’s attitude regarding this 
memorandum and the general subject “Bases and Big Powers”, see Henry L. 
Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War, pp. 599-605. 
See also Walter Millis (ed.), The Forrestal Diaries, pp. 28-29. 

* No record of conversation found in Department files; possibly this was one 
of regular weekly meetings which was held by the Secretary of State with the 
Secretaries of War (Stimson) and the Navy. (Forrestal). - ts 

® For the Declaration of Four Nations (United States, United Kingdom, Soviet 
Union, and China) on General Security, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. I, p. 755. 

723-681—67-6
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organization should be formal, subject to rules of consultation similar 
to Article XI of the old League, and actively at work until'the world 
had gotten stabilized enough to establish and turn loose the large 
world organization which includes the small nations. : 

3. The job of the four big nations is principally to establish a guar- 
antee of peace in the atmosphere of which the world organization 
can be set going. | 

This will necessarily include the settlement of all territorial acqul- 
sitions in the shape of defense posts which each of these four powers 
may deem to be necessary for their own safety in carrying out such 
a guarantee of world peace. | 

4, For substantially this purpose, at the end of the last war, Presi- 
dent Wilson proposed a joint covenant of guarantee by Britain and 
America of the security of France as the pillar of western Europe.* 
But the mistake was made of not securing that guarantee before the 
second step of creating the League of Nations whose safety was in 
large: part to be dependent upon such a guarantee. As a result the 
League of Nations lacked a foundation of security which ultimately 

proved fatal to it. 
5. I think we are in danger of making a similar mistake by attempt- 

ing to formulate the Dumbarton organization before we have dis- 
cussed and ironed out the realities which may exist to enable the four 

powers to carry out their mission, and I was much interested to read 
Senator Vandenberg’s recent speech * in which he took practically 
the same ground. ::. a , 

6. Any attempt to finally organize a Dumbarton organization will 
necessarily take place in an atmosphere of unreality until these pre- 
liminary foundations are established. The attitude of the numerous 
minor nations who have no real responsibility but plenty of vocal 
power and logical arguments will necessarily be different from that of 
the large powers who have to furnish the real security. . 

8 Article XI of the Covenant of the League of Nations noted that any war or 
threat of war was a matter of concern to the whole League and that in case any 
such emergency should arise the Secretary General should on the request of 
any member of the League forthwith summon a meeting of the Council. For 
text of the Covenant (pt. I of Treaty of Peace between the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers and Germany, signed at Versailles June 28, 1919), see Foreign 
Relations, The Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. x1II, p. 69. 

“See agreement between the United States and France signed at Versailles 
June 28, 1919, regarding assistance to France in the event of unprovoked ag- 
gression by Germany, with annexed treaty in similar terms between Great Britain 
and the French Republic, ibid., pp. 757-762. : ne 

*° For a.speech on American foreign policy by Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg 
in the United States Senate on January 10, 1945, see Congressional Record, vol. 
91, pt. 1, pp. 164-167. For a summary account, see Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr. 
(ed.), The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, pp. 132-138. . |
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SECOND 

1. An example of one of these difficulties has already appeared in 
the problem of the mandated islands.** You are proposing to include 
them under your future principles of “trusteeship” or “mandates”. 
They do not really belong in such a classification. Acquisition of 
them by the United States does not represent an attempt at coloniza- 
tion or exploitation. Instead it is merely the acquisition by the United 
States of the necessary bases for the defense of the security of the 
Pacific for the future world. To serve such a purpose they must 
belong to the United States with absolute power to rule and fortity 
them.*? They are not colonies; they are outposts, and their acquisition 
is appropriate under the general doctrine of self-defense by the power 

which guarantees the safety of that area of the world. | 
9. For that reason you will get into needless mazes if you try to set 

up a form of trusteeship which will include them before the necessity 
of their acquisition by the United States is established and recognized. 

8. They are of an entirely different nature from the German colonies 
in various parts of the world, quite unessential to the defense of any 
protecting power, to which was applied the doctrine of mandates 

under, the League of Nations formula. . | 

: Tip Oe 

1. You will find the same clash of fundamental ideas and interests 
with Russia in regard to certain more difficult problems. She will 
claim that, in the light of her bitter experience with Germany, her 
own self-defense as a guarantor of the peace of the world will depend 
on relations with buffer countries like Poland, Bulgaria, and Rumania, 
which will be quite different from complete independence on the part 
of those countries. | 

*° Reference is made to the Japanese mandated islands in the Pacific; in the 
Cairo Declaration of December 1, 1943, President Roosevelt, Generalissimo 
Chiang Kai-shek (President of the National Government of the Republic of 
China), and Prime Minister Churchill stated: “The Three Great Allies . . : 
covet no gain for themselves and have no thought of territorial expansion. It 
is their purpose that Japan shall be stripped of ail the islands in the Pacific 
which she has seized or occupied since the beginning of the first ‘World War in 
ee ; .’, (Foreign Relations, The Conferences at Cairo and Tehran, 1948, 

p. : | . 
Yor memorandum of conversation with President Roosevelt, by the Special 

Assistant to the Secretary of State (Pasvolsky), November 15, 1944, which out- 
lines the President’s views in relation to those of the Secretaries of War and 
the Navy on international trusteeship, see Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 56. 

; President Roosevelt, in a memorandum of July 10, 1944, not printed, re- 
minded the Joint Chiefs of Staff that “we have agreed that we are seeking no 
additional territory as a result of the war’. He added, however, that he was 
working on the idea that the United Nations would ask the United States to 
act as trustee for the Japanese Mandated Islands; he assumed that ‘with this 
authority would also go the military authority to protect or fortify them.: The 
War and Navy representatives argued on the basis of this that the trustee should 
retain rigid controls over a trust territory when that territory had been desig- 
nated as a strategic area.
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2. It is my suggestion that such fundamental problems should be 
at least discussed and if possible an understanding reached between 
the big guarantor nations before you endeavor to set up principles in 
a world organization which may clash with realities. _ | 

For all these reasons I think we should not put the cart before the 
horse. We should by thorough discussion between the three or four 
great powers endeavor to settle, so far as we can, an accord upon the 
general area of these fundamental problems. We should endeavor 
to secure a covenant of guarantee of peace or at least an understand- 
ing of the conditions upon which such a general undertaking of 
mutual guarantee could be based. | a 

If there is a general understanding reached among the larger powers 
IT do not fear any lack of enthusiasm on the part of the lesser fry to 
follow through with the world organization whenever a general meet- 
ing may be called. oe . 

The foregoing constitutes a consideration which I believe to be 
fundamental yet it is no more than the common prudence one would 
exercise in preparing for the success of any general assembly or meet- 
ing in business or political life. | 

There is another point, however, which relates to the advisability 
of raising any territorial questions at all during the course of the war 
or, at least, until after the Russians have clearly committed themselves 
to their participation in the Pacific war.*® Any discussions of terri- 
torial matters, whether they be in the nature of security acquisitions, 
trusteeships or outright territorial adjustments, are almost certain to 
induce controversies which put at risk a united and vigorous prosecu- 
tion of the war itself. The introduction of these subjects into any 
general meeting would be most inadvisable, almost certainly provoke 
a welter of opinion and great jockeying for position. In my judgment 
it is fanciful to suppose that the subject of ‘“‘trusteeships” could be 
introduced with a limitation of the discussion to the mere form of the 
trust organization. No such discussion could usefully proceed with- 
out a consideration of the nature of the specific areas to be trusteed. 

Immediately the subject is introduced, the various powers would cer- 
tainly consider the subject in the light of how it would affect the 
areas in which they are interested or which they covet. a 
__I feel that for us to raise the subject, on the proviso that no areas 
im the Pacific in which we are interested could be discussed is even 

For text of agreement regarding entry of the Soviet Union into the war 
against Japan, signed on February 11, 1945, by Marshal Stalin, President Roose- 
velt, and Prime Minister Churchill, see Conferences at Malia and Yalta, p. 984 
(also printed as Department of State Executive Agreement Series No. 498, 
59 Stat. (pt. 2) 1823). With regard to this subject, see Conferences at Malta 
and Yalta, pp. 361-400; Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. 11, pp. 
1309-13810; and U.S. Department of Defense, The Entry of the Soviet Union into 
the War Against Japan: Military Plans, Press Release (Sept. 1955).
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more. unwise, This would immediately provoke a.sense of distrust 

and discrimination among the other parties to. the discussion which 
would: both call marked attention to our aims and poison the general 
atmosphere of the discussion. - | 

It is my conclusion, therefore, that we should not bring up the sub- 
ject of territorial adjustments, including “trusteeships” for discussion 
in any form, at least until the war is much further along and Russian 
participation in the Pacific war, is accomplished. We should also 
make a determined effort to avoid a discussion of the subject. I realize 
that some discussion of territorial matters may be inevitable but we 
should not bring it up and we should avoid it if we can. The subject 
of “trusteeships” could certainly be avoided until a more suitable time, 
on the very sound ground that no satisfactory discussion can possibly 
take place without full knowledge of the types and character of the 
territories to be dealt with. 

: : Henry L. Stimson 

500.CC/1-2645 | 

Record of Informal Meeting With Diplomatic Representatives of 
— Certain American Republics, Held at Washington, January 26, 
1945, 2 p. m® OO 

— _. [Informal Notes] 

‘In the absence of the Secretary the meeting was convened by the 
Under Secretary. Mr. Grew, after expressing his pleasure in greeting 
the Chiefs of Mission, gave a short address in which he stated that, 
as the Chiefs of Mission were aware, plans had become definite for a 
conference to meet next month at Mexico City; that during the period 
before and at the conference he felt that all would wish to give most 
careful study to the matter of international organization and to the 
important place of the traditional inter-American system with rela- 
tion to it; that with respect to the latter it was believed that the way 
should be paved at Mexico City through exchange of views and rec- 
ommendations made to take, at the appropriate forum which would 
appear to be the Ninth International Conference of American States, 
formal and definitive action to develop and strengthen the Inter- 
American System in order that it might play its proper role in the 
postwar world; that a more immediate and no less important matter 
was to complete at these meetings of the Chiefs of Mission, the ex- 
changes of views regarding the general international organization; 

° Present at this meeting were Under Secretary. Grew, Assistant Secretary 
Rockefeller, certain other American officials, and Chiefs of Diplomatic Missions 
of the American Republics, except Argentina and El Salvador. Copy of this 
document obtained from the Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, papers 
of Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State.
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that ten American republics had provided most useful and interesting 
comments on the Dumbarton Oaks: Proposals~a: memoranduni' from 
the Honduran Government ® having just been-received th addition 
to the others previously sent to this government—; and that this 
government welcomed the opportunity, in order that there might be a 
full understanding of the various positions, of being informed of 
the views of the other governments, and to explain the basic reasons 
which underlie certain provisions of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, 
not only regarding those questions which have been raised in the 
memoranda ‘but also with respect to other points which the govern- 
ments might wish to make. Oo 

Mr. Grew then said he would like to add a few further words on 
the World Organization. He stated that much hard work had been 
put in at Dumbarton Oaks and the results had been more successful 
than had been anticipated but that there was a great deal still to be 
done. He then said that he believed that there were two important 
points that should be kept in mind. : 

He stated that in the first place there was much to be learned from 
history as to the necessity of taking full measures for the preservation 
of peace. He said that efforts had been made almost from time im- 
memorial to attain this end but that all had failed because they were 
superficial. He likened the measures demanded for assuring peace 
to those for the cure of cancer in that cancer could not be temporized 
with and required the most drastic methods in its treatment. Thus, he 
said, in the organization for peace and security in the world it was 
necessary to be prepared to use all means at our disposal, including 
force; although he hoped, of course, that force would not be necessary. 

_ His second point was that no matter how much hard work—and 
no work was more important than this—was put into the formula- 
tion of the World Organization and whatever plans for the organiza- 
tion emerged from the United Nations Conference some nations would 
not think them perfect. The world, he said, should not for that rea- 
son be discouraged. He said that as an illustration when the Ameri- 
ean Constitution was drafted there was practically no one at the time 
who was satisfied with it; yet it has lasted over 150 years, been de- 
veloped and amended, and has served as a very successful institution. 

We should, he said, all make up our minds to give the world orga- 
nization a chance to succeed and an opportunity for it to develop and 
grow. .He admonished that unless we did so and if it, did not sue- 
ceed the next war through scientific developments in the machinery 
of destruction might well blot out whole peoples and civilizations. 
We could not therefore permit another war to happen ‘and it was 

© Doc, 2, G/7(m), UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 349. in _
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incumbént.upon us.to.draw up by hard work a ‘goed .document: and 
thereafter support it} = 0 RR fe 
- Mr. Grew then reiterated his.‘previous.:remark that all possible 
should be done to strengthen the inter-American system... 2 
- Mr. Grew concluded his éomments by stating that: he regretted that 
due to other important engagements he would not be able to remain 
at the meeting as' he would like to do and that therefore he would 
ask Mr..Rockefeller to preside.in his place. - , . ay 

At the, request of the Ambassador of Chile, the discussion began 
with paragraph 5. of Chapter J1.. Ampassapor Mora read the: pro- 
posal of his Government to amend paragraph 5 that “whenever dis- 
putes affect.a Continent or region and: do not constitute a danger to 
the general world peace, the States of ether Continents or regions 
shall not be obligated to participate in operdtions of a military nature 
decided upon by the Council and the Assembly”. He explained that 
it would be exceedingly difficult to.stir up the feelings of a people 
in one part of the world over a dispute in another part of the world 
far removed from it or to make the effort :to send troops to intervene 
in a controversy in some other remote area that had no direct effect 

on the state sending the troops or which did not. endanger world 
peace, particularly if the Government requested to send troops had 
had no voice in the decision to send them. 

Dr. Pasvotsky remarked with respect to Ambassador Mora’s pro- 
posal that the proposed charter of the world organization provided 
that the use of armed forces would be subject to special agreements 
after the organization is created; the agreements to be negotiated 
between various states, subject to the approval of the Security Coun- 
cil. He said that the basic objective was to assure the maintenance 
of peace and security. He pointed out. that peace could be said to 
be indivisible. For this reason, he explained, the Security Council 
must decide whether a dispute was of local or worldwide significance. 
Provision was made: in the Dumbarton.Oaks proposals to encourage 
regional boards to settle regional disputes * but the-Council would 
have to decide whether all nations would give assistance in helping 
to settle specific disputes or only some nations would be called upon 

to render such assistance. | 
Tue Ampassapor or Mexico® stated that it was very difficult to 

decide when a particular dispute might or might not constitute @ 

danger to world peace, and it would be extremely dangerous to leave 
this decision to a. group of countries or a region. He stated that in 
his belief, ‘when. force was, used, it should not be that of neighboring 

. ® Chapter “WITT, section. Q,. “Regional. Arrangements”, Foreign Relations, 1944, 
vol. 1, p. 898. ae 

* Francisco Castillo Najera. oa
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countries. because:this would engender hate and ‘retaliation. ‘He cited 
the action taken under the League of Nations in handhng: the Saar 
plebiscite ® as a case in pomt. There the controversy directly con- 

‘cerned France and Germany and it was found best not to use the 
troops of either country but forces of other nations not directly in- 
volved (i.e. Swedish, Dutch, and English forces). . He recommended 

that there be left to the decision of the Security Council the forces 
to be used in each case. He said that the word “continent” was. use- 
ful as a‘ matter of descriptive: geography, but was useless in a political 
sense; that while Canada geographically might be said to belong to 
the Western Hemisphere, politically it was part of the British Com- 
monwealth of Nations; that the only permanent division would be 

north and south because the equator could not be changed. . 
Tue AmpBassaDor oF Honpuras * spoke in: favor: of extending to 

the whole world the principle of Inter-American solidarity in the 
. sense that. an-attack on one American republic was considered an at- 
tack on all of them. 7 ‘ | | 
Ampassapor Mora said that the discussion had covered his point. 

He said that he would like, however, to ‘have'the subject left open for 

further future discussion. — oe a | 
Dr. Pasvorsxy here suggested that new points raised at: the meeting 

should, because of their difficulty, be studied and discussed later. 
The discussion thereafter was led by’THe AmMBassapor oF Mexico 

who read aloud: the articles of the Dumbarton: Oaks Proposals begin- 
ning with article 1 of Chapter III and who called attention to the 
suggestions for amendments made in the various memoranda. : 

Dr. PasvoisKy explained that. the term “peace-loving states” used 
in Chapter III had been chosen as a criteria of membership in prefer- 
ence to other terms in order to emphasize the “peace” aspect of the 
organization ; the most basic concept of the term being that of nations 
devoted to peace and determined to do what was necessary to make it 
possible for all nations to live at peace. He said that the determina- 
tion of which were the peace-loving states (to be settled when the final 
Charter is drawn up) was involved with the problem of what nations 
would constitute the initial members, and that it was proposed in 

“In accordance with provisions of the Treaty of Versailles, June 28, 1919, at 
the end of 15 years from the coming into force of the Treaty, a plebiscite was 
held in the Saar on January 13, 1935, to allow the inhabitants to indicate the 
sovereignty under which they desired to be placed; the electors voted for re- 
union of the territory with Germany as against union with France or continu- 
ation of League administration. The maintenance of order was entrusted to 
international contingents (among which neither France nor Germany would be 
represented) composed of forces of the United Kingdom, Italy, Netherlands, 
ond pany (League ‘of Nations, Information Section, Geneva, 1935, The Saar 

“ Julian R. CAceres. os |
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the Dumbarton Oaks document that.ithe Assembly should admit 
new states on recommendation of the Security Council,® it being 
the joint responstbility: of the two bodies.to decide whether or not a 
non-member. state should be admitted in accordance with the judg- 
ment as to whether such state was a peace-loving state. He mentioned 
that although the Council could not decide this matter by itself and 
could only make a recommendation to the Assembly, 1t. was thought 
it would be better to initiate action in the smaller rather than in the 
larger body but that the latter of course would not have to admit 
a state applying for admission. : He concluded his remarks on this 
topic by stating: that it:undoubtedly would require further discussion. 

- Tue Ampassavor oF Muxioo stated thatthe attaining of permanent 
peace through cooperation of all States was an ideal:to be achieved 
and that Chapter ITI should: be.drawn up with this ideal in mind. He 
believed that an organization should be worked out now which would 
not commit the same errors as the-one set up after the last war but 
that admittedly the question of admission of new states was a com- 
pleatedone. =. or Oo 

Chapter IV was-then. discussed. ‘Tur Amwpassapor or Mexico read 
the comments of his country and Venezuela ® with regard to this 
chapter... He pointed out that provision was made in the chapter for 
the organization to have as many subsidiary groups as necessary. 

Dr. PasvorsKy stated that the chapter was designed:to give only 
an indication of the principal organs. He mentioned that the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council could or could not have been included. He 
explained that the reason for omitting that Council and the Military 
Staff Committee was:to focus attention on the fact that in the Security 
Council were vested the principal functions of the organization in so 
far as they related to peace and security ; that in the General Assembly 
were centered, those relating to the creation of conditions conducive to 
peace; and that the International Court of Justice would be respon- 
sible for dealing with legal problems. He added that although, as 
the document now stands, the Economic and Social Council is under 
the authority of the Assembly, in the final document this could be 
changed. : 

Chapter V on the General Assembly was next discussed. Referring 
to the opening sentence of the chapter (“All members of the Organiza- 
tion should be members of the General Assembly and should have a 
number of representatives to be specified in the Charter.”), Ampassa- 

por Castro NAsEra presented the Mexican commentary limiting 
membership to the General Assembly to three delegates from each 

© Chapter V, section B (2), Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 892.. | 
* For observations of the Government of Venezuela, October 31, 1944, see doc. 

2, G/7(d) (1), UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 189.
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country but he stated that he. personally believed that more than three 
might be necessary if the work of the Assembly was divided into more 
than 3. commissions. He also noted that the other commentaries sup- 

ported the view: that.the number of members of each country..in the 
Assembly not be limited. oe : 

Dr. Pasvotsxy stated that various criticisms had been voiced regard- 
ing the hmited powers of the Assembly. He explained that in all 
the discussions he had tried to make clear the point that in building 
the organization, an attempt had been made to plan it (for effectiveness 
of-action ) on the principle that the functiens of the organization would 

not be assigned to two bodies at the same time, but that each would 
have its own responsibilities. He stated that the word “primary” 
in connection with the Security Council meant that there would be 
some functions relating to the maintenance of peace and security which 
would rest with the General Assembly, and that therefore there had 
been included the sentence reading .. . “Any question relating to the 
maintenance of international peace and security ... and to make 
recommendations with regard to any such principles or questions.” 
He said the Assembly was completely free to deal in its discussions 
with any question arising in the field of international peace and secu- 
rity and could take up on its own initiative and make any recommenda- 
tions it wished to on questions referred to it by the Security Council; 
that the Security Council also had the right to bring before the As- 
sembly questions with which it was concerned and to make recom- 
mendations; that there were however two limitations: (1) responsi- 
bility was divided according to the body competent to take action— 
i.e. in a case where the Council was dealing with a matter serious 
enough for the Council to be concerned with it, then the Assembly 
should make it possible for the Council to carry out its heavy responsi- 
bility; (2) in the light of past experience it seemed very necessary 
to establish a system for the maintenance of peace and security which 
would place primary responsibility for action in a body at all times 
prepared to carry out this responsibility and one, as the Security 
Council was designed to be, which would remain in continuous session 
and not meet only periodically as would the Assembly. He then 

said that it was obvious that. peace and security would be maintained 
only if the: nations of the world should develop: among themselves 
relations requirmg a minimum of adjustments; that most of them 
must be willing to behave—with only a few law-breakers, -: He pointed 
out that obviously if most countries were not willing to support the 
principles of ‘the world organization it. would ‘be a complete failure; 
that in this respect the problems of international relations would con- 
stitute a very important; function of the Assembly and that if the As- 
sembly failed to meet them, the Security Council would be powerless.
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Tue Ampassapor or Ecuapor * mentioned that he appreciated hear- 
ing the comments of Dr. Pasvolsky on the points that had been raised 
as he felt that the most useful purpose served by these meetings was an 
explanation of the meaning and significance of the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals which Dr. Pasvolsky was undertaking to impart. 

_ Ture Ampassapor or Mexico, referring to article 1, Section B, Chap- 
ter V of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, brought up the question of 
withdrawal of members from the organization. | i. 

Dr. Pasvorsxy stated that universal membership was based on the 
. principle that the organization was an association of nations with 
common ideals and common standards of behavior. They must, he 
said, be agreed to undertake certain actions as obligations. He stated 
that States by accepting certain common principles would be thereby 
eligible to membership in the organization and that therefore member- 
ship had not been made to rest on the fact that a nation exists, but 
rather that a nation lived by certain principles. He stressed that it 
was clear that if peace and security were to be maintained, all nations 
must act in accordance with these principles. He said that when, 
however, a nation did not wish to accept these obligations once it had 
entered the organization, when it habitually violated obligations, it 
was no longer a part of the community of nations, but it was not 
thereby absolved from its obligations. He mentioned that all nations 
had certain obligations, whether they were members of the organiza- 
tion or not. 

With regard to the Brazilian commentary * on Section B of Article 
V as a whole, Dr. Pasvousxy said that the important question was 
how much authority the organization should have. He said that if 
we were to assume that the organization would become permanently 
established over the next 10 years or more, and found that its func- 
tions were being well performed and the world was getting into the 
habit of looking to this organization for authority it might well be 
that no modification would be necessary. He said that the whole 
matter could be reconsidered during the transitional period but that 
it was important not to cast any doubt now. : 
THe VENEZUELAN AMBASSADOR ® brought, up the question of una- 

nimity. Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that there was no provision for una- 
nimity of decision in the Assembly. Be 

- The discussions terminated.on Section B of Article V and the meet- 

ing adjourned at 5:00 P.M. oe OO 
~ Mr. Rocxerenier stated that if it would be convenient for the Chiefs 
of Mission the next meeting would be held next Wednesday, Janu, 
arySlat3:00P.M. 2 te 

Galo Plazas; Fo ee ae 
* ‘8 For Brazilian comments on Dumbarton’ Oaks Proposals, November 4, 1944, 
see doe. 2, G/7(e), May 2, UNCIO Documients, vol: 3: p. 282. 0 8 ee 

® Didgenes Escalante. feta EN ad
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500.CC/1—2745 : Telegram | . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 
: , (Harriman) 7° | 

| Wasuineton, January 27, 1945—11 p. m. 
184. ReEmbs 4951, December 21; and. 4963, December 22.71 The 

Department appreciates the importance of the article by H. Malinin 
which appeared in War and the Working Class No. 24 of December 15. 
For your guidance if the matter arises for informal discussion, the 
Department recognizes that the provisions on Regional Arrange- 
ments in Chapter VIII, Section C will need further elaboration and 
definition. | Oe | 7 

The Department agrees with the point of view that regional “blocs” 
or “spheres of influence” as defined in the article are undesirable. In 
other words the Department does not favor ,regional blocs directed 
potentially or in fact against other states or associations of states. 

Similarly it is opposed to the establishment of spheres of influence 
created by exclusiveagreementsofrival powers. = | 

The “Security Zones” proposed by Malinin would require close 
scrutiny. ‘Cheir acceptability would have to be determined by their 
conformity with the text laid down in Chapter VIII, Section C. That 
is, in their purposes and activities they would have to be consistent 
with the purposes and principles of the organization. In keeping with 
this consideration their primary purpose should be the maintenance 
through mutual action of peace and security. within the respective 
regions. It would be an absolute condition of their acceptability that 
there must be no interference with the independence of the states 
within the zones. oe cS 
-' The second condition put forward by Malinin for the establishment 
of security zones is open to serious question. According to him de- 
markation of frontiers and areas as between zones should only be 
achieved as a result of agreement between the chief powers of a par- 
ticular continent. While there might be no objection to delimitation 
of areas by voluntary agreement of the states concerned (not only 
the leading ones) for purposes of fixing responsibility for security 
action on a regional basis, it should be recalled that under Chapter 

Summary of this telegram was transmitted by Acting Secretary Grew to 
Secretary Stettinius at Yalta in telegram of February 5 [6]; for text, see Con- 
ferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 954. 

™ Neither printed. Telegram 4951, December 21, transmitted the translation 
of an article, “On the Question of the Creation of an International Security Or- 
ganization”, signed by Nikolai Malinin (500.CC/12-2144) ; in telegram 4963, 
December 22, Ambassador Harriman requested the Department’s reaction to 
the article in the event that the question of regional security should come up 
informally with the Assistant People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the 
Soviet Union, Maxim Maximovich Litvinov, or other Soviet officials. The ar- 
ticle, Ambassador Harriman indicated, evidently emanated from high Soviet 
circles and the signature “Malinin” was probably a pseudonym for Litvinov. 
(500.CC/12-2244)



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 30 

VIII, Section C, Paragraph 3 the Security Council .is:to be kept fully 
informed regarding the security. aspects of regional arrangements. 
The firm implication is that all.such arrangements should be consonant 
with the responsibility: of the Security Council to maintain peace and 
security and it is furthermore clear that. the Security Council would 
always have the power to. take cognizance of any situation within any 
region which. might lead to.a threat to the peace and that no regional 
arrangement could undertake enforcement action without authoriza- 
tion by the Security Council. Any regional arrangement.or under- 
standing which did not make clear provision to this effect, would in 
our opinion violate the intent of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

_ In the light of a preliminary study the Department thinks it would 
be unwise to divide the General Assembly, of the Organization into 
four sections. The founding of general international organization 
upon regional substructures would be of doubtful service to security. 
While some form of regional assembly committees might possibly be 
found convenient for certain purposes any definite proposals at this 
time are regarded as premature. The Department’s primary concern 
is the creation.of a strong and effective overall international organiza- 
tion. It is to be feared that the proposal of plans for a decentraliza- 
tion of the international organization or its organs along the lines 
advanced in the article under discussion would complicate the prob- 
lem of achieving the establishment of the Organization and would 
impair its effectiveness. Thus it-would appear advisable to postpone 
any discussion of moves toward ‘decentralization certainly until after 
the international organization is firmly established. | 

Lot 58Di91- co ee 
..: .. Policy Papers for President Roosevelt 7 

| ‘[Wasnineton, January 30, 1945.] 

Bn -. Wortp Szcurrry ? _ | CG 

Conrerence or Amertcan Rerusiics iv Mexico Crry anv. Discus- 
sions Wits Latin American AMBASSADORS IN WASHINGTON _ 

Should Prime Minister Churchill or Marshal Stalin’ raise’ any 
question about either of the above subjects, the following background 
material may be helpful. =o = : CC , 

“For policy papers I, II, III, and V in this series on “World Security” in the 
Yalta Briefing Book, see Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 85, 90, 91, and 92; 
attachments to No. I are printed ibid., pp. 77 and 89.
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Mexico City Conference | 

The Conference, which will convene February 21, is not a regular 
Consultative Meeting of American Foreign Ministers. It is being 
held, however, in accordance with the practice of the American re- 
publics to consult together on matters of mutual interest. No such 
general meeting having been held since that at Rio de Janeiro in 
January, 1942,"* a demand for a meeting has been growing during the 
past year in the other American republics. The agenda for the Con- 
ference is as follows: : 

I. Further cooperative measures for the prosecution of the war 
to complete victory. 

II. Consideration of problems of international organization for 
peace and security. 

A. World organization 
B. The further development of the inter-American system, 

and its relations to world organization. 

III. Consideration of the economic and social problems of the 
Americas. 

A. War and transitional Economic cooperation 
B. Consideration of methods of further cooperation for the 

improvement of economic and social conditions of the 
peoples of the Americas with the end of raising their 

| general standard of living. 

_ IV. Other factors of general and immediate concern to the par- 
ticipating Governments. 

Attention may be given to the Argentine problem. 
With respect to plans for world organization, it is the objective of 

this Government to have a full discussion of the Dumbarton Oaks 
proposals at the Conference, and no commitment inconsistent with 
the proposals will be assumed by this Government at the Conference. 

Discussions with Latin American Ambassadors 

This Government has followed the same policy in discussing the 
Dumbarton Oaks proposals with the Ambassadors of the other Ameri- 
can republics in Washington at a series of meetings during the fall 
and winter which have had the same objective of enabling the other 
republics to express their views, and of winning support for the 
proposals. 

. ® For documentation on the Third Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
of the American Republics, held at Rio de Janeiro, January 15-28, 1942, see 
Foreign Relations, 1942, vol. v, pp. 6 ff.
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So VI | _ | 

Tue INTERNATIONAL Court or JUSTICE 

Provisions of the proposals | 

The Dambarton Oaks Proposals “ provide that: (1) an mternational 
court of justice should be established as the principal judicial organ 

of the Organization; (2) the court should have a statute which should 
be annexed to the Charter of the Organization; (3) all members of the 
Organization should ipso facto be parties to the statute; (4) states 
not members of the Organization should be permitted to become 
parties to the statute upon conditions laid down by the General 
Assembly upon recommendation by the Security Council; and (5) 
the statute should be either (a) the statute of the present Permanent 
Court of International Justice ® with such modifications as may be 
desirable, or (6) a new statute based upon the present Statute. 

Present status of the problem : 

It was suggested informally during the Conversations ** that prior 
to the United Nations Conference a preliminary meeting of jurists be 
held for the purpose of drafting the statute of the court and formu- 
lating plans for its establishment, to be submitted to that conference. 
No definite agreement was reached on this suggestion, and there was 
no detailed discussion of the content of the proposed statute nor of 
the possible means by which it might be put into effect. The United 

States delegation handed informally to the other delegations a tenta- 
tive revised draft of the Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice 7’ as a possible basis for future consideration. 

The preliminary meeting of jurists, and, subsequently, the Confer- 
ence, will therefore be faced with complex legal and practical prob- 
lems resulting from the fact that the Permanent Court of International 
Justice is still an organization in being, and that the adoption either 
of a new statute or a revision of the present Statute will necessarily 
involve the interests of. states which will not be initial members of 
the organization. These include eight enemy states or states under 

“ For provisions in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals relating to the International 
Court of Justice, see ch. VII, secs. 1-5; also, ch. IV, sec. 1(c) : ch. V, sec. B(4) ; 
and VIII, see. A(6), Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 895, 891, 892, and 896, 
respectively. so . 

% Wor text, see The International Court of Justice, p. 1. : 
7 See progress report of September 6 on the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations 

by Under Secretary of State Stettinius, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 771. 
™ Wor text of this draft, dated August 15, 1944, see Postwar Foreign Policy Prep- 

aration, p. 666; text with some variation in nomenclature is printed in The Inter- 
national Court of Justice, p. 57. For an account.of the drafting of early. proposals 
for an international court of justice by the Department of State, see Postwar For- 
eign Policy Preparation, pp. 114-117 and 485-491; for documentation regarding a 
British proposal for a joint study by the British and the Allied Governments of 
the future of the Permanent Court of International Justice, see Foreign Relations, 
1942, vol. 1, pp. 39 ff.
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armistice, and six neutral states.’ Since no decision was reached 
during the Conversations on the time for the proposed meeting of 
jurists, on its composition, or on its terms of reference, these questions 
will presumably be decided by agreement between the Governments 
of the United States, the United Kingdom, the ‘Soviet; Union and 
China. | ae ee 

Recommended procedure’: ' 7 i 

If this matter‘arises for consideration, it is recommended that the 
following procedure be favored: (1) the. convening of the meeting 
of jurists immediately upon the issuance of invitations to the United 
Nations Conference; (2) the meeting to consist of‘about fifteen jurists 
selected on the basis.of technical competencé by agreement among the 
four powers; (3) their terms of reference to be (a) the preparation 
for submission to the Conference of a statute for the court,’on the 
basis of the present Statute, leaving for decision at the United Nations 
Conference the question whether it is to be treated as a revision of the 
present Statute, or as a new. one, and (6) the preparation for sub- 
mission to the Conference of alternative procedures for putting the 
statute into effect. | os ce os | 

LiquipaTION OF THE LeacuE or NaTIoNS = -,:— 

Action at Dumbarton Oaks. = oe re 

The question of the dissolution of the League of Nations. and the 
transition from it to the United Nations Organization ‘was discussed 
informally by the representatives of the United States, Great Britain, 
and China at Dumbarton Oaks, October 7, 1944.78 “It was informally 
agreed that papers on the subject should be exchanged, no date being 
set for the exchange. As this Government is not a member of the 
League it has preferred to await the initiative of the other Govern- 
ments in this matter. No papers have been received. A copy of a 
paper prepared in the Department is attached.” = 

Action of the League’s Supervisory Committee So 

Early in December 1944 the Supervisory Committee of the League 
met in London and appointed a committee of three consisting: of Mr. 
Hambro (Norway), Mr, Bruce (Australia), and Mr. Castillo Najera 
(Mexico), to select a Conciliation Committee for the purpose of con- 
ferring with such group as might be designated by the United Nations 

8 See informal record of the fourth meeting of. the Joint Formulation Group, 
foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 885.’ Sor dass Ps 

® Not attached to file copy of document; reference may be to a memorandum of 
yovember any 1944, by Henry Reiff; Legal Specialist on ‘International Organiza-



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 39 

Conference to deal with questions arising out of the dissolution of the 
League and the transfer of functions to the new Organization. 

Previous to this London meeting, on November 23 the Mexican 
Ambassador, Chairman of the Supervisory Committee, expressed 
the hope to Mr. Stettinius that when the contemplated Conciliation 
Committee should meet with the designated United Nations group 
at the forthcoming United Nations Conference, the United States 
would appoint an expert to consult with the Committee.*° The Acting 
Secretary made no commitment on this point, but said the matter 
would be borne in mind. 

After the London meeting, on December 23 the Mexican Ambassador 
informed Mr. Stettinius of the action taken by the Supervisory Com- 
mittee and stated that the Conciliation Committee would be ready to 
meet with the designated United Nations group at their convenience. 
The Secretary made no comment and explained that no plans could 
be made for such a meeting until a time had been set for a United 
Nations Conference to consider the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

It is expected that the League Supervisory Committee at a meet- 
ing scheduled for January 19, 1945 in London will discuss the matter 
of the liquidation of the League generally and decide what prepara- 
tory work should be undertaken for a further meeting to be held prob- 
ably in July at which a report will be presented for adoption.®* 

Recommended procedure 

Jt is recommended that no initiative be taken by the United States 
with respect to the liquidation of the League. The question should 
be left for consideration at the United Nations Conference, unless a 
different procedure is initiated by the United Kingdom and/or by 
China, both of which are members of the League. 

RSC Lot 60-—D 224, Box 54: ISO Doc. 243 

Lecord of Informal Meeting With Diplomatic Representatives of 
Certain American Republics, Held at Washington, January 31, 
1945, 3 p.m.” 

[Informal Notes] 

Tue Actine Secretary began the meeting with a few remarks. He 
said that he would like to say first of all that all those who had taken 
part in the Dumbarton Oaks discussions realized that there were few 

- Memorandum of conversation between Secretary Stettinius and the Mexican 
Ambassador, not printed. 

“For summary of the March 1945 report of the Committee, see note No. 150, 
March 30, from the British Ambassador (Halifax) to the Secretary of State, p. 175. 

? Present at this meeting were Acting Secretary Grew, Assistant Secretary 
Rockefeller, certain other American officials, and Chiefs of Diplomatic Missions 
of the American Republics except Argentina and El Salvador. 

723-681—67-——1
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subjects more important today than that of establishing the postwar 
organization. He then said that because of the importance of the 
present discussions on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and of the 
short length of time before the Mexico City Conference, he hoped that 
good progress could be made at this meeting toward completing the 
discussion of the Proposals. He said that Dr. Pasvolsky would be 
happy to continue his comments on the views advanced by the various 

governments in as much as several of the Chiefs of Mission present 
had expressed the wish that Dr. Pasvolsky do so. He said that further 
comment of the Chiefs of Mission on each subject as it was taken up 
would be most welcome. - | 

Mr. Grew then said that he would have to request to be allowed to 
leave the meeting because of other appointments and he turned the 
meeting over to Assistant Secretary Rockefeller. 

Tue Ampassapor oF Cute stated that he would like to have a cor- 
rection made in the minutes of the meeting of December 29, 1944,°* con- 
cerning the discussion that took place on paragraph 1 of Chapter I 
of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. He said that he thought the rec- 
ord of the discussion had not been quite correctly given as regards the 
inclusion of a statement of the purpose of “assuring respect for inter- 
national treaties.” It was his recollection that although at that meet- 
ing no decision was made to include this phrase in the statement of 
purposes and principles, it was agreed that it was essential and that 
the only question was as to where it should be inserted. Following 
a brief discussion on this matter it was suggested by Mr. RocKEFELLER 
that Sefior Mora and Dr. Pasvolsky discuss the point together and 
draft a statement for inclusion in the minutes of the meeting today. 
SEeNor Mora said he believed 1t was not necessary to make a statement; 
that it would be sufficient to record his words in the minutes of the 
present meeting. The record of Dr. Pasvolsky’s remarks in question 
is as follows: . 

Dr. Pasvousky said that in his view the subject of respect for inter- 
national obligations, including treaties, was inherent in the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals. He added, however, that it might be worthwhile 
to discuss at some stage the advisability of enumerating specifically 
this and similar points, and, if the conclusion reached favors such an 
enumeration, then decide in what precise place in the final document 

the point should be introduced. 
Tue Ampassapor ofr Honpuras commented that the memorandum 

of his Government also suggested that there be a stipulation in the 

Proposals concerning respect for treaties. He said that it was his 

recollection that at the meeting on December 29 the question was 
brought up as to whether or not this concept was included in the 

82a Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 954.
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principles of International Law and that he at that time raised the 
question, if it were not, why the American republics had accepted 
and adhered to this principle. He said that it was then that Dr. 
Pasvolsky had agreed it would be convenient to include this phrase 
in the Proposal in some way. 
Tue AMBASSADOR OF CHILE agreed with the remarks of the Ambas- 

sador of Honduras but stated that he had not at the time agreed that 
the principle of “respect for international treaties” was included in 
the rules of international] law, in as much as international law, not 
yet being clearly defined, could hardly be said to comprise this 
principle. | 

Tue AMBASSADOR OF VENEZUELA called attention to a correction to 
be made on page 6 of the minutes of January 26. He stated that 
he did not recall having brought up the question of unanimity 
and believed this remark had been incorrectly attributed to 
him. With these corrections, the minutes of the last meeting were 
approved. | 

Discussion of. the Proposals then began with Chapter VI. Dr. 
Pasvousky referred to Section A on the composition of the Security 
Council remarking that several points had been brought out in the 
commentaries regarding the size of the Council, the number of perma- 
nent seats, and specific provisions for representation. He said that 
as regards the composition of the Council, two broad considerations 
must be taken into account: The Council must be efficient and effective, 
and it must be representative. He stated that the provision for perma- 
nent seats on the Council was related to the responsibilities in the per- 
formance of its principal functions, and was conditioned upon the 
ability and willingness of the powers who did have permanent seats 
to carry out the heavy responsibilities that would rest upon them. 
He said that the provision for the five countries specified as perma- 
nent members was related to the fact that those countries now repre- 
sented the preponderance of military and industrial power in the 
world. 

With reference to the number of nonpermanent states, Dr. Pasvot- 
sky spoke of the original Council of the League of Nations, which 
had five permanent and four nonpermanent members at its inception, 
a total of nine which gradually increased until just before the war 
there were fifteen members on the Council. He explained that at the 
Dumbarton Oaks discussions it was concluded that one point must 
be established at the very start: The Council must have more nonper- 
manent than permanent members in order to avoid a situation in which 
a decision of the Council could be taken solely by the votes of the 
permanent members.®* He stressed the points that the selection of 

® See memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Stettinius) to President 
Roosevelt, August 28, 1944, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. I, p. 737.
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members of the League Council was in general made on the basis of a 
careful consideration of its being representative of the various areas 
of the world; that the American Republics were always represented on 
that Council; and that he could not imagine any situation in which 
they would not be so represented again. Dr. Pasvorsxy thought that 
it would be inadvisable, however, at this stage to prescribe rules for the 
selection by the Assembly of nonpermanent members, since other cri- 
teria than regional representation have already been proposed. 

In reply to an inquiry from the Chairman as to whether there were 
any further questions, Tae Amsassapor or Cuzz stated that there 
were no particular ones but that there was still a great deal to be said. 
He said that, however, since whatever there was to say had already 
been said and summarized by the Coordinating Committee, and since 
decisions were not to be arrived at in these meetings it would not be 
advisable to repeat what all already knew. 
Tus AmBassapor oF Brazit commented on the composition of the 

Council, suggesting that it was necessary that Latin America be 
permanently represented on that body. He then referred to Chapter I, 
paragraph 1, of the Proposals and emphasized the preventative pur- 
pose of the Organization. 

Mr. Rockeretier and Tue AMBaAssapoR OF VENEZUELA suggested 
that the remarks of the Ambassador of Brazil should be recorded in 
the minutes of the meeting. The following are Ambassador Martins’ 
remarks quoted in translation : 

At the last meeting of the Governing Board of the Pan American 
Union, Chapter VI of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals being up for 
discussion, and Mr. Pasvorsxy having declared that it would be 
desirable to discuss such matters as might be subject of negotiations 
at the forthcoming conferences of Mexico and of the United Nations, 
Ampassapor Cartos Martins requested permission to make known the 
viewpoint of Brazil concerning such an important subject. 
Ampassapor Martins stated that Latin America, from the Gulf of 

Mexico and the Caribbean Sea throughout the length of the coasts 
of the Republics of South America, constitutes the most accessible and 
effective zone for an attack by the European nations against the United 
States and the most vulnerable point of the entire continent. 

It is intended that the Council of the International Organization 
should take immediate and effective measures to preserve and maintain 
eace. 

P Considering the vulnerability of Latin America, it would be inad- 
missible to exclude it from a permanent seat on the Council. Such 
exclusion would be equivalent to exposing the Latin American Re-. 
publics to all the dangers and consequences of an attack or of a war 
without giving them any guarantee of permanent participation in the 
body which is vital for the preservation of peace.
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In addition, according to the terms of Chapter I of the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals, the Council would be empowered to take effective 
collective measures to prevent and eliminate any threats to peace and, 
therefore, to take cognizance of all disagreements, essentially of a 
universal rather than local nature, which might constitute threats 
to peace. 

The present war has shown in a very forceful way the dangers that 
threaten us when a conflict takes place in any part of the world. Latin 
America, therefore, cannot be absent from participation in the con- 
sideration of all questions when efforts are being made to settle inter- 
national controversies which might lead to conflicts by peaceful means. 
The continued cooperation of Latin America in peace as well as in 
war requires that it be given a permanent seat on the Council. 

These reasons become weightier when the action of the Council 
would envisage not only the maintenance of peace by force, but above 
all the avoidance of aggression and the outbreak of hostilities. 

Referring to paragraph 1 of Section B, Chapter VI, Dr. Pasvotsxy 
again explained the basic theory underlying the proposed separation 
of functions as between the two principal organs. He said that in 
order to achieve prompt and effective action by the organization in 
the field of security, the necessary powers must be assigned to a body 
which while representing the whole group of nations associated in the 
organization, will be in a position to act quickly and effectively when 
the need arises. The role to be played by the Assembly, he said, was 
to maintain harmonious conditions in which resort to measures for 
the maintenance of the peace will be less frequent and less necessary. 
In that connection he mentioned the difficulties created in the League 
by the fact that the same responsibilities were lodged in two bodies. 

Dr. Pasvouisxy said that the question raised in this paragraph was 
related to another point involved in the first paragraph of Section D 
of this Chapter on Procedure, i.e., that of the continuous functioning 
of the Security Council. He said that since, as pointed out by the 
‘Ambassador of Brazil, the primary function of the organization 
would be one of prevention, and the factors in the process of preven- 
tion were constant alertness, constant knowledge of what was happen- 
ing, and a constant readiness to take hold of the situation before it 
went too far, such functioning was possible only in a body capable of 
being in continuous session. He pointed out the value of continuous 
meetings so indispensable to the performance by the Council of the 
duties assigned to it: 1.e., they would provide the participants with the 
opportunity of working together on problems of mutual concern with- 
out being delayed by the necessity of calling special meetings. The 
special meetings would, however, permit the governments of the vari- 
ous members to be represented, if they so desired, by persons other than 
their permanent delegates.
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THe AmpassaDOoR OF CHILE repeated the recommendation of his 
Government,* that the primary responsibility of the Security Coun- 
cil for the maintenance of international peace and security be vested 
in the Council only during the periods when the Assembly was not in 
session. 

Further discussion of paragraph 4 was deferred until consideration 

of the Court should be started. 
In connection with paragraph 5, Dr. Pasvotsxy called upon Gen- 

eral Strong,®> who explained that the problem of trying to specify 
all regulations of armaments was extremely complicated, involving as 
it did, considerations of such matters as production, distribution, use, 
character, and sizeof armaments. Hesaid that considerations of what 
would constitute the field of armaments had for years plagued the 
League. Therefore, for the purposes of the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals, it had been decided that it would be much better to plan for a 
system of regulation and leave to the conference when called the de- 
cision as to limitations to be imposed in that particular field.®¢ 

As regards the additional paragraphs 6, 7, and 8, proposed in the 
Chilean memorandum (the first two of which had already been cov- 
ered in general terms), it was decided, since paragraph 8 deals with 
the obligations to provide armed forces, requiring special agreements. 
that discussion of this point should be postponed. The same decision 
was made regarding the additional paragraph 9 on nonparticipation 
of members. It was also felt that Panama’s comment on Section B 
as a whole did not require any discussion. 

Dr. Pasvoitsxy explained that the Venezuelan comment ® on Sec- 
tion B as a whole related to the long statement he had made before 
on the distribution of power between the Assembly and the Council 
and that obviously the whole question would have to be considered 
as a part of the broad problem of distribution of powers. 

It was agreed that discussion of Section C, Voting, would be pre- 
mature at this time. 

With reference to Section D, Procedure, Dr. Pasvorsxy stated 
that the first point had already been discussed together with the 
observations made by the governments of Mexico and Venezuela. 

& Wor text of memorandum from the Chilean Embassy, December 11, 1944, 
transmitting the comments of the Chilean Government on the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals, see doc. 2, G7 (4), May 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 282. 

® Maj. Gen. George V. Strong of the War Department. 
% See memorandum by Under Secretary Stettinius, September 19, 1944, and 

chapter VI, section B, paragraph 5 of Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, Foreign hela- 

tions, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 824 and 894, respectively. 
Hor a memorandum of October 31, 1944, transmitting the observations of 

the Government of Venezuela on the recommendations adopted at the Dumbar- 

ton Oaks Conference for the creation of a peace organization, see doc. 2, G/T(d), 

(1), UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 189.
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There followed a short discussion between Dr. Pasvolsky and the 
Ambassador of Mexico with reference to Mexico’s proposal for para- 
graph 4. Tse Ampassapor expressed his belief that a proposal such 
as that made by his Government was obviously just because a country 
had the right to defend itself in any matter of interest to it, and that 
the decision in this matter should be left to the country concerned. It 
was agreed that this was an important question requiring further 
consideration. : 

Chapter VII on the Court was next briefly touched upon. Dr. 
Pasvortsky stated that considerations of jurisdiction must be discussed 
in connection with the statute to be prepared for the Court. Re- 
ferring to paragraph 38 of this chapter, he said that in as much as 
there was agreement that the statute should be either the existing 
one continuing in force or a new one, the question again had been 
left open and would come up in connection with the discussion of 
the definitive statute. He said that the fundamental principles con- 
nected with the Court were: (1) there would be a Court; (2) it would 
be a part of the general organization and would operate on the basis 
of a statute which was part of the basic charter; (3) all members of 
the organization would tpso facto be parties to the Court; (4) non- 
members might be permitted to adhere to the statute, but decision 
on when they would be permitted to do so would be made by the 
General Assembly upon recommendation of the Security Council. 

Mr. SANDIFER was requested to comment on the difference between 
alternatives (a2) and (0) in paragraph 3. He stated that in the first 
alternative the principal question involved was whether the legal 
continuity of the Court should be maintained. One way to establish 
the Court was to take the present statute, revise it, and continue it 
in existence, on the basis of that statute, with such revisions, addi- 
tions or changes as might be necessary. This would have the ad- 
vantage of maintaining the organic continuity of the Court. As 
regards alternative (b), he explained that a new statute might be 
drafted, based substantially on the present one and of the same gen- 
eral framework. There would be no great departure from the present 
statute of the Court; this statute could be put into operation without 
having to go through the procedure of revision and of securing the 
consent of all the existing members. 

Tue Ampassapor or Mexico expressed an opinion that the fact that 
two alternatives had been included in paragraph 3 evidenced that the 
framers of the Proposals themselves had not yet reached a definite 
decision, and that since it was the fundamental principle which must 
be borne in mind, nothing would be accomplished by going into a 
lengthy academic discussion on the subject at this time. 

Dr. Pasvousky clarified a point in connection with the commentary 
by the government of Brazil. He stated that the statute of the Court
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was to be annexed to and bea part of the Charter of the Organization, 
which meant that any country adhering to the Charter of the Orga- 
nization would automatically adhere to the statute of the Court. He 
agreed that the Brazilian Government was right in saying that if 
left to a future agreement, it would lead to a contradiction. 

Discussion of the proposals ended here and the meeting was ad- 
journed at 4:35 p.m. It was agreed that the next meeting would 
be held on Monday, February 5, at 3: 00 p.m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 54: ISO No. 248 

Record of Informal Meeting With Diplomatic Representatives of 
Certain American Republics, Held at Washington, February 54, 
1945, 3 p. m8 

[Informal Notes] 

In the absence of the Under Secretary the meeting was opened by 
the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Rockefeller. 

The discussion began with Chapter VIII. In referring to the 
comments made by Mexico and Venezuela on paragraph 1 under 
Section A, Pacific Settlement of Disputes, Dr. Pasvorsxy stated that 
those of Mexico again raised the question of whether the General 
Assembly should have the power of investigation. He believed that 
that body was under the present proposals empowered to investigate. 
He stated that the particular kind of investigation mentioned in 
paragraph 1 was solely for the purpose of determining whether or 
not a particular situation or dispute was of such a nature that its 
continuance was likely to endanger peace or international security. 
He referred again to the chapter on the Assembly in which that body 
was given the right to study and make recommendations concerning 
any situation likely to impair the general welfare. He said that in 
the light of the next paragraph (2) of Chapter VIII it was not neces- 
sary to specify that the Assembly would have the right to investigate. 

With reference to the point raised by Venezuela, i.e. whether or 
not excessive investigation might not be undesirable, Dr. Pasvotsxy 
pointed out that the Security Council will have to exercise its func- 
tions with a great deal of common sense. He said however that 
Venezuela’s comment was a very useful kind of statement in that 
it constituted a warning of the difficulty which might be caused, 
under certain conditions, by too much investigation. | 

With reference to the commentary made by Mexico on paragraph 2, 
that there was a contradiction between this and the first paragraph, 

* Present at this meeting were Assistant Secretary Rockefeller, certain Ameri- 
can officials, and Chiefs of Diplomatic Missions of the American Republics except 
Argentina and El Salvador.
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Dr. Pasvorsxy said that if the interpretation he had just given was 
correct, it would seem then that the contradiction was more apparent 
than real. 
Tue AMBASSADOR OF CHILE stated that as no definite agreement was 

to be reached in these meetings, his government would reserve the 
right to present its views on the different points under discussion 
at the time when a definite agreement on the Dumbarton Oaks pro- 
posals was to be reached. 

Mr. Rockeretxer at this point introduced the question of whether 
it would be advisable to make available to the press the commentaries 
on the Dumbarton Oaks proposals which have been made by the vari- 
ous Latin American countries, saying he understood that some of 
them had already been given out. Following a discussion on this 
subject it was agreed that each government should decide whether 
its comments should or should not be made public. 

Continuing with paragraph 3 of the document, Dr. Pasvoisxy 
referred to the Chilean commentary *° which proposed adding “in- 
vestigation” and “examination” as means for the solution of disputes. 
He called the attention of the Ambassador of Chile to the fact that 
this paragraph related to settlement of disputes by means of the 
parties’ own choice; that investigation would obviously have to be made 
by somebody else; and that the use of the word might lead to mis- 
understanding. He said it was difficult to define “examination”. He 
said that presumably the process of investigation and examination 
would be performed by the Council or some other agency and that 
since the process of investigation was included in the chapter as a 
whole it is questionable whether it should be included in the peaceful 
means of each country’s own choice. 

Referring to Costa Rica’s commentary © on this paragraph (3), 
Dr. PasvorsKy explained that the member countries assumed the 
basic obligation to settle differences by peaceful means and therefore 
it should not be necessary specifically to state that they were required 
to do so. The question again to be considered, he said, was whether 
at this stage of the procedure the Security Council should require, 
rather than simply call upon, the countries in a dispute to settle it— 
since requiring would mean some form of action. He added that 
in this part of the chapter, i.e. Section A, the Security Council was 
not given the power to impose a solution, but only to facilitate the 
solution. 

With regard to the Mexican commentary on paragraph 3, Dr. 
PasvotsKy stated he believed the proposal made by Mexico was in- 
cluded in paragraph 5 which stated that the Council should be em- 

° Doe. 2, G/7 (i), May 2, 1945, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 282. 
* Doc. 2, G/T (h), December 5, 1944, ibid., p. 274.
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powered at any stage of the dispute to recommend appropriate 
procedures and methods of adjustment. : 

With reference to the Uruguayan comment,*! Dr. PasvotsKy said 
that a question might not be solved by arbitration and yet be of such 
a nature that it could not be handled by the Court because: of its not 
being a justiciable question. 

Returning to paragraph 3, the last sentence of which was considered 
unnecessary by Venezuela, Dr. Pasvoitsxy explained that the reason 
for its inclusion was to call attention to the fact that the Security 
Council should have authority to encourage countries to resort to 
means of their own choice. The sentence is not essential but its 
retention seems desirable. The question needing further study was 
whether the last sentence was unnecessary as it stood, and if retained, 
whether or not it should be strengthened, perhaps by substituting a 
provision for requiring the countries to settle their disputes. 

Dr. PasvotsKy stated that paragraph 4 defines the obligations of 
the parties when they fail to settle a dispute under paragraph 3. 
With reference to Venezuela’s commentary on this paragraph (4) 
which draws a distinction between justiciable and nonjusticiable dis- 
putes, he said that not much could be said on this now until the 
question of compulsory jurisdiction of the Court was settled. 

Dr. PasvoisKy then pointed out that Mexico’s commentary on para- 
graph 4 raised the question whether or not cases could be referred 
to the Court by the Assembly or the Council, which again was involved 
in the problem of jurisdiction. Mr.‘ Sanpirer corroborated this 
statement. 

Referring to paragraph 5, Dr. Pasvonsxy stated that the Council 
did not have to wait until a dispute was referred to it before it could 
recommend methods of adjustment; it could step into the situation 
in the event that the parties refused to utilize the various means of 
their own choice or'in case it considered that the situation was being 
aggravated. He explained that the paragraph related to two kinds 
of situations: (1) those in which the parties appealed to the Council 
or (2) those for which the Council felt that it should recommend 
procedures. | | 

With reference to Mexico’s commentary on paragraph 5, Dr. 
Pasvorsky stated that he thought that this point was covered in para- 
graph 1 of Section B: He said that if the parties to a dispute failed 
to settle their differences in accordance with means of their own choice 
or on recommendations of the Council, the Council had to determine 
whether or not such a failure constituted a threat to the peace, in 
which latter case it was empowered to take whatever measures were 
necessary for the maintenance of peace and security. As regards 

the commentary made by Venezuela as to when the Council should 

* Doc. 2, G/7(a), September 28, 1944, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 26.
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intervene, Dr. PasvorsKy thought that intervention by the Council 
should not be limited to the situation in which the parties had failed 
to reach a settlement, but that it should have the authority to inter- 
vene if it considered that the procedures under paragraph 3 were not 
being carried out with sufficient vigor. | 
‘Touching again upon paragraph 6, he stated that the assumption 

there was that a justiciable dispute would go to the Court, and other 
types of dispute to the Security Council. In case of question as to 
whether a dispute was justiciable, he said it was intended that the 
Court would decide whether it should take jurisdiction. The Council 
could also request. the opinion of the Court on legal questions con- 
nected with other disputes. 

Referring to the Brazilian commentary on this paragraph Dr. 
PasvorsKy stated that here again two questions were involved: (1) 
could the Council refer a dispute to the Court and (2) could it refer 
a case to arbitration? He said it was important to keep in mind that 
at this stage the Council could recommend procedures and methods 
and not employ methods itself unless the parties to a dispute asked 
the Council to settle the case for them, in which event the Council 
would become an agency of mediation. With reference to the first 
question, he said that discussion must be deferred until the statute of 
the Court was determined; as to the second, that the Council had 
inherent rights in the matter but if it was found desirable to specify 

methods which the Council must employ, then that might be 
considered. | | 

He explained that the point raised by Venezuela in connection with 
paragraph 6 brought up the question of whether the procedures 
described under paragraphs 4, 5, and 6 should be under the Assembly 
as well as the Security Council. The Venezuelan commentary on 
the same paragraph, Dr. Pasvortsky pointed out, related to the ques- 
tion of compulsory jurisdiction and therefore must also be held over 
for discussion in connection with the Court statute. 
Paragraph 7, he said, referred to a problem which needed to be very 

thoroughly explored in later detailed discussions, particularly with 
respect to who should determine whether a particular matter lay solely 

within the domestic jurisdiction of the state concerned. . He referred 
in this connection to Mexico’s commentary to the effect that this para- 
graph should be eliminated. He inquired of the Ambassador of 
Chile what was meant by the phrase “already solved by treaties in 
force” as used in Chile’s commentary on the paragraph in question. 
Tue Amepassapor replied that it referred to the same question, al- 

ready discussed, of respect for treaties. | : 
Passing to Section B, Dr. Pasvorsxy stated that Uruguay’s com- 

mentary on the first paragraph was in line with the Proposals. With
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reference to the Venezuelan commentary, he said that this involved a 
point already discussed: whether or not the Council should be given 
the duty of executing decisions of the International Court; this in 
turn being bound up with the kind of Court there will be. 

Dr. Pasvotsky pointed out that paragraph 2 under Section B broad- 
ened the power of the Council and made it general. He pointed out 
that in paragraph 1 a transition from peaceful settlement to enforce- 
ment procedure was indicated. He stated that the commentary of 
Mexico on this paragraph referred to the question previously dis- 
cussed: the distribution of power between the Assembly and the 
Council. 

Dr. Pasvousky then explained that paragraph 3 related to measures 
which the Council could use short of those involving armed forces. 
He stated that this was one of the places where measures had been 
enumerated, and that in doing so difficulties were created for the rea- 
son that all appropriate measures might not be stipulated, as illus- 
trated by Mexico’s commentary on this paragraph which suggested 
financial and commercial measures. It had been thought that these 

were included in economic measures. 
Dr. Pasvousxy referred to the commentary of the Costa Rican Gov- 

ernment on paragraph 4 and said that he was in full agreement with 
the statement made therein that use of armed forces colleetively under 

this system was not an act of war. 
Passing to paragraph 5 he stated that it established a system by 

which the Council would have placed at its disposal forces to be used 
for carrying out enforcement measures. With reference to Chile’s 
commentary which would change the phrase should contribute to may 
contribute, he said that there was not very much difference between 
the two, unless it were one of principle. If it was meant that some 
of the members did not have to contribute, that would make a differ- 
ence. He felt however that it was the joint responsibility of all mem- 
bers of the Organization to contribute. 

Tue AMBASSADOR OF CHILE stated that this referred to the Chilean 
Government’s view with respect to the form in which the nations that 
were a part of the organization should contribute armed forces to 
avoid a violation of international peace and security. Senor Mora 
said that Chile had maintained since the beginning of the discussions 
that all nations should not be bound in all cases to contribute armed 
forces. He felt that there were some cases in which some nations 
should not contribute or should be exempted from contributing armed 
forces. For example, in the case of a conflict arising in another con- 
tinent, which did not threaten world peace, those nations which were 
very far away should not be compelled to contribute. So, the phrase 
“should contribute” ought to be substituted for the one now appearing 
in the Charter of the Organization.
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Dr. PasvotsKy remarked that this question rests on the concept of 
who could determine whether a conflict was of world-wide or purely 
local significance. Tx Ampassapor oF CHILE agreed that since this 

was a broad question, it was subject to further discussion. 
As regards the statement of Guatemala * on paragraph 5 Dr. Pas- 

VOLSKY said that this was involved in the concept of the special agree- 
ments to be negotiated. 

With reference to the Mexican commentary he explained that this 
was a matter of domestic concern and responsibility in each country, 
although it was quite clear that if the Council was to be capable of 
performing its duties, it must know what it could count on—hence 
the reason for providing that the Council be given information in 
advance by each country on specified amounts and facilities at the 
Council’s disposal. 

With reference to the Venezuelan proposal regarding paragraph 5 
Dr. Pasvotsky made twe comments: (1) the obligation to furnish 
armed forces and facilities would be on the basis of the special agree- 
ment or agreements to be concluded; (2) the question of mutual 
assistance is dealt with in paragraphs 10 and 11. He explained that 
the thought underlying these three paragraphs was that they would, 
in conjunction, take care of the sort of situation envisaged in the 
Venezuelan proposal; if not, it would be necessary to discuss the 
matter further. 

Dr. Pasvotsxy said that the comments on the next paragraph (6) 
had already been discussed. 

As regards paragraph 7, he said that it related to the question 
raised by Chile as to who should determine what countries would 
carry out the decisions of the Council. He inquired of the Ambas- 
sador of Chile whether he thought that the special agreements would 
specify obligations in that respect. THe Amspassapor OF CHILE an- 
swered in the affirmative, stating that this same problem appeared 
in connection with paragraph 10 later on; with respect to which 
paragraph his Government thought that the phrases “according as 
may be possible” and “in conformity with the Charter” should be 
added, since the possibility of some countries not being able to give 
assistance should be kept in mind. He added that it should be made 
clear when they should give assistance and when they should not. 

In explanation of Chile’s comment on this paragraph, i.e. that 
“the sense of the final part of this number needs to be clarified”, he 
said that this introduced the question of the specialized agencies to 
be established—some of which were already in existence, some pro- 
jected. He said that it was clear that the Council might determine 
on measures which could be nullified or impaired by the decisions 

* Doc. 2, G/7(F), April 23, 1945, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 254.
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of some special agency. If the Security Council undertook economic 
sanctions, the member governments should see to it that a specialized 
agency did not take measures contrary to those of the Council. He 
further explained that the relation .between the general Organization 
and the specialized agencies would be made specific in the agreements 
to be negotiated. , | 

Before touching on paragraph 9, Dr. Pasvoisky referred again to 
paragraphs 10 and 11 on mutual assistance, and read Chile’s com- 
mentary on paragraph 10. He explained that the question of how 
much assistance each Member should provide in connection with the 

situation envisaged was left open, presumably for agreement among 
the countries concerned. As regards Mexico’s proposal on paragraph 
10 he remarked that the points therein were covered in the Dumbarton 
Oaks document. 

With reference to the commentaries made on paragraph 11 he 
stated that they raised the important question as to how far the 
Security Council itself should be authorized to go in solving these 
problems; that here again the Proposals were left open, since the 
measures to be taken would have to be on the basis of agreement 
among the countries concerned. 

Returning to paragraph 9, Dr. PasvoisKy requested the comments 
of General Strong and Admiral Train. 

GENERAL StRoNG stated that in considering paragraphs 5, 6 and 9 
of Section B, Chapter VIII, paragraph 5 and Section B, of Chapter 
VI it should be borne in mind that these paragraphs set forth in a 
general way the purpose to be realized by establishing the Military 
Staff Committee referred to in paragraph 5, Section B, Chapter VI, 
the general intention having been to reduce to a minimum the burden 
of maintaining armaments and at the same time providing for the 
maintenance of international peace and security. He pointed out 
that the requirements for the Military Staff Committee first appear 
in paragraph 5 of Chapter VI in connection with the establishment 
of a system for regulation of armaments, and continue in paragraph 5 
and 6, Section B of Chapter VIII, which provided for the furnishing 
of quotas of national contingents to be placed at the disposal of the 
Security Council and for furnishing facilities and assistance. GEN- 
ERAL SrrRoNG explained that, assuming that quotas have been estab- 
lished, then under paragraph 5 the Military Staff Committee would 
be the planning agency concerned with the furnishing of forces to 
the Council, regulation of armaments, and possible disarmament. 
Provisions in this connection had purposely been made of a general 
character for two reasons: (1) Because the implication of the general 
principles laid down, which are highly technical, should be discussed 
after the Charter had been established and the actual organization of
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the Security Council and the Military Staff Committee completed ; 
(2) because ‘it was believed that no useful purpose would be served 
now by attempting to outline the multiplicity and complexity of the 
problems that would face the Council and the Committee when that 
time comes. Mentioning: the rather complete studies made by the 
Preparatory Committee at Geneva of some of these questions, GENERAL 

Srrone expressed the opinion that that work could be. accepted or 
modified or some simpler measures could be taken. He stated that 
the principal function of the Committee would be one of advising the 
Council on all.technical. questions relating either to regulation of 
armaments, the utilization of forces placed at the disposal of the 
Council, and possibly considering ultimately the question of 
disarmament. : , , 
ApmiraL Train emphasized the fact that a very important duty 

of the Committee would be one of advising the Council on regulations 
as to the amounts of armaments, forces, facilities, etc. to be furnished. 
He further remarked that General Strong had not covered the point 
brought out in the Chilean commentary on paragraph 9. He said 
that whereas the Dumbarton Oaks document stated in that paragraph 
that “any member of the Organization not permanently represented 
on the Committee should be invited by the Committee to be associated 
with it when the efficient discharge of the Committee’s responsibilities 
requires that such a state should participate in its work”, the govern- 
ment of Chile proposed that members of the Organization not per- 
manently represented on the Committee be invited to join it when the 
case or the measures that may be taken with respect thereto concern 
it or are bound to affect it. Apmrrau Tratn stated in this connection 
that paragraph 9 of the Dumbarton Oaks document took care of the 
Chilean proposal in that any country would naturally be consulted on 
a matter affecting it. 

The discussion continued on Section C on Regional Arrangements. 
In discussing the Chilean commentary on paragraph 1, which proposed 
the addition of the words “functioning” and “continental” and the 
substitution of “agreements” for “arrangements”, he said that it was 
difficult to see how the words “systems” and “agreements” were more 
specific than the words “arrangements” or “agencies”; that certainly 

the word “arrangements” included “agreements”. He believed that 
a great deal of thought should be given to the word “continental” with 
respect not only to the addition of the word but also of some other word 

in addition to “regional”. He said that “continental” would be the 
broadest interpretation of the word “regional”. 

' Tue Ampassapor or Cute stated that this amendment was submit- 
ted by his Government to broaden the scope of this article and that 
the word “functioning” was used in order to stress the fact that the
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agreements should really function and not be purely theoretical. He 
said that the use of the word “continental” was suggested merely as 
a wider term, in as much as a continent may comprise several regions. 
He believed in this respect that his government had in mind the inter- 
American system which applied to the whole continent. He then said 
that there could of course be some qualification to this concept, as with 
respect to Canada not being included in the continent in the sense of 
its relationship with Great Britain. 

Costa Rica’s commentary on paragraph 1, Dr. Pasvousxy said, was 
precisely the reason for introducing this provision for regional ar- 
rangements, since regional arrangements may be useful in facilitating 
understanding for common purposes. 

He remarked that the Guatemalan commentary referred to Inter- 
American arrangements. 

He said that since the Venezuelan commentary raised the question of 
precise definition, this was a matter to be discussed further in the light 
of whether or not it would be advisable to prescribe precise criteria 
of what constituted a regional arrangement compatible with the pur- 
poses of the Organization. Dr. Pasvotsxy explained that limitation 
of the field of application, was a problem covered in part in the pro- 
posals themselves and obviously the question remained open. .He said 
that regional agencies would be completely free to engage in the proc- 
esses of peaceful settlement, and the Security Council should encourage 
settlement of disputes by local agencies. Referring to paragraph 2 on 
limitation of enforcement measures, he explained that here the thought 
was that enforcement action should be entirely under the authority 
of the Security Council which should decide when a regional arrange- 
ment or enforcement action should take place. He stated that the 
Chilean commentary related to the question previously discussed, 1.e. 
who decided that problem. 

Dr. Pasvorsky remarked in connection with the Venezuelan com- 
mentary that this related to the problem of voting which was to be 
considered. later. 

He stated that paragraph 3 was very important since, in order to 
perform its duties effectively, the Council would have to be completely 
informed of activities undertaken or contemplated; and that the Bra- 
zilian comment related to the point already discussed: who decided 
whether a question endangers the peace of more than one region ? 

He said that it would perhaps be better to consider the Mexican 
comment later. 

Referring to the Uruguayan commentary on Section C as a whole, 
which emphasized the fact that regional organizations should not 
engender opposition between continents and not represent isolation, 
he stated that this point was fundamental to the whole idea. With
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respect to the two specific proposals by Uruguay he explained that 
the basic thought of those proposals had been included in the Dum- 
barton Oaks document and that they again raised the problem of 
how much rigid definition should be in the Charter and how much 
should be left to the wisdom of the people who run the Security 
Council “after we are gone.” 
_ Tre Cuarck p’Arrarres or CoLompta * stated that he would like to 
comment on this chapter, although his government had not, up to the 
present time, made any specific observations regarding the Dumbarton 
Oaks proposals. He then said that from his government’s point of 
view the fundamental point in the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, as 
regards the countries of Latin America, was the one relating to the 
regional arrangements, that is, the adjustment of the Pan American 
system and its relation to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. In Colom- 
bia’s answer to Mexico’s invitation, it was stated that in order to 
establish Latin America’s capacity to relate the Pan American system 

to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, it would be both desirable and 
convenient first to discuss the Pan American Organization, and that, 
there should be consideration of means of making it more effective, 
more efficient and adaptable to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. For 
this reason Colombia had suggested that in the agenda of the Mexican 
conference first consideration should be given to the adaptation of 
the Pan American system. 

Tue AmpassaDor or Honpouras stated that if the adjustment of the 
Pan American system with the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals was to be 
considered, this question should be studied before going any further. 
He said that he wished to make this observation because it was stated 
in paragraph 1, Section C that regional arrangements could be under- 
taken ‘provided that they were “consistent with the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the Organization”. He said that the views expressed by the 
representative of Colombia brought to light an existing discrepancy, 
for if the regional arrangements were not in accord with the purposes 
and principles of the Organization, nothing could be done. It was. 
therefore, he said, essential to deal in one way or another with this 
question as expressed by the representative of Colombia in order to. 
reconcile it with the already established principles of this Organiza- 
tion. Mr. Pasvoitsxy stated that clearly this was a very important. 
question. 

Chapter IX was next considered. Dr. Pasvonsky explained that 
this chapter concerned the problem of international stability and the 
creation of conditions conducive to good relations among states. He 
said that no machinery had been set up here because it was thought 
that the whole subject was too new. At the same time it was thought 

* Alberto Vargas Narifio. 
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very important to make specific reference to this function of the Gen- 
eral Assembly by making clear that the Assembly, whether through 
the Economic and Social Council or through other mechanisms, would 
give its attention to this important question. | 

Tue Ampassapor or Borivia ** stated that he would hke to make 
a minor comment. He said that he felt that the wording of’ para- 
graph 1 weakened the effectiveness of the Council in that the phrase 
“other humanitarian problems” implied that economic and social 
problems were also humanitarian problems, whereas in the modern 
sense of the words, economic, and especially social, problems have 
no relation with humanitarianism. He explained that this last con- 
cept refers to men’s feelings, and since economic and social problems 
have nothing to do with men’s feelings they should be solved without 
any humanitarian implication. He added that even modern medicine 
has ceased to be a humanitarian problem. 

Referring to the commentary of Costa Rica regarding paragraph 
9, Dr. PasvousKy explained that the International Labor Office was 
thought of here as one of the specialized organizations provided for, 
to be brought into relationship with the general Organization by 
means yet to be determined by the Organization in agreement with 
the Labor Office itself. He also said that the relationship to the Orga- 
nization of other specialized organizations and agencies that might 
be created was contemplated in the paragraph. 

With respect to the Venezuela comment on paragraph 2 he re- 
marked that this again raised the question of whether the problem 
should be determined now or left for future development. He said 
that since the agencies and organizations envisaged here would vary 
in character and size, the problems of relationship with the general 
Organization would differ. 

Referring again to paragraph 1 under Section A, Dr. Pasvotsxy 
said that “promote” did not mean “intervention”. This, he said, was 
a problem of encouraging the creation of conditions under which 
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms exists, and if 
necessary, of the general Organization’s making recommendations, 
but not of interfering in the internal affairs of other countries. 

As regards Section B, Composition and Voting, and the number 
of member countries to be represented on the Economic and Social 
Council, he explained that the number had been fixed at 18 because 
the specialized agencies to be created would be widely representative 
and therefore coordination should be in the hands of the highest 
representative body in the world, i.e. the General Assembly. 

In answer to the inquiry of the Ambassador of Costa Rica, Dr. 
Pasvorsky then explained again that the International Labor Office 

* Victor Andrade.
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was thought of as one of the specialized agencies and that the deter- 
mination of the terms on which that and other agencies would be 
brought into relationship with the general Organization was left for 
the future. He added that since the International Labor Office is 
now the principal existing agency of the sort, the terms of the re- 
lationship between it and the general Organization might be worked 
out at the United Nations Conference. _ | 

He remarked that the selection of members of the Economic and 
Social Council was left entirely to the Assembly. It was thought 
best not to set up any criteria in this connection. It was contem- 
plated, however, that permanent membership for any country would 
not be provided. As regards the question raised by Venezuela he 
stated that the Economic and Social Council would not undertake 
to settle any question but would hand it over to the Assembly which 
obviously could be assembled at any time if a serious problem arose. 

With respect to Venezuela’s comment on Section D, paragraph 1, 
he said that the basic thought underlying the paragraph had been 
that the commissions to be set up by the Economic Council would 
consist of experts chosen for their competence and not necessarily for 
their national origin. It would be perfectly clear however, as was 
the case with the League of Nations, that the members of the com- 
missions would be selected in such a way that competence should 
be considered not only on the basis of ability but also of knowledge 
of conditions and situations in the various parts of the world. He 
said it was safe to assume however that the proposal contained in 
the Venezuelan comment would be taken into account im setting up 
the commissions and other bodies created by the Economic and Social 
Council. 

In connection with the Venezuelan comment on the second para- 
graph of this Section which is the same as for the second paragraph 
of Section A of Chapter TX, Dr. Pasvotsky said that there was the 
possibility of trying to establish the means of relationship between 
the existing bodies and the general Organization, at the United Na- 
tions Conference, or the whole question might be left for future deter- 
mination. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER expressed the gratitude of the group as a whole 
for Dr. Pasvolsky’s exposition of the various items which had so far 
been discussed. 

The next meeting was scheduled for Friday, February 9 at 4 p. m. 
The meeting adjourned at 5: 40 p. m..
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500.CC/2-545 

Memoradum by the Chief of the Division of Eastern European Affairs: 
(Durbrow) to the Chief of the Dwision of International Organiza- 
tion Affairs (Sandifer) 

[WasHineTon,] February 5, 1945. 

The Polish Ambassador ® called this morning and left the attached: 
memorandum outlining the Polish Government’s preliminary views °* 
regarding the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 

The Ambassador stated that he felt it might be helpful to submit. 
this memorandum in advance in order that you might study it and 
thus be in a better position to discuss details with him at a later date.. 
He emphasized that the ideas as expressed in the memorandum were 
submitted on an informal basis and were of a preliminary nature and. 
that they did not represent the final views of the Polish Government 
on this question. | 

The Ambassador states that as soon as you had had an opportunity. 
to study the document he would be pleased to come to the Department. 
to discuss them with you and any of your associates.** 

ELpripce Dursrow 

[Annex] 

SUMMARY OF THE PoLIsH CoMMENTARY oF Frpruary 5, 1945, on THR: 
DUMBARTON Oaks PROPOSALS 

The Polish Government, in a memorandum of January [Febru- 
ary | 5, 1945,°* presents its “preliminary observations” on the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks proposals, but reserves the right to present at a later date,. 
when its official views are requested, suggestions and proposals which. 
will “go further” than those put forward in the present document. 

* Jan Ciechanowski. 
* Attached memorandum not printed; see annex for summary of the Polish. 

commentary. 
For agreement at the Yalta Conference regarding the reorganization of the. 

Polish Government, see section VI of the report of the Conference, February 12,. 
1945, Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 973; see also protocol of proceedings of 
the Conference (section VII, Poland), released to the press on March 24, 1947, 
tbid., p. 980. 

The Soviet Union announced recognition of the Lublin Committee as the pro- 
visional government of Poland on January 5, 1945; for President Roosevelt’s atti-- 
tude on this anticipated action, see telegram 153, December 30, 1944, to Marshal 
Stalin, ibid., p. 224. 

In a memorandum of March 27 to the Acting Chief of the Division of Eastern. 
Huropean Affairs (Thompson) Mr. Sandifer stated : 

“The announcement of the results of the Yalta Conference was made before. 
there had been an opportunity to discuss with the Polish Ambassador the memo- 
randum accompanying Mr. Durbrow’s attached memorandum of February 5. 

“In view of the present status of the Polish Government in London in relation. 
to the San Francisco Conference, it would hardly be worthwhile to discuss the 
memorandum with the Ambassador now. I am sorry net to have returned it. 
sooner.” (500.CC/2-545) 

* Not printed.
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In general, the Polish Government takes the position that the Dum- 
barton Oaks proposals are not, in every respect, an improvement on 
the League Covenant, and in this connection, makes specific reference 
to the predominance of the Great Powers under the current proposals, 
stating that it would “welcome any modifications of the present Dum- 
‘barton Oaks text which would improve the situation of the smaller 
states and assure to them a role corresponding with their rights, in- 
terests and place in the world”. To this end, the principal changes 
proposed in the Polish memorandum are: 

1. Increase in the number of non-permanent seats on the Security 
‘Council to ten; 

2. Adoption of a majority rule, including a majority of the perma- 
nent members, for council decisions (it is stated, however, that the 
application of the principle of unanimity would not be “unwelcome”, 
provided this includes the non-permanent members) ; 

3. Denial of a vote to any state party to a dispute before the Security 
‘Council or to any state accused of failing to act in accordance with 
the provisions of the Charter; 

4, Obligatory representation of states not members of the Security 
‘Council when matters specially affecting their interest are under con- 
‘sideration by the council ; 

5. Removal of all limitations on the right of the General Assembly 
to discuss any question referred to it by a member state or by the 
Security Council; 

6. Restoration of rights and privileges of suspended members to 
rest with the General Assembly on the recommendation of the Security 
Council ; 

7. Representation on the Military Staff Committee of member states, 
other than the Great Powers, whose permanent collaboration with the 
‘staff committee is deemed necessary by the Security Council. 

Another group of Polish suggestions appears to stem directly from 
apprehensions with respect to the future security of Poland. In this 
connection, the Polish Government suggests the following changes 
in the Dumbarton Oaks proposals: 

1. Deletion from the text of any reference to adjustment of inter- 
national situations, restricting the organization’s activities to inter- 
national disputes (Chapter I, paragraph 1; Chapter V, Section B, 
paragraph 6; Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraphs 1, 2, 5, and 7) ; 

2. Inclusion in Chapter I of a reference to the aims enunciated 
in Article 6 of the Atlantic Charter (all nations to have the means of 
wet) within their own boundaries in freedom from fear and 
want) ; 

38. Amendment of Chapter IT to include the principles of respect 
for territorial integrity and political independence and of non- 
aggrandizement and non-intervention ; 

4, Amendment of Chapter II to include respect for treaty obliga- 
tions and repeated reference to this principle in connection with the 
admission of new members (Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 2) and 
pacific settlement (Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraphs 1, 3, and 4);
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5. Express recognition in Chapter IT of the right of any state to 
Oppose unauthorized use of force against it, subject to immediate 
reference to the organization ; : 

6. Limitation of the assistance pledged the organization in Chapter 
TI, paragraph 5 and Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5 to that 
compatible with political independence and economic resources; 

7. Deletion of all provisions with respect to disarmament and the 
regulation of armaments (the Polish draft, however, has only deleted 
these provisions from Chapter V, Section B) ; | 

8. Investigation of disputes by the Security Council, under Chapter 
VIII, Section A, to be contingent upon the request of a party to the 
dispute, and one party to a dispute to have the express right to 
request the council to give effect to the resulting settlement, award or 
judgment if the other party fails to observe it (omission of paragraph 
2, section. A, Chapter VIII in the Polish draft deletes all reference 
to the General Assembly in this section) ; 

9. Amendment of Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 7 to exclude 
from the procedures provided in this section disputes which concern 
the territorial status of member states ; 

10. Deletion of the last sentence of paragraph 1, Section C, Chapter 
VILLI, relative to the settlement of local disputes regionally. 

Two other significant amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks pro- 
posals advocated by the Polish memorandum are: 

_1. Inclusion of the Economic and Social Council among the prin- 
cipal organs enumerated in Chapter IV. 

2. No provision for expulsion (Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 3: 
Section C, paragraph 2). 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 54: ISO No. 248 

Record of Informal Meeting With Diplomatie Representatives of Cer- 
tain American Republics, Held at Washington, February 9, 1945, 
3 p.m? 

[Informal Notes] 

The meeting was opened by AssisTant SECRETARY ROCKEFELLER who: 
first welcomed Sefior Soto Harrison, Ministro de Gobernacion of Costa 
Rica, as a guest at the meeting. Mr. RocKEFE.ter then said that the 
discussion would begin with Chapter X of the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals on the Secretariat and he asked Dr. Pasvolsky to continue his 
comments on the Proposals. 
With reference to the Venezuelan commentary on paragraph 1 of 

Chapter X, Dr. Pasvorsxy said that in drafting the Proposals it had 
been thought best to leave the elaboration of details relating to the 
Secretariat either to the full United Nations Conference or to future 
determination by the Assembly; that it had obviously been necessary 

® Present at this meeting were Assistant Secretary Rockefeller, certain Ameri- 
can officials, and Chiefs of the Diplomatic Missions of the American Republics, 
except Argentina and El Salvador.
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to provide for the existence of the Secretariat and for a chief admin- 
istrative officer; and that the question of whether or not the naming 
of assistant secretaries should be incorporated in the Charter would 
be a matter for discussion at the conference in connection with what- 
ever other elaboration might be desirable. Referring to the sugges- 
tion that the names of three instead of one candidate should be sub- 
mitted, he remarked that this was a matter also to be discussed in 
connection with the procedure to be established. He said that it had 
not been thought necessary at this stage to amplify this point because 
it was a matter that would be discussed anyway by the conference in 
terms of how much of the future regulations should be embodied in 
the Charter. : 

In connection with paragraph 2 which proposes that the Secretary 
General “should act in that capacity” with regard to the General 
Assembly, the Security Council, and the Economic and Social Coun- 
cil, Dr. Pasvorsky explained that it had been necessary to provide 
for a single chief administrative officer, but that since obviously one 
man could not do the whole job, assistant secretaries would be nec- 
essary. He said that the term for which the Secretary General would 
be elected had not been specified, the thought having been that this was 
a matter which should also be discussed and determined at the Con- 
ference itself. As regards the Mexican commentary to the effect that 
the Secretary General be elected for ten years, Dr. Pasvotsky stated 
that many considerations were involved in this proposal and that if 
the Secretary General were a good man, it would be desirable to keep 
him for a long term. 

Dr. Pasvoisxy stated that the provision in paragraph 3 was some- 
thing new, in that the Secretary General is given the right to bring 
to the attention of the Council any matter which may threaten inter- 
national peace and security. He said he understood by the Venezuelan 
comment on this paragraph that the Secretary General should have 
the same right with regard to the Assembly, and commented that the 
right of the Secretary General to bring matters before both the Assem- 
bly and the Security Council might be considered in connection with 
proposal to increase the powers of the Assembly. 

Referring to the Commentary on the Chapter as a whole, Dr. Pas- 
votsKy stated that the first point related to the seat of the Organiza- 
tion which of course had not yet been determined or discussed; and 
that the next point was procedural and again a question of whether 
or not the Charter itself should contain this type of regulation or 
whether it should be left for future determination. 

The next point, he said, related to diplomatic immunities and priv- 
ileges, which again was a question that had been left out of the Dum- 
barton Oaks document because it was believed it was something to 
be discussed in connection with the drafting of the Charter, and that
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since it did not raise a serious question of principle, it had been left 
for later discussion. Referring to the question raised at a previous 
meeting as to why the Secretary General should be elected by the 
Assembly and the Council, he explained that the answer was that 
the Secretary General would act as such not only to the Assembly 
but also to the Security Council. Therefore both bodies should par- 
ticipate in his selection, particularly since under paragraph 8 of this 
Chapter he was given rather extensive powers in connection with 
the right to bring to the attention of the Council and the Assembly 
questions relating to peace and security. 

Dr. PasvorsKy explained that Chapter X was a skeleton chapter 
in which a great deal of material would need to be filled in later. 
Tue CHarct p’AFFAIRES AD INTERIM OF Mexico! said that there 

seemed to have been omitted in the commentaries on this chapter 
that of his government regarding registration and publication of 
treaties by the Secretariat. Mr. Pasvorsky informed him that he 

would find that the commentary was included on page 53 of the docu- 
ment and suggested that the matter be discussed when page 53 was 

reached. 

Referring to the two commentaries on Chapter XI,? Dr. Pasvorsxy 
remarked that the first proposed that amendments be adopted by a 
24 majority vote; the second, that ratification should be by a 24 ma- 
jority vote; and that he imagined both were related to the same 
part of the article since the recommendation for an amendment was 
to be made by a 24 vote of the General Assembly. He explained 
that the mechanism proposed here is that amendments should be 
adopted by a 24 vote of the Assembly and ratified by members of 
the organization having permanent membership in the Security 
Council and by a majority of the other members of the Organization ; 
that it would be possible to make the same requirement for ratifica- 
tion as for initial adoption, which in effect was a recommendation ; 
but that it had seemed best that ratification by a majority vote would 
expedite the process of amendment. He said that in considering the 
matter it should be kept in mind that there had to be a certain amount 
of flexibility in the amending of the document; but that at the same 
time amendment should not be made too easy. It had: been thought 
that a 24 vote of the members of the Assembly was a necessary safe- 
guard and also that ratification should be by a somewhat larger than 
a simple majority vote. Dr. Pasvorsxy explained that it was of 
course open to discussion whether or not the majority should be 4%, 
and that the question would have to be decided in terms of whether 

* Vicente Sanchez Gavito. 
* Reference apparently is to the Costa Rican proposal (memorandum of Decem- 

ber 5, 1944, doc. 21, G/7(h), UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 274) and the Venezuelan 

ae (memorandum of October 31, 1944, doe. 2, G/T(d) (1), ibid., pp. 189,
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or not this represented too much rigidity or too much flexibility 
with respect to amendments—a question which was a matter of 
judgment. . 

Passing to Chapter XII, Dr. Pasvotsky remarked with reference 
to the two provisions for transitional measures that it was open to 
discussion whether they would become a part of the Statute or be 
embodied in special protocols and that they had been introduced in 
this Chapter because of the necessity of completing the essential 
structure of the plan. He stated that paragraph 1 related to the 
fact that there would be two interim periods in the process of estab- 
lishing the system envisaged in this document: between now (or 
whenever the Conference took place) and the ratification of the docu- 
ment and therefore, the time when the Organization could be set up— 
a period during which there would be a hiatus from the point of 
view of some sort of machinery for the maintenance of peace and 
security. He said that the hiatus was in part filled by the language 
of paragraph 5 of the Moscow Declaration which provided that 
pending the establishment of a general system of security, the signa- 
tories to the Declaration would consult with one another and, as the 
occasion arose, with other States as to measures necessary for joint 
action on behalf of the community of nations for the purpose of main- 
taining peace and security. He stated that the second interim period 
would exist between the time the Organization was established and 
went into effect, and the negotiation and putting into effect of the 
special agreement or agreements relating to the provision of armed 
forces and facilities. 

With reference to the Mexican commentary to the effect that the 
four Powers signatory to the Declaration of Moscow mentioned in 
Article 1 be obligated .. .4 to adhere to the principles and aims 
stipulated in the Pact of the General International Organization, Dr. 
Pasvousky said that that important point was inherent in the fact 
that the paragraph (1) would go into effect after the ratification of 
the Charter of the Organization, and would be taken care of by the 
fact that presumably the Signatories of the Four-Nation Declaration 
would by that time have ratified the Charter and therefore would 
be obligated to adhere to the principles and aims of the Organization. 

Touching on point 3 of the Mexican commentary providing that a 
time limit should be fixed, Dr. Pasvousxy stated that this was a point 
which needed consideration, as to whether we wanted to provide a 
period during which the agreements would go into effect. We felt 
that there was a great deal to be said on both sides of the question. 

Dr. Pasvorsxy then referred to the last sentence of the Venezuelan 
commentary on paragraph 1, 10, “%.. 2% It is evident that if it 
were possible to include a general agreement as an annex to the 

78 Omission indicated in the original.



64 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

Statute, it would be unnecessary to establish the aforementioned duty, 
for the Pact would begin to function in its entirety without waiting 
for any new agreements.” He remarked that that of course was 
correct, the difficulty being in anticipating that the special agree- 
ments could be negotiated at the same time as the general Charter 
is put into effect. He said that if so, so much the better. However, 

he said, the question of armaments would still be left open. He 
explained that it had not seemed likely that even the special agree- 
ments for the provision of armed forces would be set up at the same 
time as the general Organization. Moreover, since it had been 
thought wise to make the special agreements subject to the approval 
of the Security Council which was to be given very heavy responsi- 
bility, it was considered advisable that the Council at least should 
participate in the discussions relating to the provisions for armed 
forces. 

Referring to the second transitional provision in the Chapter, he 
remarked that that related to another subject: the question of whether 
the General Organization envisaged here would from the outset be 
given authority and power to take the action necessary with respect 
to measures such as the terms of surrender of the enemy countries. 
He explained that it was considered that the responsibility for taking 
these measures should continue to rest with the Powers responsible 
for setting up the machinery for such action. He said that whether 
or not the two lines of action should be merged later, i.e. those of 
the Governments having responsibility for action with those of the 
General Organization was a matter for later discussion, but that it 
had been thought that initially they should not. 

Dr. Pasvoisxy then explained that the Mexican comment on para- 
graph 2 called for a clarification of what was meant by that rather 
brief paragraph. He said that obviously the whole question as to 
whether it should be amplified and clarified was important. 

After giving his interpretation of the Venezuelan comment on 
paragraph 2, Dr. Pasvotsxy remarked that the intent of the paragraph 
was precisely the opposite, i.e. not to make the Organization as such 
responsible for that particular set of duties. He said that the respon- 
sibility for carrying out the measures growing out of the termination 
of the war rested on the nations responsible for bringing the war to a 
successful conclusion. He explained that the problem of “the revision 
of treaties or situations that may prove to be dangerous or unjust” 
had already been discussed and taken care of in two places: in con- 
nection with the right of the Council to deal with situations, and 
with the right of the Assembly to make recommendations with re- 
spect to situations which might impair the general welfare. He said 
that this commentary raised the very important issue as to whether 
or not it is desired to give the Organization at this stage the right to
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impose settlements. Nobody had as yet proposed that the Organiza- 
tion be given any such powers, which come very close to being those 
of a super State. . 

Dr. PasvotsKy commented on the suggestions for three additional 
paragraphs to this Chapter made by Chile. He remarked that the 
first belonged in the category of amplification and clarification, stat- 
ing that reference had been made there to both paragraph 1 and 2 of 
the Chapter, which opened up a question rather difficult to discuss 

now, it being a very large one. 
Referring to the new paragraph 4 proposed by Chile, Dr. PasvotsKy 

said that the Document was based on the theory that all peace-loving 
nations were eligible to membership in the Organization, and that 
their admission to membership would be the responsibility of the 
Council and of the Assembly. A provision that the Organization 
should invite all States would need consideration from the point of 
view of whether or not that would mean the right of each state to 
be automatically included or that the Charter Members would deter- 
mine future membership. He explained that the present setup pro- 
vided the principle of eligibility for, but not of automatic, admission. 

Dr. Pasvotsxy stated that the question raised in the new paragraph 
5 proposed by Chile was one of the problems left open as to the pro- 
cedure by which the Organization should be set up, clearly a matter 
for discussion at the Conference. That this was in the same category 
as the questions referred to in the Note beginning immediately after 
‘Chapter XIT. : 

Continuing with the proposals in the Note, Dr. Pasvotsxy stated 
that the topics Publication of Treaties, Seat of the Organization, and 
‘Official Languages were in the same category in that they had not 
been considered at Dumbarton Oaks and certainly would be taken up 
in the process of formulating the actual Charter. 

The question of Dependent Areas, he said, had been left out of the 
Dumbarton Oaks proposals not because it was considered inappropri- 
ate, but because it would need to be discussed as part of the process 
of completing the document, as it had been thought that the final 
Charter would need to contain some sort of machinery for dealing 
with this problem. | 

He stated that the topic, Dissolution of the League of Nations, raised 
a@ question which was initially the primary responsibility of the 
members of the League. It would be presumptuous for non-members 
to try to tell the League how to act. He remarked that it was antici- 
pated that the League would either be merged with the Organization 
or dissolved, or some sort of transition for handling that problem 
would be made and that the whole question could not arise until there 
was a new Organization.
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As regards the last point, Convocation of the General Assembly, Dr. 
Pasvoutsky said he imagined it belonged in the same group of questions 
raised by the question of the establishment of the Organization; that 
one of the provisions to be agreed upon would have to relate to the 
question of how the General Assembly would be convoked, and by 
whom; that the Organization could not begin to function until the 
General Assembly had its first meetings, and that one of the first acts 
of the Assembly would be to elect the non-permanent members of the 
Security Council and all members of the Economic and Social Council. 
He concluded by saying that all of these questions had been left open 
in the document and would of course be put on the Agenda of the 
United Nations conference when it convened. 

Dr. Pasvoisxy said that this concluded his comments on the Pro- 
posals unless there were any further specific questions concerning them. 

Mr. RockeEretier thanked Dr. Pasvolsky on behalf of the partici- 
pants of the meeting for his assistance. Mr. Rockrrmnimr then asked 
if there were further comments, particularly with respect to the last 

six pages of the document. 
Attention was here called to the two points of the commentary of 

the Venezuelan Government regarding the statute of the court, appear- 

ing on page 62 of the document. 
Dr. Pasvotsky stated that the first raised the very important ques- 

tion of whether the revision of treaties is a judicial or a political 
process. He believed that interpretation of treaties is Judicial, 
whereas revision of them is customarily regarded as a political process. 
He stated again that the whole problem of the mechanism of treaties 
will need to be explored at the conference, and said that the second 
point made by Venezuela was clearly something to be discussed at 

the conference. 
Mr. Rocker¥retxer then stated that it had been suggested some weeks 

ago that it might be advisable to select for further consideration some 
of the most important points that had been raised at the meetings 
and he asked the Brazilian Ambassador or Chairman of the Coordi- 
nating Committee to comment. SErNor Martrns said that there had 
been prepared a memorandum ? of the “principal aspects of the Dum- 

barton Oaks plan regarding which the other American republics 
desire change” and he presented the memorandum to the meeting. 
This question was then discussed at some length but no conclusion 
was reached. It was decided that the Chiefs of Mission of the eleven 
American Governments which had submitted memoranda on the 
Proposals should meet in the Department of State on Tuesday, Feb- 
ruary 13, to study the matter.* The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p. m. 

* Not printed. 
“No record of this meeting found in Department files.
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500.CC/2-1145 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 

(Caffery)® 

WasuinetTon, February 11, 1945—11 p. m. 

546. You are instructed to communicate to the Foreign Minister ° 
without a moment’s delay the substance of the following and to cable 
me at the earliest possible moment the reply of the French Government. 

(Begin communication) The communiqué to be issued at the termi- 
nation of the present meeting of the representatives of the United 
States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union 7 will contain an announce- 
ment to the effect that the three governments have agreed on the voting 
procedure in the Security Council® and that the United Nations 
Conference for the purpose of formulating the charter of the United 
Nations Organization for the Maintenance of Peace and Security 
will be called for April 25, 1945 ° at San Francisco, USA. The com- 
muniqué will also announce that the other two governments have 
authorized the President of the United States on behalf of all three 
governments to consult the Republic of China and the Provisional 
Government of France. 

The foregoing is the substance of the communique. | 
The points on which the President has been authorized to consult 

the other two Governments are the following: 
It is proposed that the invitations be issued by the Government of 

the United States for itself and on behalf of the United Kingdom, 
the Soviet Union, the Republic of China and the Provisional Govern- 

5‘'This telegram was sent on basis of telegram received from the Secretary of 
State at Yalta, ARGonavuT 147, 11 February 1945, printed in Conferences at Malta 
and Yalta, p. 943. The same message, mutatis mutandis, was transmitted as tele- 
gram 237 on the same date to Chungking. In telegram 214, February 13, 3 a. m., 
from Chungking, Ambassador Patrick J. Hurley sent the following message: 
“Chinese Government concurs in proposals in your 237, February 11 received 
February 13, 1 a.m., Chungking time.” (500.CC/2-1345) 

* Georges Bidault, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Provisional Government 
of France. . 

"For text of communiqué, report of the Crimea (Yalta) Conference, released 
to the press on Monday, February 12, 1945, and the protocol of proceedings, 
released to the press on March 24, 1947, see Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 
968 and 982, respectively. See also report on the Conference delivered by Presi- 
dent Roosevelt before a joint session of the Congress on March 1, 1945, Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, March 4, 1945, p. 321. 

®*¥or a statement of the American position on voting in the Security Council 
as read by Secretary Stettinius at the third plenary meeting of the Yalta Con- 
ference, February 6, see Conferences at Malta and Yaita, p. 661. 

*In his Diary of 11-17 March 1945, Secretary Stettinius noted with reference 
to his March 12 off-the-record meeting with the press: “I was asked about the 
duration of the United Nations conference and said that my best guess was a 
month. In answer to speculation about the significance of the opening date, 
April 25, when a USSR agreement with Japan would expire, I told the press 
group that the date was purely coincidental. For instance, I had suggested at 
Yalta that Wednesday was always a good day to begin a conference.” (Ref- 
erence was to the 5-year neutrality pact between the Soviet Union and Japan 
which was concluded April 18, 1941, entered into force from April 25, 1941, and 
was denounced by the Soviet Union on April 5, 1945. This agreement did not 
expire April 25, 1945, but would continue in force another 5 years from April 25, 
1946, unless denounced by one party a year before this expiration date. For 
text, see telegram 763, April 13, 1941, 11 p. m., from Moscow, Foreign Relations, 
1941, vol. rv, p. 944.)
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ment of France. The invitations are to be issued to those nations 
which were signatories of the United Nations Declaration ?° on Feb- 
ruary 8, 1945 and those associated nations," including Turkey, which 
will have declared war by March 1, 1945. 

The text of the invitation as agreed upon reads as follows: 
[Here follows text of invitation as transmitted in Arconavr 147, 

February 11, 1945, printed in Conferences at Malta and Yalta, page 
943. | : . : 

‘It is further proposed that the five inviting governments would con- 
sult prior to the conference on the provisions to be included in the 
Charter for setting up a trusteeship system for existing mandates, for 
territories which may be detached from the enemy after this war, and 
for any other territories which may be voluntarily placed under trust- 
eeship. Neither the preliminary consultation nor the discussion at the 
United Nations Conference would deal with specific territories, but 
would be restricted to the formulation of principles and provisions for 
machinery. The question of specific territories to be placed under 
trusteeship would be made subject to subsequent agreement. 

The President has directed me to consult the Provisional Govern- 
ment of France and to express his earnest hope that it will concur in 
these proposals. The matter is extremely urgent because the Govern- 
ments of the United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union 
have arranged for the issuance on Monday night, February 12, for 
publication in the morning newspapers on Tuesday, February 13, of 
the communiqué referred to at the beginning. (L’nd communication) 

You should impress upon the French authorities that the matters 
under consultation are to be held entirely confidential until publica- 
tion of the invitation is arranged. 

Grew 

500.CC/2-1145 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,] February 11, 1945. 

The French Ambassador ” called at my house at my request this 
Sunday evening at 10:80 and I read to him, for his information, the 
telegram being sent this evening to Ambassador Caffery (No. 546, 
February 11, 11 p. m.) setting forth plans for the United Nations 
Conference. I emphasized to the Ambassador the great urgency of 
the matter and expressed the hope that he might feel like sending a 
flash telegram to his Government urging that a reply be given to us 

” For list of signatories and adherents to the Declaration by United Nations, 
January 1, 1942, see Status of Cowntries in Relation to the War, August 12, 
1945 (Department of State publication No. 2389), p. 9; for documentation on 
the Declaration, see Foreign Relations, 1942, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. 

™ On January 1, 1945, the list of eight States or Authorities associated with 
the United Nations in the war included Egypt .and Iceland and six American 
Republics (Chile, Ecuador, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela); for data 
on the adherence of. the six American Republics to the Declaration by United 
Nations, (and adherence of France on January 1), see Department of State 
Bulletin, January 7, February 18 and 25, 1945, pp. 17, 231-233, 292, and 294. 

* Henri Bonnet.
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at the earliest possible moment. I pointed out that after the com- 
muniqué agreed upon by the United States, Great Britain and the 

Soviet Union is issued on Tuesday morning, February 18, there will 
be great speculation in the press with regard to the details of the 
agreement on voting procedure in the Security Council. We there- 
fore hoped that our consultation with the Provisional Government 
of France could be carried through with the greatest possible dispatch. 

The Ambassador asked me several questions regarding certain points 
In our communication which I clarified for him and he then expressed 
serious doubt as to whether a reply from his Government could be 
forthcoming within several days. He said that the question of voting 

in the Security Council, as well as other points, would have to be 
submitted to the Council of Ministers in Paris and that this would 
take time. It was also pointed out that according to press reports 

General de Gaulle,* was absent from Paris. Mr. Bonnet also pointed 
out the adverse feeling on the part of his Government which had been 
aroused by the fact that General de Gaulle had not received an invita- 
tion to attend the Big Three Conference. 

I once again urged the Ambassador to do his best. to ensure our 
receiving a reply from his Government at the earliest possible moment. 

JosePH ©. GREW 

500.CC/2-1245 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 
i Union (Harriman) 

| WasHIneton, February 12, 1945—2 p.m. 

298. For the Secretary of State. 
1. I discussed this morning with the [Secretary’s] Staff Committee 

the question of our making public the fact that the voting procedure 
accepted at the Conference was proposed by us. It is the unanimous 
and emphatic opinion of the Committee that such a statement, if made 
at all, should be made at the time that the text of the agreed provisions. 
is made public. To announce that the proposal was ours before we 
can announce what the proposal is would invite a press attack which 

could, and in our opinion should, be avoided. 
2. Further we raise for consideration the question whether the state- 

ment should be made at all. While we realize, of course, that there 
were compelling reasons in the minds of the. President and yourself 
for your decision, we feel strongly that the statement would place upon 
this country the onus of criticism on the part of those, here and abroad, 
who will not be satisfied with the solution of the problem. 

3. If there is no opportunity to reconsider the decision and if 

* Gen. Charles de Gaulle, President of the Council of Ministers of the Pro- 
visional Government of France.
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Early ** does not issue the statement, we are most anxious to have 
your authority, if you concur, not to make the statement until the 
voting provision is made public. 

4, We were all thrilled and delighted by your telegram and offer 
our warmest congratulations on your tremendous success. 

GREW 

Statement Released to the Press by the White House, 
February 13, 1945 *4 

Unitep States DELEGATION 14 

The President announced on February 13 that he will invite the 
following to be the members of the United States Delegation to the 
United Nations Conference on April 25, 1945 at San Francisco: 
Secretary of State Stettinius, Chairman; the Honorable Cordell Hull; 
Senator Connally; Senator Vandenberg; Representative Bloom; 
Representative Eaton; Commander Harold Stassen; Dean Virginia 
Gildersleeve. 

Mr. Hull also will serve as senior adviser to the United States 

Delegation.?” 

500.CC/2-1345 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (MacLeish) 

[Wasuineron,] February 138, 1945. 

Poiicy oF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON THE DEPARTMENT’S PRES- 

ENTATION TO THE CoUNTRY OF THE DumBaRTON Oaxs PROPOSALS 

1. The Department of State is committed to the proposition that 

the only effective means of preserving peace in the contemporary 

world is through international organization. 

44 Stephen Early, Secretary to President Roosevelt. 
© ARGONAUT 147, February 11, Conferences at Malia and Yalta, p. 948. ' 
14 Reprinted from Department of State Bulletin, February 18, 1945, p. 217. 
16 President Roosevelt, while at Yalta Conference, had approved on February 11 

the recommended list of eight delegates; see Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 
795 and 941. Formal invitations were sent by President Roosevelt to the respec- 
tive delegates several days after the public announcement, as he explained in his 
letter of February 28 to Secretary Stettinius, ‘due to the unavoidable delay in my 
return to Washington from the Crimea Conference.” (500.CC/2-2845) Fora 
complete list of American officials at the Conference, see The United Nations Con- 
ference on International Organization, San Francisco, California, April 25 to 
June 26, 1945, Selected Documents (Department of State publication No. 2490), 
pp. 25-34; also UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, pp. 39-44. For additional informa- 
tion on the selection and work of the United States Delegation, see Postwar 
Foreign Policy Preparation, pp. 414-423. 

On account of ill health, Mr. Hull was unable to participate actively in the 
work of the Delegation either prior to, or during, the Conference; however, he 
was in close touch with the work of the Delegation and frequently offered his 
advice by telephone and telegraph.
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2. The Department believes that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
represent a practical effort to establish the foundations of such an 

organization. 
3. The Department has no inclination to attempt to “sell” the Dum- 

barton Oaks Proposals to the country. In informing the country 
of the terms of the proposals, the Department will indicate not only 
their possibilities but their limitations. The people are entitled to 
know how far, and within what limits, the proposals, if adopted, 
would prevent war. Specifically, the international organization de- 
scribed in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals would not constitute, in 
itself and of itself, a guarantee against all wars. Among other neces- 
sary correlatives to the proposed organization is the maintenance of 
good relations between the Great Powers. The proposals do, however, 
provide a machinery which gives the best present hope of peaceful 

settlement of disputes. 
4, It is the Department’s policy to welcome criticism of and com- 

ment upon, the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals.* The Department, how- 
ever, wishes the public to realize that the proposals presented for 
comment and criticism are proposals developed in careful and ex- 
tended conversations between representatives of this Government and 
of other Governments on the basis of studies undertaken over a long 
period of time by qualified experts. Furthermore, the proposals, to 
be practically effective, must be proposals such as the Powers con- 
stituting the United Nations can and will accept. The Department 
hopes that the criticisms and comments of the proposals will be made 
with these considerations in mind. 

500.CC/2-1345 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary 
| of State : 

Moscow, February 18, 1945-—1-p. m. 
: [Received 7:40 p. m.] 

410. For Acting Secretary of State only from Secretary Stettinius. 
I do not insist upon making public immediately the fact that the 
provisions on voting procedure as adopted were advanced by us. 
‘This refers to your 298, February 12, 2 p.m. - 

“For comment of Secretary Stettinius on the “unprecedented action by the 
four powers represented at Dumbarton Oaks” in publishing the proposals for 
world comment and criticism prior to the discussion of them at the proposed 
conference of the United Nations, see Charter of the United Nations: Renort to 
the President on the Results of the San Francisco Conference ... June 26, 
1945, p. 26. For additional information on this subject, see Postwar Foreign 
Policy Preparation, pp. 378-380. 

723-681—67——9
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However, I do not think it would be wise for you to take any 
steps directed toward stopping the White House release of this state- 
ment. All State Horseshoe ” [Stettinius. | 

HARRIMAN 

Mr. Harry L. Hopkins, Special Assistant to President Roosevelt, to 
the Director of the Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion 

(Byrnes) 

13 Frpsruary, 1945. 

“For Justice Byrnes from Mr. Hopkins. 
“The President has received completely satisfactory replies from 

‘the Prime Minister and Marshal Stalin on additional votes to achieve 
parity for the United States, if necessary 7. In view of the fact that 
nothing on this whole subject appears in the communiqué, the Presi- 
dent is extremely anxious that no aspect of this question be discussed 
even privately. 

“IT hope you had a good trip home.2* We are meeting oriental 
potentates ** and you surely would be of no help in these circum- 

stances.” 
[ Hopxins | 

500.CC/2-1545 : Telegram 

The Minister in Egypt (Tuck) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Caro, February 15, 1945—6 p. m. 
[Received February 15—5: 53 p. m.] 

3881. From Secretary Stettinius.®> The pressure of events makes it 
necessary that the invitations to the San Francisco Conference be is- 

sued immediately. You should make it clear, therefore, to the Pro- 
visional Government that France must decide within the next 3 days 

» An expression for information of the Secretary’s family at his farm “The 
Horseshoe” to indicate that all was going well. 

* Copy of radiogram obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde 
Park, N.Y. Mr. Hopkins, with other members of the President’s party, was en 
route home from the Yalta Conference on the U.S.S. Quincy, which was then at 
Great Bitter Lake, Egypt. The message was transmitted to Mr. Byrnes by the 
White House Map Room. 

* See exchange of letters, President Roosevelt with Prime Minister Churchill 
and Marshal Stalin, February 10 and 11, 1945. Conferences at Malia and Yalta, 

pp. 966-968. 
* Mr. Byrnes had attended the Yalta Conference; for his account of negotia- 

tions on the question of admission of Soviet Republics to the United Nations, 
see James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, pp. 38-42. 

* For documentation on this subject, see vol. vi1, pp. 1 ff. 
* Secretary Stettinius was en route to Mexico City where he served as the 

American delegate to the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and 
Peace, February 21—March 8, 1945.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 73 

whether she wishes to join as a sponsoring power prior to the issuance 

of invitations (she could, of course, join later if she so desires to be- 
come a fifth sponsoring power and in any event she would be invited 
to the Conference. ) | 

_ Sent Paris; repeated Department as 381. [Stettinius. ] 
Tock 

§00.CC/2~-1545 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Brazil (Daniels) 

Wasuineton, February 16, 1945—8 p. m. 

438. For Secretary Stettinius. Reference your 381 February 15, 
6 p.m. from Cairo. In accordance with previous instructions we have 
proceeded on the basis that invitations to the San Francisco Conference 
will be issued to those nations which were signatories of the United 

Nations Declaration on February 8, 1945, and those associated nations 
including Turkey which will have declared war by March 1, 1945. 

_ To change this basis now and send out invitations before this group 
of nations have had an opportunity to declare war by March 1 would 
seriously disrupt existing arrangements. 

You may be sure that we shall make every possible effort to issue 
the invitations as soon before March 1 as we can bring this group of 
nations within the definition qualifying them to receive invitations. 

GREW 

§00.CC/2-1745 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Brazil (Daniels) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Rio pe JaneEtro, February 17, 1945—8 p. m. 
[Received 9 p, m.| 

504. From Secretary Stettinius. Your number 60 of February 17 *° 
refers to the agreed voting provisions as “the compromise”. I have 
been impressing on the British and others with whom I have discussed 
the voting procedure the fact that it is not a compromise but the pre- 
ferred American position which after careful consideration was 
adopted by the President and proposed by him on December 5 to 
Marshal Stalin and Prime Minister Churchill. It seems to me that 
particularly with respect to our public relations this is an important 
point. [Stettinius. ] 

: DANIELS 

 *% Telegram 444 (message No. 60), February 17, 1 p. m., for the Secretary, not 
printed; the Acting Secretary reported on Congressional consultations and indi- 
cated that Senatorial groups were “well satisfied with the Compromise”. 
(740.0011 DHW/2-1745)
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500.CC/2-1945 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mexico 
(Messersmith) 

Wasuineron, February 19, 1945—7 p. m. 

822. No. 67. For the Secretary. I called the French Ambassador 
in today and told him that it was absolutely essential that we issue 
the invitations to the Conference at San Francisco as soon as possible 
and that we hoped very much indeed that France would join as one 
of the sponsoring nations. I pointed out that we had as yet received 
no reply from the French Government although China had accepted 
sponsorship and the three other nations were ready to go ahead with 
the invitations. I told the Ambassador that it would be difficult for 
us to delay acting on the invitations very much longer and it might 
be that within three or four days we would have to issue them even 
if we had not heard from the French Government. The Ambassador 
said that he had already warned his Government that we might have 
to act without France as I had intimated to him in a previous con- 
versation that we could only wait a reasonably short time to hear 
from France and we hoped that 1+ would not become necessary for 
us to go forward without her. 

The Ambassador went on to say that he had the impression that 
France’s not being invited to the regular meetings of Foreign Min- 
isters 78 was probably causing some difficulty in the French attitude 
toward sponsoring the invitations. He felt quite sure that his Gov- 
ernment would come along before very long and he expressed the 
earnest hope that the four other nations would not issue the invitations 
before hearing from France as it would add immeasurably to the 
difficulties of the present situation and that he felt although he had 
no authority or instructions to say so that issuing the invitations with- 
out France might result in France not going to San Francisco. 

T was insistent that the Ambassador lay before his Government 
the necessity for giving us a reply to the question of joining in the 

invitations even though that reply might be made pending the receipt 
of further clarifications which he had already requested.” 

I thought you should know of the difficulties we are having in con- 
nection with the issuing of the invitations. 

. | GREW 

*The Foreign Ministers did not hold regular meetings. Reference is ap- 
parently to the following meetings not attended by French representatives: The 
1943 Moscow Conference, the 1944 Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, and the 
1945 Yalta Conference. ee. 

”® The French Ambassador had called on the Acting Secretary on February 17 
and left with him a list of questions contained in an aide-mémoire, asking for 
clarifications relative to the Yalta communiqué. For texts of the French aide- 
mémoire of February 17 and the Department’s memorandum of February 19 in 
reply, see vol. Iv, pp. 669 and 671, respectively.
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500.CU/2-2045 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Guatemala (Long) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

: GUATEMALA, February 20, 1945—9 a. m. 
[Received 3: 52 p. m.] 

128. [From Secretary Stettinius.] Please deliver the following 
message from me to the [White House] Map Room for forwarding 
to the President. o 

1. Despite active efforts by the Department to expedite the matter, 
France has still not expressed agreement with the Dumbarton Oaks 
proposals as completed at the Crimea Conference. China accepted 
the new provisions immediately. You will recall that all of us at 
Yalta felt that the consultation with France and China should be 
concluded as promptly as possible so that the voting procedure pro- 
visions could be published and invitations to the San Francisco Con- 
ference be issued with a minimum of delay. We feel it particularly 
important that the publication of the voting provisions and the issu- 
ance of the invitations not be delayed later than the opening of the 
Mexico City Conference, regardless of whether France has by then 
agreed to be a fifth sponsoring power. Consequently, I have asked 
Grew to obtain British and Russian consent for our taking these 
steps on February 21, even though the consultation with France has 
not been completed by that time. I am making arrangements to have 
invitations to the United Nations Conference at San Francisco issued 
by you from the White House on the evening of February 21, and in 
order that we may have complete unity of the United Nations repre- 
sented in Mexico City I will, in your name, include in my opening 
remarks the invitation to the United Nations Conference which will, 
of course, include the voting procedure in the Council, making clear 
that you are speaking for the Soviet Union, Great Britain, China and, 
if possible, France. 

2. I had a pleasant visit today with the Governor of Trinidad, Sir 
Bede Clifford, on my way to Mexico City. Sir Bede asked that I send 
you his warmest greetings. Commodore Baughman took me on a 
tour of our naval base area and I was much impressed with the great 
value to us of the area we have leased. Stettinius. 

Lone 

*° Marginal notation: “Sent to the President through Map Room February 20, 
1945”. President Roosevelt was en route home, on the U.8.S. Quincy, from the 
Yalta Conference, arriving in. Washington February 28.



76 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

§00.CC/2-2045 : Radiogram 

The Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt ™ 

[Wasurineron,] February 20, 1945. 

1. I believe that the French should be allowed additional time to 
consider the invitation to act as a joint sponsor of the San Francisco 
Conference and to concur in the proposals on voting procedure. How- 
ever, I recommend that we seek approval by the British, Soviet and 
Chinese Governments of the issuance and public release on March 1 
of the invitations to the Conference as agreed upon and containing 
the text of the proposals on voting procedure. If France has not 
accepted by that time then such invitations would be sponsored by 
the four governments instead of by five as originally contemplated. 
This date is selected since it was agreed at the Crimea Conference— 
and has been so reported to the French—that invitations are to be 
issued to those nations which were signatories of the United Nations 
Declaration on February 8 and to those associated nations, including 
Turkey, which will have declared war by March 1. | 

2, Also I recommend that we propose to the British, Soviet and 
Chinese Governments that in the event France accepts sufficiently in 
advance of March 1 to make it feasible, we will issue the invitations 
prior to that time, making clear, however, that subsequent invitations 
to the associated nations and to Turkey can be issued up to March 1. 

8. In light of the foregoing, I recommend that Ambassador Caffery 
be informed of the substance of our contemplated proposals to the 
British, Soviet and Chinese Governments as outlined in paragraphs 
1 and 2 above, and that he be advised to bring this information to 
the attention of Bidault and de Gaulle in such manner as he would 
consider best calculated to bring about favorable action by the French. 

4. At the time of the public release of the text of the voting pro- 
cedure, we recommend that I release a statement in explanation and 
interpretation thereof. Such statement would be communicated to 
the British, Soviet and Chinese Governments (and to the French if 
they accept) for their information. The text of this proposed state- 
ment is contained in'a telegram that will follow.*1# 

5. Your immediate approval is ‘respectfully requested of the pro- 
cedure outlined in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 above since it wikl facilitate 
our action here. Your approval of the proposal outlined in para- 
graph 4 can be given any time within the next few days after you 
have had an opportunity to review the proposed text of the statement. 

[Grew | 

“Text transmitted by Acting Secretary Grew to Mexico City for Secretary 
Stettinius in telegram 338, February 20, 9 p. m., not printed. 

#8 See unnumbered radiogram, February 21, p. 81.
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500.CC/2-2045 

Memorandum of Telephone Conversations, by the Acting Secretary 
of State 

[WasHineton,| February 20, 1945. 

Subjects: Invitations for United Nations Conference; 
Announcement of Voting Procedure 

Participants: Mr. Alger Hiss; i 
Acting Secretary, Mr. Grew | 

Secretary Stettinius; | 
: Acting Secretary, Mr. Grew | 

I telephoned Mr. Alger Hiss at Mexico City and said that with 
regard to the question of issuing invitations to the United Nations 

for the forthcoming conference at San Francisco, we had gone into 
it very fully. I stated that, in the first place, it would have been 
physically impossible to have gotten clearance from London and Mos- 
cow for a deadline for the announcement. I added that the White 
House had received word from Judge Rosenman that the President 
does not want the announcements made of the voting procedure until 
he himself has approved the text of the release. I told Mr. Hiss that 
the instructions from the President on this point were definite. I 
said that I had been in touch with the French Ambassador regularly 
and had been doing everything in my power to get an answer; France 
had asked for certain clarifications, to which I had gotten out a reply 

in 24 hours,*? and we were hopeful that we would get a definite answer 
in the next day or so. I said that if we went ahead with the invita- 
tions, I did not believe France would come in at all. To begin the 
United Nations Conference in this way would, I thought, be almost 
fatal. I went on to say that I had gone over the matter with Justice 
Byrnes, who stated he was not one hundred percent but one thousand 
percent in favor of our position. I told Mr. Hiss when he inquired if 
we could get an answer by February 22 that I did not think we would 
be able to get an agreement from London and Moscow by that date. 
I said that I was going to send to the President a message suggest- 
ing that if France does not reply before March 1, then we ought 
to select that date to issue the invitations whether she comes on board 
or not. Mr. Hiss thought that this would be a good idea. He won- 
dered, however, if we ought not hold up the transmission of the 

Secretary’s message to the President. I replied that if he were refer- 
ring to the message sent from Guatemala,** I was afraid that it had 
already gone out. Mr. Hiss thought it would be a good idea to send 
a follow-up and then go on with the recommendation about March 1. 

* See footnote 29, p. 74. - 
3 Telegram 128, February 29, 9 p. m., from Guatemala, p. 75.
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When I asked Mr. Hiss if he thought the Secretary would approve 
this, he replied that he was sure of it. If he did not call right back, 
Mr. Hiss said it would mean that the Secretary approved. I told 
him that, naturally, I wanted to come along with the Secretary on 
everything possible, but I did not want the conference started with a 

black eye. . : 
(It was ascertained that this telegram had not yet been transmitted 

to the President, and it was accordingly withheld.**) 
When Mr. Hiss telephoned later, he said that with regard to France, 

the Secretary was glad that his message had gone straight through to 
the President and the Secretary did not want to countermand it. 
Mr. Hiss said that the Secretary wanted me to call Ambassador Caffery 
in Paris as soon as possible and say that France must agree within the 
next twenty-four hours. I stated that this was impossible since we 
had no direct telephone communication with Paris. Mr. Hiss added 
that the call could be made through SHAEF ® from the Pentagon 
Building. Mr. Hiss added that the Secretary thought it was essential 
at the outset of the conference that the whole thing be made clear 

and public along the lines indicated in the telegram which reached the 
Department today. Mr. Hiss said that he had told the Secretary 

what I had said about France, but the Secretary had said that we 
had given the French Government al] this time, and they could come 

along whenever they made up their mind. I told Mr. Hiss I did not 
see how we could deliver such an ultimatum in the light of instruc- 

tions received from the President and that since I was in charge of the 
foreign affairs of this Government, I would not take this responsibility. 
Mr. Hiss asked if I would like to speak with the Secretary and I said 
I thought I had better. 

I told Mr. Stettinius that I was faced with a very difficult problem ; 
that while I knew he wanted to issue the invitations to the nations 
assembled at Mexico City, and disclose the voting procedure, the Presi- 
dent’s instructions, through Judge Rosenman and also Justice Byrnes 
were quite explicit. If we put France in a hole and delivered an 
ultimatum, de Gaulle would almost certainly refuse, and we would 
have a black eye at the very outset of the United Nations Conference. 

The Secretary asked how long it would take France to comply, to 
which I replied that I had been at the Ambassador constantly trying 
to get an answer. Mr. Stettinius said that when they left the Crimea, 
it was understood that an answer would be forthcoming within forty- 
eight hours, and nearly a week had elapsed since that time. I stated 
that France had asked for certain clarifications on six points, I had 

* The telegram was sent to President Roosevelt. For his reply, see memoran- 
dum of February 22, p. 85. 

** Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Force.
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answered these points and the French Government had perhaps re- 
ceived our answer today. I added that we expected a reply within the 
next day or two. The Secretary said that representatives of twenty 
republics were meeting in Mexico to discuss the world security orga- 
nization, and the first question which would be asked would be with 
regard to the voting procedure. He said that it would be most helpful 
if we could say that France was going to be a sponsoring member in 
issuing the invitations to the United Nations for the San Francisco 
conference, and could make our voting procedure public forty-eight 
hours hence. I asked the Secretary if he could not make known the 
voting procedure quietly by talking to the delegates there, but he 
replied that he did not think he could do that. I asked the Secretary 
how we could get around making our proposal to France not appear 
as an ultimatum, to which the Secretary replied that he thought 
France could be persuaded calmly that the three powers hoped that 
she could comply in the interest of harmony among the United Na- 
tions. I said that I had repeatedly put all this to the French Ambas- 
sador and the Ambassador had stated that while he realized the situ- 
ation perfectly, 1t was very difficult to proceed since the Ministers 
on the Council did not know anything about the matter and it would 
take a little time. The Ambassador had stated further that he hoped 
very much to get an answer any minute. 

The Secretary then said that he would leave the entire matter in 
my hands for me to work out in any way I felt best, adding that I 
should ignore the wire he had sent to me this morning regarding an 
ultimatum to France, and that anything I did would be entirely sat- 
isfactory to him. 

I asked Mr. Stettinius again why he could not get in touch with the 
various delegations there and tell them confidentially about the voting 
procedure rather than make the announcement in his speech. Mr. 
Stettinius said that this would detract tremendously from the value 
of his speech. 

I told the Secretary that if France comes through I would immedi- 
ately give him a flash, but I added that we would have to consult 
with London and Moscow or they would be perfectly furious. The 
Secretary said that I should advise him of any formula that I worked 
out and he would abide by it. 

JosePH C. GREW
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500.CC/2—2045 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 

(Caffery) *° 

WasuHineton, February 20, 1945—9 p. m. 

686. News stories in today’s Vew York Times and Herald Tribune 
and the Baltimore Sum by Harold Callender, Sonia Tomara and 
Philip Whitcomb, respectively, and apparently arising from a report 
by Bidault to the Foreign Affairs Committee of the French Consulta- 
tive Assembly, together make it appear possible that the Provisional 
Government of France will not take part in the San Francisco Con- 
ference unless “it obtains satisfactory information about aims and the 
agenda”. These reports also make it appear that a chief stumbling 
block in French acceptance to participate is the interpretation of the 
“trusteeship system”. Moreover Callender’s report has the relevant 
substance of our cablegram to you (reDeptel 546, February 11) cover- 
ing this and some of the other subjects therein. 

Apart from the fact that these reports state the term “trusteeship” 
does not readily translate into French, they also claim France is afraid 
that under the proposed trusteeship system (1) French rights in Syria 
and Lebanon would be affected, (2) any of their claims to the Rhine- 
land might be prejudiced, and (3) questions may arise of “strategic 
bases”, the latter of which particularly “aroused deep suspicions on 
the part of the French”. In the event of a French decision not to 
participate in the San Francisco Conference we are particularly con- 
cerned that such an eventuality should not occur because of our failure 
to furnish full information regarding proposals to be studied there. 

Therefore, should a convenient opportunity arise will you please 
again stress to Bidault and de Gaulle that in connection with the pro- 
posed trusteeship system neither the proposed preliminary consulta- 
tions among the five powers nor the discussions at the United Nations 
Conference would deal with specific territories but would be restricted 
to the formulation of principles and provisions for machinery. Any 
question of the specific territories which may be placed under the 
trusteeship system would in each case be dealt with by subsequent 
agreement. | | | 

You should also recall to Bidault and de Gaulle that the five spon- 
soring nations are to consult each other prior to the United Nations 
Conference with a view to presenting agreed proposals as to machinery 
for dealing with trusteeships. As soon as France has agreed to be- 
come one of the sponsoring nations, we would expect to begin con- 

sultation among the five powers on this subject. 
GREW 

* Text transmitted to Mexico City for Secretary Stettinius and his Assistant, 
Leo Pasvolsky, in telegram 337, February 20, 9 p. m., not printed.
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500.CC/2-2145 : Radlogram 

‘The Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt * 

[Wasuineton,| February 21, 1945. 

Referring to my radiogram to you yesterday, paragraph 4, the 
following is the text of the public statement that I propose to make 
in explanation and interpretation of the voting procedure at the time 
it is made public. 

“The Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom, the 
Soviet Union and China, and the Provisional Government of France 
have now agreed to propose for consideration at the San Francisco 
conference the following voting procedure for the Security Council: 

‘1. Each member of the Security Council should have one vote. 2. Decisions 
of the Security Council on procedural matters should be made by an affirmative 
vote of seven members. 3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters 
should be made by an affirmative vote of seven members including the con- 
curring votes of the permanent members; provided that, in decisions under 

Chapter VIII, Section A and under the second sentence of paragraph 1 of 
Chapter VIII, Section C, a party to a dispute should abstain from voting.’ 

The practical effect of these provisions, taken together, is that a 
difference is made, so far as voting is concerned, between the quasi- 
judicial function of the Security Council in promoting the pacific 
settlement of disputes and the political function of the Council in 
taking action for the maintenance of peace and security. 

Where the Council is engaged in performing its quasi-judicial func- 
tion of promoting pacific settlement of disputes, no nation, large or 
small, should be above the law. This means that no nation, large 
or small, if a party to a dispute, would participate in the decisions 
of the Security Council on questions like the following: (@) whether 
a matter should be investigated, (6) whether the dispute or situation 
is of such a nature that its continuation is likely to threaten the peace, 
(c) whether the Council should call on the parties to settle a dispute 
by means of their own choice, (d) whether, if the dispute is referred 
to the Council, a recommendation should be made as to methods and 
procedures of settlement, (¢) whether the Council should make such 
recommendation before the dispute is referred to it, (f) what should 
be the nature of this recommendation, (g) whether the legal aspects 
of the dispute should be referred to the Court for advice, (2) whether 
a regional agency should be asked to concern itself with the dispute, 
and (2) whether the dispute should be referred to the General 
Assembly. 

Where the Council is engaged in performing its political function 
of action for the maintenance of peace and security, a difference is 
made between the permanent members of the Council and other na- 
tions for the practical reason that the permanent members of the 
Council must, as a matter of necessity, bear the principal responsibility 
for action. Unanimous agreement among the permanent members of 
the Council is therefore requisite. In such matters, therefore, the 

“Text transmitted to Secretary Stettinius in Mexico City in telegram 349, 
February 21, 7 p. m., not printed.



82 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

concurrence of all the permanent members would be required. Ex- 
amples are: (4) determination of the existence of a threat or breach 
of the peace, (6) use of force or other enforcement measures, (c) ap- 
proval of agreements for supply of armed forces, (d@) matters relating 
to the regulation of armaments, and (¢) matters concerning the sus- 
pension and expulsion of members, and the admission of new 
members.” 

In the event that France does not accept the proposal the intro- 

ductory sentence to the foregoing text will be modified accordingly. 
Your approval of the foregoing statement is respectfully requested.** 

GREW 

500.CC/2-2145 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Mewico (Messersmith) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Mexico Crry, February 21, 1945—4 p. m. 
[Received February 22—1: 20 a. m.] 

217. From Secretary Stettinius. Have received your 338. Will, 
of course, support your position in this as in all other matters. I want 
you to understand why I am pressing this matter so strongly. I am 
in a difficult and awkward position, having been elected this morning 
as Chairman of the Commission of World Organization at the Mexico 
Conference. 

The matter of the voting procedure is on the minds of all delegates. 
From the standpoint of frank and fair dealing, feel that I must be 
able to discuss all angles of the world security proposals at the earliest 
possible moment. I am still hoping that somehow between now and 
tomorrow night at the time I will deliver my address that Caffery will 
be able to explain in Paris the fact that 20 republics are meeting to 
discuss the world security organization and that the French delay 
is proving most embarrassing to the United States and we ardently 
hope that they will give their prompt consent. I know that you and 

Jimmy *° will do everything within your power to help me here in this 
difficult matter. [Stettinius. ] 

MESSERSMITH 

= The Department was informed, in telegram of February 24 (filed in Hyde 
Park Library) of Presidential approval of the proposed interpretive statement 
on voting procedure, subject to appropriate modification of the preamble in 
case France had not expressed agreement. 

*® See footnote 31, p. 76. 
* James C. Dunn, Assistant Secretary of State.
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500.CC/2-2145 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Paris, February 21, 1945—7 p. m. 
[Received February 22—10:31 a. m.] 

806. For Assistant Secretary Dunn. Bidault says that in any event 
France will attend the San Francisco meeting. He says that his per- 
sonal views on the voting procedure are not different from the proce- 
dure proposed. He said: “There is just one point that is now holding 
up a little in regard to the sponsorship (we have sent telegrams today 
to Washington, London, and especially Moscow in an endeavor to 
clear it up quickly) and that is: Does Dumbarton Oaks as modified 

at Yalta clash with the recently signed Franco-Soviet treaty?” + 
In other words: The French are not sure about the score at any 

point nowadays; in this specific case they are not sure about the Rus- 
sians and this is a polite endeavor to smoke them out. 

He made the usual aside: We were not at the Dumbarton Oaks Con- 
ference, the Chinese were; we were not at Yalta et cetera, and are 
forced to ask for some explanations. 

He said that he might be interested in the preliminary talks—ex- 
planations, exchange of views—you mentioned in regard to the Dum- 
barton Oaks procedure. 

He assured me again that he would do his level best to clear up the 
sponsorship matter at an early date. 

: CAFFERY 

500.CC/2-2245 : Telegram . Ss 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mexico 
(Messersmith) 

WASHINGTON, February 22, 1945—9 p. m. 

366. For Secretary Stettinius. 
1. Since, in accordance with your instructions (paragraph 3 of 

your 45, February 16, from Dakar **), no invitation is to be issued to 

“Treaty of alliance and mutual assistance between the Soviet Union and 
the Provisional Government of the French Republic, signed at Moscow, Decem- 
ber 10, 1944. For text, see Department of State Bulletin, January 7, 1945, p. 39. 
For documentation on this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1v, pp. 987 ff. 

Secretary Stettinius stated to the press on December 18, 1944, that “on the 
first reading this Government could find nothing in the pact that remains 
contrary or counter to the ideals of the world organization” and noted that 
the pact specifically mentioned the international organization (Radio Bulletin No. 
308, December 18, 1944). Under Secretary Grew stated in an address on Jan- 
uary 17, 1945, that after careful study of this pact, and various other inter- 
national pacts recently concluded between several European nations, “we are 

satisfied that they were concluded in the spirit of what we all are trying to 

achieve through the Dumbarton Oaks proposals.” (Department of State Bulle- 

tin, January 21, 1945, pp. 87, 89.) 
“Not printed.
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the London Polish Government to attend the San Francisco Confer- 
ence, [ am proposing to issue a public statement along the following 
lines if the question is raised (as it undoubtedly will be) when the 
invitations are made public: 

Begin teat. At the Crimea Conference it was agreed * that a 
Polish Provisional Government of National Unity is to be established 
through a reorganization on a broad democratic basis of the Provi- 
sional Government now functioning in Poland with the inclusion of 
democratic leaders from Poland itself and from Poles abroad. Fur- 
thermore, it was agreed at that Conference that when a Polish Pro- 
visional Government of National Unity has been properly formed in 
accordance with the steps that were outlined there, the Governments 
of the United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union would estab- 
lish diplomatic relations with it. It is our hope that by the time the 
United Nations Conference meets at San Francisco on April 25 the 
projected Polish Provisional Government of National Unity will have 
been formed and diplomatic relations with it will have been estab- 
lished by the major nations. In that event, an mvitation to send rep- 
resentatives to the San Francisco Conference will, of course, be ex- 
tended to the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity. 
End of text.** 

2. I would appreciate your approval or appropriate modification of 
the foregoing statement.** ... 

GREW 

500.CC/2-—2245 : Telegram 

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

WasuHincTon, February 22, 1945—9 p. m. 

391. British Embassy has just informed us that at Yalta Eden 
made a plea for Saudi Arabia to be given an opportunity to qualify 
for an invitation to the San Francisco Conference; ** that Molotov 

“For text of agreement signed on February 11 at Yalta, see section VI of the 
communiqué issued at the end of the Conference, Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 
p. 973. 

“On February 25, the text of the proposed public statement was transmitted 
by the Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassadors in the Soviet Union, China, 
and the United Kingdom (telegram 421, February 25, 4 p. m., to Moscow, re- 
peated as telegram 828 to Chungking; and telegram 1454, February 25, 4 p. m., 
to the United Kingdom), with the request that it be communicated to 
the Foreign Ministers of the respective Governments and that their reactions 
be cabled promptly. 

“In telegram 240, February 23, 4 p. m., from Mexico City, Secretary Stet- 
tinius informed Acting Secretary Grew of his approval of Mr. Grew’s statement 
on the matter of issuing an invitation to Poland to attend the San Francisco 
Conference (500.CC/2~-2345). 

“See Bohlen Note on the meeting of the Foreign Ministers, February 11, 
1945, Conferences at Malta and Yaita, p. 931.
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was unable to agree then but promised to consider the matter; that 
Clark Kerr has been instructed to express the hope that Soviet Gov- 
ernment will now agree Saudi Arabia be given hint that if she does 
declare a state of war and adhere to United Nations Declaration by 
March 1, she will be invited to San Francisco; that Mr. Eden hopes 
the Department will support this proposal. 
We feel very strongly that Saudi Arabia, because of her firm friend- 

_ ship and valuable assistance to our cause, should be given an oppor- 
tunity to qualify as a United Nation by entering into a state of war 
with Germany or Japan or both and permitted to attend San Fran- 
cisco Conference. Please consult with Clark Kerr immediately and 
then make known to Molotov the view of this Government. 

Secretary Stettinius concurs. 
Because of the March 1 deadline it is important that we have a 

prompt reply. | 
GREW 

500.CC/2-2245 

Memorandum by Lieutenant George M. Elsey of the White House 
Map Room to the Acting Secretary of State * 

Wasuineton, 22 February, 1945. 

The White House Map Room has received the following message 
from the President, dated 21 February, 6:45 p.m. EWT:* 

“From the President for the Secretary of State, Information: the 
Acting Secretary. 

“In reply to your message dated 20 February from Guatemala 
City *° and the Acting Secretary’s message of the same day © on the 
subject of invitations to the United Nations Conference to be held 
in San Francisco on 25 April and the release of the text on voting 
procedure, I will let you make final decision without further refer- 
ence to me. I prefer that invitations should be issued before 
March 1.” 5 

It should be noted that the President had not received the Acting 
Secretary’s radiogram of 21 February * on the text of the proposed 
public statement on voting procedure at the time he sent this message. 

Respectfully, Grorce M. Exsry 
Lieutenant, U. S.N.R. 

“Text transmitted to Secretary Stettinius in Mexico City in telegram 388, 
February 23, 11 p. m., not printed. 
“Eastern War Time. 
® Telegram 128, p. 75. 
© Unnumbered radiogram, p. 76. 
“In radiogram of February 23, Acting Secretary Grew informed President 

Roosevelt that agreement had been reached to issue the invitations on March 1 
and, consequently, a series of steps had been taken, which he enumerated for 
the into. b nation (500.CC /2-2345).
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500.CC/2-2345 : Telegram 

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

Wasuineton, February 23, 1945—7 p. m. 

402. Turkey and Egypt appear certain to enter into a state of war 
with Germany and Japan at once and adhere to the United Nations 
Declaration.» Iceland also may enter into a state of war with Ger- 
many and adhere. If and when each of these nations takes this action 
we shall accept its adherence on the understanding that this is in line 
with Yalta agreement.* So 

If the Soviet Government concurs in the proposal regarding Saudi 
Arabia, contained in our 391, February 22, 9 p. m., we shall, in the 
event that Saudi Arabia enters into a state of war, accept her adher- 

ence to United Nations Declaration. 
- Please communicate pertinent part of the above immediately to 
Foreign Office and make every effort to obtain by tomorrow a reply 
to our 391 regarding Saudi Arabia.*® 

GREW 

500.CC/2-2345 : Telegram . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Iceland (Dreyfus) 

WasuHIneton, February 23, 1945—8 p. m. 

88. The Minister of Iceland * orally requested, under instructions 
from his government, that an exception be made for Iceland to at- 
tend San Francisco Conference without declaring a state of war.®’ 

* Acting Secretary Grew informed the Ambassador in Turkey (Steinhardt) 
and the Minister in Hgypt (Tuck) (telegrams 218 and 439, February 19, 8 p. m., 
respectively), that it was understood the British were bringing to the attention 
of Turkey and Egypt the possibility that they might qualify for attendance 
at the San Francisco Conference and instructed them to consult with their 
British colleagues and thereafter discuss the matter informally with the Turkish 
and Egyptian Foreign Ministers. In each telegram Mr. Grew stressed that the 
decision on this question obviously was one for Turkey and Egypt to make and 
we should not urge them one way or another. (740.0011 E.W. 2-1945) The 
favorable responses of these Governments were reported to the Department 
in telegrams 245, February 20, 6 p. m., from Ankara, and 439, February 22, 5 
p.m., from Cairo. (740.0011 HW/2-2045, /2-2245) 

* Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 773-774. 
® Ambassador Harriman informed the Department in telegram 549, Febru- 

ary 26, 1 p. m., from Moscow, that the Soviet Government had indicated approval 
of adherence of Saudi Arabia to the United Nations Declaration and her par- 
ticipation at San Francisco Conference on condition that she declare war against 
Germany by March Ist; also, the Soviet Government had no objection to the 
adherence to the declaration of the United Nations of Turkey, Egypt, and 
Iceland on the conditions established by the decision of the Crimea Conference 
(500.CC/2-2645). 

% Thor Thors, Icelandic Minister in the United States. 
In a discussion at the fifth plenary meeting at the Yalta Conference, Febru- 

ary 8, 1945, concerning a list of nations to be invited to the forthcoming United 
Nations Conference, President Roosevelt added the name of “Iceland, the newest 
of the United Nations Republics’. (Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 774.)
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He said that his Government was making similar representations at 
London and Moscow.*® 
We replied that the San Francisco Conference is a conference of 

United Nations; that the United Nations are those which have sub- 
scribed to the Declaration of January 1, 1942; that to be eligible to 
sion that Declaration a nation must be (1) “at war” and (2) “render- 
ing material assistance and contributions”; that Iceland clearly is 
eligible as far as (2) 1s concerned but is not formally at war. We 
stated further that all the nations represented at San Francisco will 
have qualified as above indicated and therefore we do not feel it would 
be fair to those nations to make an exception in the case of Iceland, 
even though we appreciate greatly the definite contributions made by 
Iceland to the prosecution of the war. Finally, we said we hoped 
very much that Iceland would see her way clear to qualify as a United 
Nation. 

Repeated to London and Moscow.*® 
GREW 

500.CC/2—2345 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
Kingdom (Winant) © 

- Wasuineron, February 23, 1945—midnight. 

1407. Please communicate immediately and orally to the Foreign 
Minister the substance of the following: 

Begin communication. 1. The communiqué issued at the termina- 
tion of the Crimea Conference * stated that consultations were to be 

In telegram 37, February 14, 4 p. m., from Reykjavik, the Minister in Iceland 
(Dreyfus) reported on conversations of the British Minister and Foreign Minis- 
ter Thors: ‘“Thors said Iceland would be lacking in self respect if it abandoned 
its traditional policy at this late date when the defeat of the enemy appears. 
imminent but he also expressed great interest in having Iceland represented at 
the conference.” (500.CC/2-1445) 

- In telegram 56, March 1, 3 p. m., from Reykjavik, Minister Dreyfus reported 
on a conversation with Foreign Minister Thors: “He said the Soviet Minister 
called on him last evening to inform him of a cable from Moscow instructing 
him to inform the Government of Iceland that the Soviet Government shared 
the views of Britain and USA regarding invitations to the San Francisco Con- 
ference and it would be in Iceland’s interest to become one of the United Nations. 
Thors told him the decision had already been taken but added in his jocose way 
that he would be willing to reconsider it after the Soviets declared war on 
Japan.” (740.0011 EW 3-145) (For text of agreement of February 11, 1945, 
regarding entry of the Soviet Union into the war against Japan, see Conferences. 
at Malta and Yalta, p. 984.) 

°® Telegrams 1403 and 403, respectively. 
*° Repeated on the same date as telegram 405 to Moscow and as telegram 315 to. 

Chungking ; repeated also to Mexico City as telegram 389 for attention of Secre-~ 
tary Stettinius. 

In telegram 294, February 25, 4 p. m., from Chungking, the Chargé in China 
(Atcheson) indicated that the Chinese Government concurred fully in proposals. 
in telegram 315, February 23, midnight (500.CC/2-2545). For the Soviet. 
responses, see telegram 570, February 27, midnight, from Moscow, p. 98. 

“ Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 968. 

723-681—67——-10
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held with the Government of China and the Provisional Government 
of France with respect to (a) the text of the proposals on voting pro- 
cedure in the Security Council of the general international organiza- 
tion proposed at the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, and (6) their 
joining the Governments of the United States, Great Britain, and 
the Soviet Union in sponsoring invitations to a conference of United 
Nations to be called to meet in San Francisco on April 25, 1945. While 
the Government of China has accepted the text of the voting procedure 
and has agreed to join in sponsoring invitations to the San Francisco 
Conference the Provisional Government of France, despite earnest 
and repeated representations from this Government on behalf of all 
three Governments participating in the Crimea Conference, has so 
far not indicated its agreement. 

2. The Government of the United States believes that while the 
Provisional Government of France should be allowed some further 
time to consider the invitation to act as a joint sponsor at the San 
Francisco Conference and to concur in the proposals on voting pro- 
cedure, there is, however, urgent need for making the text of the voting 
proposals public and for giving the United Nations as much time as 
possible to prepare for the Conference. Furthermore, in view of the 
fact that the French Provisional Government has had since February 
12 to consider this matter, it would seem that the procedure regarding 
consultation agreed on at the Crimea Conference has in fact been 
carried out. Therefore, this Government proposes for the concur- 
rence of the Governments of Great Britain, Soviet Union and China 
that it issue the invitations to the Conference on behalf of itself and 
the other three governments on March 1 at 12 o’clock noon, Washing- 
ton time, the text of the invitations to be made public at that time 
simultaneously by the four governments in Washington, London, Mos- 
cow and Chungking. Representatives of the Government of the 
United States will be instructed to present the invitations formally 
to the Foreign Ministers of each of the United Nations in their re- 
spective capitals at that time. This date is selected since it was agreed. 
at the Crimea Conference that invitations are to be issued to those 
nations which were signatories to the United Nations Declaration on 
February 8, 1945 and those associated nations, including Turkey, 
which will have declared war by March 1. 

8. In the event that the Provisional Government of France agrees 
(a) with the proposals on voting procedure in the Security Council, 
and (6) to join in sponsoring the invitations to the San Francisco 
Conference by February 28 at 12 o’clock noon, Washington time, the 
Provisional Government of France would be included as one of the 
five governments sponsoring the invitations and would join in the 
simultaneous release on March 1 referred to in the preceding para- 
graph. On the other hand, if the Provisional Government does not 
indicate its agreement by February 28 at 12 o’clock noon, Washington 
time, then an invitation to the Conference will, of course, be issued 
to it as one of the United Nations. 

4, The agreed text of the invitations to be issued is contained in 
the telegram immediately following along with the list of the United 
Nations to which it will subsequently be issued. In the event that 
the Governments of Egypt, Iceland, Uruguay, and Turkey declare 
war by March 1, invitations will also be issued to them. The same con-
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sideration will apply to Saudi Arabia if the sponsoring Governments 
agree to the inclusion of that country. H’nd communication. 

You should tactfully impress upon the Foreign Minister that this 

Government assumes that in view of the agreement on procedure 
reached at the Crimea Conference this proposal will be accepted by 
his Government and that it will join in the simultaneous release of the 
text of the invitation. You should also stress that the matters under 
consultation are to be held entirely confidential until publication of 
the text of the invitations.* Please cable at the earliest possible 
moment the reaction to the foregoing communication, repeating your 
reply to the appropriate Amembassies so that Washington, London, 

Moscow, Chungking, and Paris are all kept informed of the progress 
of this proposal. 

GREW 

500.CC/2-2345 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
Kingdom (Winant) ® 

Wasuineton, February 23, 1945—midnight. 

1409. 1. The following is the text of the invitation referred to in 
the immediately preceding telegram: 

(Begin teat) The Government of the United States of America, 
on behalf of itself and of the Governments of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, and the Hepublic of China, invites the Government of 
(Note: Insert name of Government to which invitation is being sent) 
to send representatives to a conference of the United Nations to be 
held on April 25, 1945, at San Francisco in the United States of 
America to prepare a charter for a general international] organization 
for the maintenance of international peace and security. 
_The above named governments suggest that the conference con- 

sider as affording a basis for such a charter the proposals for the 
establishment of a general international organization, which were 
made public last October as a result of the Dumbarton Oaks Confer- 
ence, and which have now been supplemented by the following provi- 
sions for Section C of Chapter VI :— 

“C, Voting :—1. Each member of the Security Council should 
have one vote. 2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural 
matters should be made by an affirmative vote of seven members. 
8. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters should 
be made by an affirmative vote of seven members including the 

* Acting Secretary Grew informed the Secretary in his telegram 445, 
February 28, noon, to Mexico City, that the White House had agreed that the 
announcement concerning the delivery of the invitations and the release of the 
text of the invitations should be a State Department release (500.CC/2-2845). 

* Repeated on the same date as telegrams 406 to Moscow, 316 to Chungking, 
and 7538 to Paris.
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concurring votes of the permanent members; provided that, in 
decisions under Chapter VIII, Section A and under the second 
sentence of Paragraph 1 of Chapter VIII, Section C, a party 
to a dispute should abstain from voting.” 

Further information as to arrangements will be transmitted subse- 
quently. In the event that the Government of (Note: Insert name of 
Government to which invitation is being sent) desires in advance of 
the Conference to present views or comments concerning the proposals, 
the Government of the United States of America will be pleased to 
transmit such views and comments to the other participating gov- 
ernments. (nd of text) 

2. In the event that the Provisional Government of the French 
Republic becomes one of the Governments sponsoring the invitation, 
and you are so advised of this fact, then insert in the first sentence of 
the text of the invitation after the words “Republic of China” the 
following: “and of the Provisional Government of the French 
Republic.” 

3. Invitations will be sent to the Governments of the following 
United Nations: Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, 
Kceuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France (if it does not agree to join in 
sponsoring the Conference), Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
India, Iran, Iraq, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippine 
Commonwealth, Union of South Africa, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. 
Note that an invitation will not be sent to Poland. 

GREW 

500.CC/2-2445 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State 

[Extract] 

[Wasuinaton,] February 24, 1945. 

I called Mr. Lacoste * on the telephone at three o’clock this afternoon 
and said that we had been in touch with Ambassador Caffery by tele- 
phone and that the Ambassador had not received our telegram of last 
night regarding the invitations for the United Nations Conference. 
Mr. Caffery however reported that the Provisional French Govern- 
ment had already expressed its willingness to act as sponsor for the 
invitations to the United Nations Conference with one reservation— 
that it desires to reserve the right to present amendments to the Dum- 

“ Wrancis Lacoste, Counselor of the French Embassy. 
© Telegram 752, February 23, midnight, not printed; it repeated text of tele- 

gram 1407 of the same date to London, p. &7.
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barton Oaks proposals for consideration at San Francisco. I told 

Mr. Lacoste that any of the Governments was free to bring up any- 
thing at the Conference. It was, of course, a little unfortunate that 
one of the sponsoring powers should record that, but we would con- 
sider the French reply and see whether we could accept the reservation. 

| JosrrpH C. GREW 

§00.CC/2—2545 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Caffery) 

| WASHINGTON, February 25, 1945—9 p. m. 

780. Your 871, February 24, 4 p. m.*? For your confidential infor- 
mation the following is a communication which we have transmitted to 
Amembassies London, Moscow and Chungking ® with the request that 

it be communicated immediately to the Foreign Minister. If in your 
judgment it would be helpful you are authorized in your discretion to 

convey the substance of that communication to the French Foreign 

Office. 

(Begin communication) While the Provisional Government of the 
French Republic has agreed to participate in the San Francisco Con- 
ference, it has stated that it could not join in sponsoring the invitations 
to the Conference “if it were not specified in the text of the invitations 
that France wishes the adoption of certain amendments” to the Dum- 
barton Oaks proposals and that “those amendments will serve as 
a basis for discussion at the San Francisco Conference”. The 
texts of the proposed amendments are unknown, the furmal reply 
from the Provisional Government merely stating that the list has been 
prepared and will be submitted “shortly”. 

The views of the United States Government covering the foregoing 
are as follows: 

1. The assurance that France will participate in the San Francisco 
Conference is highly welcomed. 

* A memorandum of telephone conversations by the Acting Secretary of State 
with G. Hayden Raynor, Special Assistant to the U.S. Delegation at the Mexico 
City Conference, on February 24 reported the Secretary’s approval of the ac- 
ceptance of the reservation which the Provisional French Government desired, 
as well as immediate consultation with the other three Governments respecting 
it (500.CC/2-2445). 

“Not printed; it transmitted text of French note responding to Ambassador 
Caffery’s note sent to Foreign Minister Bidault in accordance with instruction in 
telegram 546, February 11, 11 p. m., to Paris, p. 67. 
“Telegram 1455, February 25, 9 p. m., to London, repeated on the same date, 

mutatis mutandis, to Moscow as 423; to Chungking as 329; and to Mexico City 
for the Secretary of State as 415. 

In telegram 317, February 27, 6 p. m., from Chungking, the Chargé in China 
(Atcheson) reported a statement by the Chinese Political Vice Minister (K. C. 
Wu) that the Chinese Government would go along with us in all these matters 
(500.CC/2-2745). For the Soviet response, see telegram 570, February 27, mid- 
night, from Moscow, p. 98. oO oS
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2. Obviously, the Provisional Government of France, as every other 
Government participating in that Conference, will be free to present 
comments and proposals for consideration at the Conference. It is 
not, however, believed that the Governments sponsoring the Confer- 
ence could accept the conditions of the Provisional Government that. 
the invitations specify that its proposed amendments be accepted “as. 
a basis for discussion” at San Francisco. To do so would be contrary 
to the agreements reached at the Crimea Conference, subsequently 
approved by the Chinese Government, that the Dumbarton Oaks pro- 
posals—as supplemented by the text of the provisions on the voting 
procedure in the Security Council—should serve as the basis for dis- 
cussion at the San Francisco Conference. 

8. It is the view of this Government in jointly sponsoring the 
San Francisco Conference—as we assume that it is the view of the 
British, Soviet and Chinese Governments—that, prior to the issuance 
of the invitations, there must be mutual agreement among the sponsor- 
ing governments upon the proposals that are to serve as the basis for 
discussion at the San Francisco Conference. Such agreement in the 
form of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals as supplemented at the Crimea 
Conference now exists on the part of the Governments of the United 
States, Great Britain, the Soviet Union and China. 

4, It would appear to be clear from the nature of the message from 
the Provisional Government of France that the latter is, in fact, not 
willing to become one of the sponsors of the invitations to the San 
Francisco Conference without a change in the proposals which are to 
serve as a basis for the San Francisco Conference. While this Gov- 
ernment under normal circumstances would be willing to continue 
consultations with the French for the purpose of obtaining the agree- 
ment of the Provisional Government, such consultation might well 
prove lengthy and protracted, with the result that the issuance of 
invitations to the Conference would be greatly delayed and the date 
thereof indefinitely postponed. 

5. In the light of the position of the Provisional Government of 
the French Republic as thus set forth in its communication, it appears 
to the Government of the United States that the four sponsoring pow- 
ers must reluctantly accept the decision of the Provisional Govern- 
ment and proceed with the issuance of the invitations on March 1, 
12 o’clock noon, Washington time, in the name of the Governments of 
the United States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the 
Republic of China as previously proposed (my 752, February 23, 
midnight °), 

6. This Government is further of the opinion that at the time the 
text of the invitations to the San Francisco Conference is made public 
the position of the Provisional Government of France regarding the 
foregoing matters should be fully and sympathetically explained by 
this Government to the press. | 

7. It should be added that the Provisional Government of France 
stated in its communication to this Government that as regards the 
establishment of a “trusteeship” system, the Provisional Government 
‘1s not in a position to pronounce itself on this question before receiving 

“Not printed; it repeated text of instruction in telegram 1407, February 23, 
midnight, to London, p. 87.
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complete information concerning the nature and methods of applica- 
tion of this system. ‘This question does not appear to require comment 
at this time. 

GREW 

RSC Lot 60-D224, Box 28: SWNCC 27/1 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the State-War-Navy Coordinating 
~ Commattee™ (Dunn) to the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,] 26 February, 1945. 

Subject: International Trusteeships 

Reference is made to your identical letter of 30 December 1944 to 
the Secretaries of War and Navy ™ on the subject of international 
trusteeships, setting forth developments in this regard since the letters 
exchanged last August between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and yourself. 

In their letter of 3 August 1944,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed 
the opinion that: | 

“From the military point of view, it is highly desirable that dis- 
cussions concerning the related subjects of territorial trusteeships and 
territorial settlements, particularly as they may adversely affect our 
relations with Russia, be delayed until after the defeat of Japan.” 

The Department of State now proposes that preparations be made 
to discuss the general principles of international trusteeships and the 
appropriate machinery therefor, leaving for future discussions all 
questions of specific territories. In support of this proposal it is 

stated : 

a. That the Soviets, British and Chinese desire and will press for 
such discussions. 

6. That the question will have to be discussed at the general con- 
ference, and that in all likelihood a chapter on general principles and 
machinery will have to be included in the final charter of the United 
Nations. 

c. That it is entirely possible in dealing with this subject, to separate 
the formulation of general principles and of provisions for machinery 
from consideration of specific territories, the latter subject to be left 
for future determination. 

Upon receipt of your letter, the proposal was submitted to the J oint 
Chiefs of Staff by the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy. 
The Joint Chiefs have again considered the matter and have expressed 
the opinion that there is no objection, from the military point of view, 

“This Committee was established in December 1944 to: reconcile. and co- 
ordinate the views of the State, War, and Navy Departments in matters of tom- 
mon interest and to establish policies for these Departments on politico-military 
questions referred to it. con i 

" Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 922. . 
 Toid., p. 700.
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to the proposed discussion of international trusteeships, provided 
such discussions: 

5 a. Give full consideration to the future defense needs of the United 
tates. 
6. Exclude direct or indirect discussion of the disposition of any 

territory under the sovereignty of the United States, or any Japanese 
territory occupied by United States forces. 

ce. Consider no agreement that may eventually give to any foreign 
nation claim to any control of the “Japanese Mandated Islands” north 
of the Equator. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff further emphasize the fact that all studies 

and discussions of this subject should give full consideration to the 
policy, approved by the President 23 November 1943, that the Bonins 
and all Japanese Mandated Islands lie in the “Blue Area” described 
as “Required for the direct defense of the United States...” 

It is understood that, since the receipt of your letter, there has taken 
place within the State Department consideration of draft proposals, 
for possible discussion by the United States, Great Britain, Russia 
and China, relating to the general principles of international trustee- 
ships and the machinery for their effectuation. It is further under- 
stood that appropriate military and naval representatives are taking 
part therein.” 

The Secretaries of War and Navy are in accord with the desirability 
of endeavoring to formulate at the earliest possible moment proposals 
of this character which will recognize the basic military and political 
factors involved and are satisfactory to this Government as a basis 
for discussion with the other Dumbarton Oaks powers. If there are 
to be no direct acquisitions of security outposts by the United States 
or the other principal powers, such proposals should include a type 
of trusteeship, in respect to all or any part of these areas, which will 
assure the security interests of the several agreeing nations. As 
you point out, it is not unlikely that we shall be obliged, sooner or 
later, to enter into a discussion of this matter with other nations, and 
it is imperative that this Government explore the subject thoroughly 
among ourselves before considering it with others. It is hoped, there- 
fore, that this work will proceed expeditiously, and the War and 
Navy Departments stand ready to be of any assistance that they can. 
You are assured that, when it has reached a point where there is a 
draft—or perhaps alternative drafts—suitable for submission as a 
basis for discussion within this Government, the War and Navy De- 

*® Omission indicated in the original memorandum. 
* An Interdepartmental Committee on Dependent Areas, composed of repre- 

sentatives of the State, War, Navy, and Interior Departments was set up in 
response to a request by President Roosevelt that the Department of State 
For ovina its own ideas about an international arrangement for dependent
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partments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff will promptly supply their 
suggestions and recommendations covering the security interests of 
the country. 

Until this project has advanced to a stage where it is possible to 
say that this Government has formulated its own position in reason- 
able detail, it seems to be premature to attempt to decide finally 
whether or not we shall institute discussions with other nations in 
this regard. If we are able to agree within our own Government 
upon proposals which we would be willing to discuss with other 
nations, then in the opinion of the Secretary of War and the Secretary 
of the Navy such discussions should be limited to the principal powers 
which took part in the Dumbarton Oaks conversations, and only after 
full examination and complete agreement among those powers should 
the subject be opened for consideration by a general conference of 
the United Nations. | 
In accordance with the views expressed above, it is suggested that 

the State Department proceed as promptly as may be possible with 
the drafting of its proposed paper on territorial trusteeships for 
possible discussion with the principal powers. As soon as this paper 
is received, arrangements will promptly be made whereby you will 
receive the views of the Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

| JAMES CLEMENT DUNN 

500.CC/2-2645 : Telegram | | 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
of State” 

Lonpon, February 26, 1945—3 p. m. 
[Received February 26—12:18 p. m.] 

_1970. We saw Sir Alexander Cadogan at the Foreign Office this 
morning at his request. He had with him Ambassador Massigh and 

Chauvel ™* who accompanied Bidault to London. 

Cadogan explained that the French had proposed a change in the 
text of the invitation to the San Francisco Conference. Chauvel at 
this point said that his Government had informed Ambassador Caf- 

fery that it agreed in principle to act as one of the sponsors of the 
San Francisco Conference but that at the same time his Government 

® Text transmitted: to Mexico City for the Secretary of State in telegram 427, 
February 26, 6 p. m., not printed. - 

* René Massigli, French Ambassador in the United Kingdom, and Jean Chauvel, 
Secretary General of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

The French Foreign Minister spent three days in England as a guest of the 
British Government; conversations dealt chiefly with preparations for the San 
Francisco Conference.
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had suggested that in the body of the invitations a clause be inserted 
to the effect that the French Government reserves the right to put 
forward certain amendments to the proposals for the establish- 
ment of a general international organization. (ReDept’s 1409, 
February 23.) 

Cadogan then said that to meet the French view he proposed, as 
an alternative, changing the wording of the second paragraph of the 
text of the invitation to read “the above named governments suggest 
that the conference take as a basis for discussion the proposals for the 
establishment of a general international organization, etc., etc., etc.”. 
This wording, Massigli and Chauvel said they thought would be 
acceptable to their Government but they would have to refer the 
matter to Paris for final answer. — 

Cadogan asked us to inquire urgently of the Department whether. 
either the French suggestion for amending the text of the invitation 
or his proposed change is acceptable to the Department. He also 
asked us to inquire whether the Department would not consider 
holding up the issuance of the invitations for.a day or two beyond 
March ist in case agreement on the wording of the text could not 

be reached immediately. 
In asking us to make this inquiry of the Department Cadogan 

explained in the presence of Massigli and Chauvel that the Foreign 
Office regarded the text of the invitation as it stood as affording 
ample opportunity for proposing amendments during the Conference. 

Repeated to Paris as 112, Moscow as 69 and Chungking as 38. 
WINANT 

500.CC/2—2745 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
Kingdom (Winant) 

WasHineton, February 27, 1945—3 p. m. 

1481. Please communicate immediately to Mr. Eden the following 

message from the Secretary in Mexico City: 

“I enjoyed my conversation with you a few minutes ago. The 
purpose of my call was to appeal to you to impress upon the French 
the importance, from the standpoint of future world harmony, of 
their joining with the other four powers in sponsoring the San 
Francisco Conference. Second, that I am being placed in a very 
difficult and embarrassing position with 18 Foreign Ministers meeting 
in Mexico City where I have been a week, and it has not been possible 
for me to discuss with them any details of the voting procedure 
or the plans for the San Francisco Conference; that the Mexico City 
Conference will be completed in the next 2 or 3 days and from the
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standpoint of frankness and harmony here it is most important to the 
great, cause toward which we are all working for the invitations to 
be issued on March 1 as agreed upon at the Crimea Conference, thereby 
making it possible for me to make an explanation on Thursday, 
March 1, in Mexico City to the 18 Foreign Ministers before they com- 
plete their work on world security matters. Please assure the French 
Foreign Minister from me of my keen desire to work with him in 
close friendship and mutual confidence and that of course France, 
as well as any other country represented at the San Francisco Con- 
ference, will have every opportunity to present its views relative 
to world organization.” 

GREW 

§00.CC/2~—-2745 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpvon, February 27, 1945—5 p. m. 
[Received February 27—1:30 p. m.] 

2015. British Embassy Washington telephoned Foreign Office this 
morning and said that the French proposal (which was outlined in 
paragraph 2 of our 1970, February 26) had been turned down by 
the Department’ and that the alternative proposal which had been 
made by Cadogan (and which was quoted in paragraph 3 of our 1970, 
February 26) had been turned down by de Gaulle. British Embassy 
added that a third proposal had now been worked out in Washington 
which was acceptable to the Department.” Under this proposal the 
present text for the invitations (that is, as quoted in the Department’s 
1409, February 23) would be used but with the understanding that 
the French Government would be free to issue unilaterally a state- 
ment reserving the right to put forward amendments to the proposals 
for setting up a general international organization. 

Foreign Office says it has put this third proposal to the French here 
who are communicating it to Paris. The French reply, according to 

” See telegram 780, February 25, 9 p. m., to Paris, p. 91. 
tated memorandum of February 27 by the Counselor of Embassy (Gallman) 

. “Mr. Dunn telephoned from Washington about a further proposal which has 
been drawn up with a view to bringing the French in as one of the sponsors of 
the San Francisco Conference. 

This proposal is as follows: 
After the word ‘charter’ in paragraph 2 of the text of the invitation, there is 

to be inserted ‘(but in no sense precluding full freedom of discussion and the 
right to propose amendments at the Conference)’. 

Foreign Office is transmitting this proposal to the French and will let us here 
know what reply they make. We will then notify the Department. The De- 
partment will notify the Chinese, while the Foreign Office will notify the 
Russians. W. J. G.” (London Embassy Files, Lot 56F28)
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the Foreign Office, may be sent here or communicated directly to 
Washington.” | 

If this third proposal too is turned down by the French, Foreign 

Office says there would seem to be no other course open but for the 
American, British, Soviet and Chinese Governments to proceed with 
the invitations as sponsors of the Conference. The British position 
will be definitely confirmed as soon as the French have expressed them- 
selves on this third proposal.® 

Sent. Department as 2015, repeated Paris as 117, Moscow as 74 and 
Chungking as 4. 

WINANT 

§00.CC/2-—2745 : Telegram 

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

Moscow, February 27, 1945—midnight. 
[Received February 27—9:40 p. m.| 

570. ReEmbs 555, February 26, 10 p. m.®*? and 569, February 27, 
11 p. m.*2 The Soviet reply to our proposals concerning the invita- 
tions to the San Francisco Conference has just now been received in 
the form of a memorandum handed to Kennan at the Foreign Office. 

Referring to the communication which I left with Vyshinsky on 
February 26, the memorandum states that the Soviet Government has 
no objection to the position of our Government set forth therein, 
namely, that in view of the position taken by the French Government 

™In a memorandum. of February 28, Mr. Gallman. stated that the Counsellor 
in the British Foreign Office (Jebb) told him that morning “that he saw Mas- 
sigli last night and that he was told by Massigli that he thought the French 
Government would agree to (a) the rephrasing of paragraph 2 of the text of 
the invitation so that the words ‘consider as affording a basis for such a charter’ 
would become ‘take as a basis for discussion’, together with (0b) a separate 
declaration by the French Government to the effect that while the French asso- 
ciate themselves with the invitations they reserve the right to propose certain 
amendments to the text of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 

“Jebb told me further that what Massigli had told him, as outlined above, had 
been communicated by the Foreign Office to the British Embassy in Washington 
and that a reply had been received to the effect that this French proposal would 
be acceptable to the State Department. W.J.G.”’ (London Embassy Files, Lot 
56 F28) 

“In telegram 2044, February 27, 11 p. m., from London, Ambassador Winant 
reported that the French had asked for 24 hours’ postponement, and that the 
French Cabinet would meet the next morning to consider the proposals that 
were suggested (500.CC/2-2745). 

*! Not printed ; Mr. Harriman stated that he had seen the First Deputy People’s 
Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Andrei Y. Vyshinksy, and 
covered all points in the Department’s recent telegrams regarding the invitation 
to the San Francisco meeting, the French position thereto, and the proposed 
Polish release; Mr. Vyshinsky promised a reply the next day if possible 
(500.CC/2-2645) . 

* Not printed; it had reference to telegram 421, February 25,4 p.m. See foot- 
note 44, p. 84.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 99 

the invitation to the Conference should be sent out by the United 
States Government in its own name and in the name of the Govern- 
ments of the Soviet Union, Great Britain and China. The Soviet 
Government agrees to the invitations being sent out at noon on March 1 
Washington time and to the simultaneous publication by the four 
Governments in the four capitals of the text of the invitation as sub- 
mitted with my communication, with the proposed modifications. 
There is no objection on the Soviet side to our Government’s releasing 
to the press the explanatory statement mentioned in point 5 of my 
communication. 

With respect to the statement which it was proposed that the Secre- 
tary should make in case the question of the inviting of Poland should 
be raised subsequent to the publication of the invitations, the Soviet 
Government considers that this question requires further consideration. 

HARRIMAN 

500,.CC/2—2845 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, February 28, 1945—11 a. m. 
[ Received March 1—12: 50 a. m.] 

931. I saw Bidault after my conversation with Wilson and 
Matthews.®* He said that two formulae had been discussed with the 
British and that the British had expressed a preference for the one 
‘Wilson gave me on the telephone: “(but in no sense precluding full 
freedom of discussion and the right to propose amendments at the 
Conference)”; but had not opposed a second. 

“The above mentioned Governments suggest that the Conference 
take as the basis of discussion the proposals for the establishment of 
a general international organization which were made public last 
October after the Dumbarton Oaks Conference. These proposals 
have now been supplemented by the following provisions for Section 
C of Chapter VI:” (The foregoing would replace the first part of 
the second paragraph of the text in Department’s 753, February 28, 
midnight.**) . 

He said he would strongly support the first one at the Council of 
Ministers to be held this morning at 11:30 but was not sure which 
one the Council would approve.*®® 

CAFFERY 

8 Telephone conversation with Edwin C. Wilson, Director, Office of Special 
Political Affairs, and H. Freeman Matthews, Director, Office of European Affairs, 
took place at midnight February 27, Paris time. o 

* Same as telegram 1409, February 23, midnight, to London, p. 89; see also 
telegram 1970, February 26, 3 p. m., from London, p. 95. 

& Ambassador Caffery informed the Secretary of State in telegram 950, Febru- 
ary 28, 6 p. m., from Paris, that the Council of Ministers had that morning ap- 
proved the formula set out in the second paragraph of his 931 of February 28, 
and that the information was reported by Bidault (500.CC/2-2845).
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500.CC/2-2845 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
Kingdom (Winant) 

WASHINGTON, February 28, 1945—8 p. m. 

1518. Following is the text of the cablegram which I have sent to 
Amembassies Moscow and Chungking,®* and which I am repeating 
to Ambassador Caffery * for his information: 

“We are postponing temporarily the issuance of the invitations 
to the San Francisco Conference in order that the consultations may 
continue with the Provisional Government of France regarding the 
latter’s joining in sponsoring the invitations to the Conference. 
Therefore, this Government will not issue invitations to the San 
Francisco Conference on March 1, 12 o’clock noon Washington time 
as previously pranned, and it is taking the necessary steps to advise 
all American Missions accredited to those United Nations to be in- 
vited to the San Francisco Conference not to issue the invitations on 
that date as previously instructed.®®* When the present consultations 
are completed we will then suggest a new date for the issuance of 
the invitations. —— 

Please convey the substance of the foregoing immediately to the 
Foreign Minister. You should also stress the fact that all matters 
relating to the issuance of the invitations should be held in strict con- 
fidence and you should note, of course, that no pubile release 1s to 
be given to any of the statements it was previously planned to issue. 

Please await further instructions but be prepared to act immediately 
upon notification. Please acknowledge receipt of this telegram 
immediately.” 

Please bring the foregoing immediately to the attention of Foreign 
Minister Eden. 

GREW 

500.CC/2-2845 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, February 28, 1945—6 p. m. 
[Received February 28—2:15 p. m.] 

2061. For Assistant Secretary Dunn. Foreign Office has just in- 
formed us that French Cabinet has approved the following proposal: 
(a) The substitution in paragraph 2 of the text of the invitation * 
of the words “consider as affording a basis for such a charter” by the 

* Telegram 433, February 27, 4 p. m., to Moscow; repeated on the same date to 
Chungking as No. 335. 

"Telegram 811, February 28, noon. 
*® Telegram 1407, February 23, midnight, to London, p. 87. 
* See telegram 1409, February 23, midnight, to London, p. 89; see also telegram 

931, February 28, 11.2. m., from Paris, p. 99.
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words “take as a basis for discussion” together with (0b) the issuance 
of a separate declaration by the French Government stating that it 
associates itself with the invitations but reserves the right to propose 
amendments to the text of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 
We have also been informed by the Foreign Office that according 

to the British Embassy in Washington this French proposal is ac- 
ceptable to the Department. 

Foreign Office is telegraphing proposal to the British Embassy at 
Moscow with instructions to inform the Soviet Government that it 
is acceptable to the British and American Governments and to urge 
prompt Soviet acceptance. | 

It is understood by United States [Embassy] and the Foreign Office 
that Department will approach the Chinese Government on similar 

lines.°° 
Repeated to Moscow, Paris and Chungking. 

WINANT 

500.CC/2-2845 : Telegram | 

The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State™ 

Paris, February 28, 1945—8 p. m. 

| [Received March 1—4: 44 p. m.] 

952. Confirming my telephone conversation with Ambassador 
Edwin Wilson,” Bidault told me early this afternoon that he pro- 
posed to issue at the time of the announcement of his Government’s 
participation in the San Francisco Conference a communiqué reading: 
as follows: 

“The Provisional Government of the French Republic which had 
accepted on the 23rd of this month the invitation to the San Fran- 
cisco Conference which had been presented to me by the American 
Government in the name of three powers represented at the Yalta, 
Conference, has decided to inform Washington that it also accepts 
to be, with the United States, Great Britain, the USSR and China 
among the inviting powers to this Conference. 

It is specified on this occasion that the government which did not 
participate in the establishment of the Dumbarton Oaks plan, modi- 
fied at Yalta, agrees that these texts be taken as the basis for discussion 
but desires to make known that in its opinion certain amends [amend- 
ments| would be necessary in order to attain the end sought. The 

+” Telegram 338, February 28, 5 p. m., to Chungking, not printed. The Chargé 
in China (Atcheson) reported in telegram 332, March 1, midnight (500.CO/ 
3-145), that the Chinese Government was agreeable to proposed change 
in text of invitations and proposed French declaration as described in the Depart- 
ment’s telegram 338 of February 28. : 

"Text repeated in telegram 470, March 2, 7 p. m., to Mexico City for the in~ 
formation of the Secretary of State. 

" Teletype of conversation not printed.
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Provisional Government will shortly address to all interested gov- 
ernments its proposals on this subject.” * 

CAFFERY 

500.CC/2-2845 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
of State ™ | 

Lonpon, February 28, 1945—midnight. 
[Received February 28—9:18 p. m.] 

2097. Since receiving Department’s 1518, February 28 and giving 

your message to Mr. Eden (my 2096, February 28 °°) the following 
letter which Mr. Eden had written earlier in the evening was delivered 

to the Embassy. 
It is a reply to Secretary Stettinius’ message contained in Depart- 

ment’s 1481 of February 27: 

“My dear Ambassador, Many thanks for your letter of today’s 
date which I have just received, enclosing a message from Mr. Stet- 
tinius. As you know, the French asked for 24 hours’ delay before 
giving their answer, but this was received in the Foreign Office after 
lunch today and we at once sent the telegram to Moscow which was 
agreed between your staff and mine. 
I think it would be inadvisable for Mr. Stettinius, whatever his 

difficulties in Mexico City, to issue the invitations and to publish the 
voting procedure before the Russians have agreed to the amendments 
to the invitation now suggested by the French and have also said 
that they agree that the French should make a unilateral statement. 

So far as I am concerned, I regret this delay but I do not see, in 
view of the French attitude, how it could have been avoided. In any 
case I would repeat that it is even more important to preserve har- 
mony between the five sponsoring powers and to obtain general agree- 
ment that the French should be a sponsoring power also than it is 
to explain the position to Latin America. 

If, however, as we hope, we get a telegram early tomorrow morn- 
ing from Clark Kerr saying that the Russians agree, there should be 
ample time for Mr. Stettinius to issue and publish the invitation, and 
to have a profitable discussion with the representatives of Latin 
America in Mexico City, before the end of the conference in that town. 

I should be greatly obliged if you could pass on my views to Mr. 
Stettinius as soon as possible and add that he has all my sympathy in 
the difficulties with which he is now contending. 

Yours sincerely, Anthony Eden.” 

| Winant 

In telegram 954, February 28, 10 p. m., from Paris, Ambassador Caffery re- 
ported: “I spoke to Bidault at 7:30 Paris time on the subject of not publishing 
his communiqué yet. He said he would see what could be done but I apprehend 
that he had jumped the gun. I have informed the Russians here of what we 
have been doing.” (500.CC/2-2845) 

“Text repeated in telegram 456, March 1, 1 p. m., to Mexico City for the Sec- 
retary of State. 

* Not printed.
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- 500.CC/3+245: Telegram |. . oo. . ne . 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary 
| a of State 7 

an os Moscow, March 2, 1945—6 a. m. 
, ' [Received 7:50 a. m. | 

- 605. I have just received a letter from Molotov referring to the 
proposed modification of the text of paragraph 2 of ‘the invitation 
to the San Francisco Conference as in Department’s 444, February 28, 
4 p. m.** and stating that the Soviet Government does not consider it 
possible to agree to this modification, since it is “equivalent to a change 
in the decision taken by the Crimea Conference on this question”. 
Molotov concludes by ‘stating that he has similarly informed the 

British Ambassador. | | 
_ This letter came prior to receipt of the Acting Secretary’s personal 
telegram 459, March 1,1 p.m.°? In the circumstances, I will take no 
further action unless so instructed. In any event, this decision was 
undoubtedly taken by the Soviet Government as.a whole, and it is 
extremely doubtful that Molotov would be willing even to reopen the 
question with his associates. 

Sent to Department as 605; repeated to London as 88; to Paris as 
28 and to Chungking as 8: - | BF . 

500.CC/3—245 : Telegram . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador m the Soviet 
OG rion (Harriman)** | 

= SO - Wasurneron, March 2, 1945—7 p. m. 
471. Your 605, March 2,6 a,m. 1. At the request of the British 

Government, and after the greatest difficulties in view of commit- 
ments under previous plans to announce the text of the invitations on 
March i we are again postponing the issuance of invitations to the 
San Francisco Conference in order to allow the Provisional Govern- 
ment of France to present its case direct to the Soviet Government.” 

*° Not printed; in it the Acting Secretary of State requested that Ambassador 
Harriman see Commissar Molotov at once and do everything possible to expedite 
Soviet acceptance of the modification of text of the invitation (500.CC/2-28€45). 

* Not printed ; it transmitted a personal appeal from the Secretary to Molotov 
to act urgently and favorably on the proposed change in text of the invitation 
(500.CC/3-145). 

* Repeated on the same date as telegrams 851 to Paris, and 473 to Mexico 
City for the information of the Secretary of State. | 

” The Ambassador in the United Kingdom was informed of this Government’s 
agreement to the British request for a further brief. postponement in telegram 
1608, March 2, midnight, repeated as telegram 474 to Mexico City for the 
information of Secretary Stettinius (500,CC/3-245). The Ambassador in China 
was informed of developments to date on the issuance of invitations, in telegram 
363, March 2, 10 p. m., repeated as telegram 475 to Mexico City for the informa- 
tion of the Secretary of State (500.CC/3-245) . | - _ | 

723-681—67———11 | | |
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2. We have instructed Caffery * to inform the French Foreign Office 
that we intend to issue and release the invitations on Monday, March 5, 
at_ 12 noon, Washington time, and that accordingly we must be in- 
formed by 12 noon on Sunday, March 4, whether or not the French 
will join in sponsoring the invitations. 

3. Under no circumstances will this government agree to any further 
postponement. - OO 

4, Since we now regard this situation as one for action between 
the French and the Soviet Government, you should not associate 
yourself with the conversations between the French Ambassador and 
the Soviet Foreign Office. Therefore, you should not deliver the 
Acting Secretary’s personal telegram to Molotov (our 459, March 1, 
1 p. m.?). | 

GREW 

500.CC/3-—345 : Telegram be 

The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, March 3, 1945—1 p. m. 
[Received 5:25 p. m.] 

1004. For Assistant Secretary Dunn. Referring to our conversa- 
tion last evening Bidault instructed Catroux * to endeavor to persuade 
the Russians to change their point of view, but he is not very opti- 
mistic as to the outcome. 

Bidault himself is on the spot here because he obtained the approval 
of de Gaulle and the Council of Ministers for the Cadogan formula ‘* 
under an impression he said he had received at London that it was 
acceptable to the Russians, although I warned him that the Russians 
had to be consulted first. There was opposition in the Council of 
Ministers to approving that formula but Bidault won out with de 
Gaulle’s support. Now de Gaulle will not agree to his going back 
to the Council of Ministers and telling them the formula they had 
approved had not been cleared with the Russians. Bidault is in a 
bad jam and does not know what to do about it. 

I explained the situation late last night to Bogomolov,® who came 
to see me, but he has nothing on the subject from Moscow; nor has 
Duff Cooper been kept very well informed from London. 

Sent Department as 1004, repeated London and Moscow. 
| CAFFERY 

*Mr. Dunn informed Secretary Stettinius in a telephone conversation of 
March 2, 6 p. m., that he had talked to Mr. Caffery on the telephone and had made 
it absolutely clear that we were issuing the invitations on.March 5 (memoran- 
dum of conversation not printed). 

7 See footnote 97, p. 103. , : 
* Gen. Georges Catroux, French Ambassador in the Soviet Union. 
4 ror text of formula, see telegram 1970, February 26, 3 p. m., from London, 

» : Alexander Efremovich Bogomolov, Soviet Ambassador in France.
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500.C0/3—445 : Telegram a , . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
| Kingdom (Winant) ° a 

: ) Wasuineton, March 4, 1945—1 p. m. 

1662. 1. The French will not join in sponsoring invitations to the 
San Francisco Conference. Therefore, in view of the consultations 
among the four Governments, we have instructed American Missions 
accredited to those United Nations to be invited to the Conference’ 

to deliver the unmodified text of the invitation (see paragraph 1 of 
my 1409 to London, February 23, midnight, repeated to Moscow as 
No. 406, to Chungking as No. 316, and to Paris as No. 753) to the 
Foreign Ministers of those Governments on Monday, March 5, 12 
o’clock noon, Washington time (Eastern War Time) without the 
French Provisional Government as one of the sponsoring Govern- 

ments. 

9. This Government will release the text of the invitation at the 

time specified in paragraph 1 above® and it hopes the British, Soviet 
and Chinese Governments will join in a simultaneous release in 
London, Moscow and Chungking. In addition to releasing the text 
of the invitation, this Government will, at that time, also make a public 
statement of the character indicated in paragraph 6 of my 1455 to 
London, February 25, 9 p. m. (repeated to Moscow as 423, to Chung- 
king as 329, and sent separately to Paris as No. 780,° same date and 
time). 

3. The Provisional Government of France, while not sponsoring the 
invitations,’° has stated that it will attend the San Francisco 

Conference. : 
4. 'To the list of United Nations to be invited to the Conference (see 

paragraph 3 of Department’s No. 1409 to London, February 23, mid- 

° Repeated on the same date as telegrams 495 to Moscow, 869 to Chungking, 
492 to Mexico City for information of Secretary Stettinius, and 874 to Paris. 
In telegram 875, March 4, 2 p. m., to Paris, Acting Secretary Grew instructed Am- 
bassador Caffery to “make clear to the Foreign Minister that although France 
is not joining in sponsoring the invitations, we have welcomed the assurances, 
first expressed in Bidault’s note to you (your 871, February 24, 4 p. m.), that the 
Provisional Government will participate in the Conference.” (500.CC/3-445) 

‘ Circular telegram, March 4, 3 p. m., not printed. 
*For text of invitation released to the press on March 5 and list of Govern- 

ments of the United Nations to whom the invitation was presented, see Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, March 11, 1945, p. 394. 

For statement to the press on March 5 by the Secretary of State regarding 
voting procedure in the Security Council, see ibid., p. 396; for statement by 
Acting Secretary Grew, made in response to later inquiries and released to the 
press on March 24, concerning the operation of the proposed voting procedure 
in the Security Council, see ibid., March 25, 1945, p. 479. 

° Ante, p, 91. 
* For &@ memorandum of a telephone conversation March 5, 11:45 a. m., be- 

tween Acting Secretary Grew and Mr. George Conn, administrative officer, con- 
cerning statements by the Secretary and the Acting Secretary at press conferences 
with respeet. to the French situation, see Joseph C. Grew, Turbulent Era: A 
Diplomatic Record of Forty Years, 1904-1945, vol. u, p. 1504.
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night, repeated to Moscow as No. 406, to Chungking as No. 316 and to 
Paris as No. 753) should be added Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and 
Uruguay." 

5. Please convey the substance of the foregoing to the Foreign Min- 
ister. Until the release time specified all these matters should be 
maintained in strict confidence. 

} Grew 

500.CC/3—445 : Circular telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic 

Oo | feepresentatives : 

oo. WasHineton, March 4, 1945—5 p. m. 

1. In accordance with the agreement reached at the Crimea Con- 
ference and subsequent consultations, invitations to a conference of 
the United Nations at San Francisco meeting on April 25, 1945, will 
be issued by this Government on behalf of the Governments sponsor- 

ing the Conference on Monday, March 5, 12 o’clock noon, Washington 
time (Eastern War Time). re 

2. Since the Government to which you are accredited is not one of 
the United Nations, an invitation to attend the Conference will not 
be extended to it. | a Oo 

8. For your information, in the event that you receive inquiries, 
we have, in recent conversations and in answer to questions, taken 
the position that there will be no provision for observers from nations 
not invited to attend the Conference. __ - 
_ 4, Until the release date and time specified in paragraph 1, all in- 
formation contained in this telegram must be maintained in strict 
confidence. 

| 7 | Grew 

500.CC/3-545.: Telegram 

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

| Moscow, March 5, 1945—2 p. m. 
: [Received 6:35 p. m.] 

632. ReDepts 477, March 3, 2 p. m.% I informed Molotov on 
March 4 that my Government would release and issue the invitations 

™ For documents on the declaration of war and adherence to the Declaration 
by United Nations, by Uruguay, Egypt, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia, see De- 
partment of State Bulletin, February 25, 1945, p. 294; ibid., March 4, 1945, pp. 
373-375 ; and ibid., April 15, 1945, pp. 681-682. oo 
“The diplomatic representatives in Afghanistan, Iceland, . Ireland, Italy, 

Morocco, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland; repeated for information 
only to the diplomatic representatives in Argentina, Bulgaria, Finland, Ruma- 
nia, and the Personal Representative of President Roosevelt to Pope Pius XII. 

' ¥Not printed. SO co - | . - -
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to the San Francisco Conference on March 5, noon. I stated that the 

text of the invitations would be that contained in the Department’s 

406, February 23, midnight, unless we were advised before noon, 
March 4, of the willingness of the French Provisional Government to 

join as a sponsoring nation as a result of conversations which I under- 
stood were proceeding between the Soviet and French Governments on 
the matter. a | 

In reply I received this morning a note from Molotov dated March 5 

stating that the Soviet Government continued to support the form 

of invitation which was worked out in the Crimea Conference as 
described in my letter and that it had no objection to the date of 
issuance. | . | 

Molotov continued that no special conversations had been carried 

on between the Soviet ind French Governments on this matter, al- 

though the following had taken place: © OO 
General Catroux had called on Dekanozov ™ last evening and had 

been informed of the Soviet position with respect to the amendment to 
the second paragraph of the invitation as proposed by the French 

Government. The Soviet Government could not agree to the amend- 
ment for the reasons set forth in my 605, March 2, 6:00 a. m., and 

also because it was undesirable to weaken the Dumbarton Oaks 
decisions which were made in the interests of postwar security. 
Catroux then expressed the personal wish that the time set for the 
final reply of his Government be extended somewhat in order that 

his Government might find it possible to give a definitive reply, it 

only having received from him preliminary information on the ques- 

tion. Although Dekanozov could not give a final answer to this 

request, Molotov stated in his letter that there were no objections 

on the part of the Soviet Government if the United States and British 

Governments should agree to postpone the date of issuance and release 

of the invitations one or two days. 

Upon the receipt of the Department’s 497, March 4, 4:00 p. m.,?® 

I informed Molotov this morning that we were proceeding to release 

and issue the invitations today at 12 noon and stated that my Govern- 
ment assumed that the Soviet Government would simultaneously 

release the text in Moscow. I also gave Molotov a general outline 

of the Department’s press statement 1’ regarding the position of the 

* See footnote 68, p. 89. 
* Vladimir Georgiyevich Dekanozov, Assistant People’s Commissar for Foreign 

Affairs of the Soviet Union. 
*® Not printed. | 
Department of State Bulletin, March 11, 1945, p. 394.
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French and of what the Acting Secretary intends to say for back- 
ground only and not for attribution regarding Poland.'8 

Sent to Department as 632, repeated to London as 94, to Chungking 
as 10, and to Paris as 31. 

Harriman 

500.CC/3-545 

Memorandum of the Acting Secretary’s Press and Radio News 

Conference 

No. 20 [WasHineton,| Monday, March 5, 1945. 

[Extract] 

Mr. Grew continued that, at the Crimea Conference, it had been 
agreed that the Republic of China and the Provisional Government 
of the French Republic would be invited to sponsor invitations jointly 
with the United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union. He said 
that consultations had been held with the Government of the Republic 
of China, and that the Government of the Republic of China had 
agreed to it. Mr. Grew said that the Provisional Government of the 
French Republic had agreed to participate in the Conference, although 
it had not participated in the conversations at Dumbarton Oaks, and 
that now it had declined to join in the sponsoring of the invitations 
to the other United Nations. A correspondent asked the Acting Sec- 
retary if he anticipated that invitations would be sent to any countries 
not listed, and remarked that he had Poland specifically in mind. 
Mr. Grew replied that he would give the correspondents the following 
statement for background: - 

It is true that while Poland is a member of the United Nations, an 
invitation to the San Francisco Conference is not being extended at 
this time to either the London Polish Government or the provisional 
government now functioning in Poland. The situation is somewhat 
as follows: 

You will recall that at Yalta it was agreed that “the provisional 
government which. is now functioning in Poland should . . . be 
reorganized on a broader democratic basis with the inclusion of demo- 
cratic leaders from Poland itself and from Poland abroad”, and this 
new government would then be called the “Polish Provisional Govern- 
ment of National Unity.” 7 

** Memorandum No. 20 of press and radio news conference, March 5, infra. 
® Acting Secretary Grew informed the Ambassadors in the United Kingdom, 

the Soviet Union, France, and China (telegram 1665, March 4, 5 p. m., to Lon- 
don, repeated as 498 to Moscow, 372 to Chungking, and 877 to Paris) that the 
statement with respect to an invitation not being issued to Poland at the present 
time would not be released to the press but, instead, the Acting Secretary would, 
in response to press questions, give the correspondents the substance of it for 
background but not for quotation or attribution to the Department or any official 
thereof. (500.CC/3-445) For text of statement proposed, see telegram 366, 
February 22, 9 p. m., to Mexico City, p. 83.
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Steps are now being taken to follow through on the agreement 
reached at the Crimea Conference to reorganize the present govern- 
ment along the above lines. Ambassador Harriman at Moscow is 
working on this with Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov and the British 
Ambassador, and these three form a commission on the question. 
When the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity 

has been properly formed in accordance with the agreements made 
at Yalta, this Government, Great Britain and the Soviet Union will 
establish diplomatic relations with the new Polish Provisional Gov- 
ernment of National Unity. By the time the San Francisco Con- 
ference meets on April 25 it is our hope that the new Polish Pro- 
visional Government of National Unity will be in existence and that 
the major nations will have established diplomatic relations with it. 
Of course, in that event the new Polish Provisional Government of 
National Unity will receive an invitation to send representatives to 
the United Nations Conference at San Francisco. End of back- 
ground.” : 

A. correspondent asked the Acting Secretary if it could be assumed 
that no invitation to the conference would be issued to any Polish 
group if at that time the new Polish Provisional Government of 
National Unity were not yet in existence. Mr. Grew replied that he 
believed his statement to the effect that if the new Polish Govern- 
ment were in existence, it would receive an invitation to the Con- 

ference, covered the situation. 
A correspondent asked whether this new Polish Government would 

have to be recognized by the major nations before the issuance of 
this invitation, and Mr. Grew replied that, off the record, he would 
say that the new Polish Government would be recognized prior to 
that time. End of off the record. | | 
. Mr. Grew then called attention to his background statement which 
he had just given to the corresponds [correspondents]. (see above) in 
which he had said that it was our hope that the new Government of 
Poland would be in existence and that the major nations would have 
established diplomatic relations with it. He explained that by major 
nations he meant the sponsoring powers. 

500.CC/3—645 : Telegram 

— The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Parts, March 6, 1945. 

[Received March 7—12:05 p. m.] 

1063. The French, press this morning carried the following com- 
muniqué of the Foreign Ministry: = 

“The Provisional Government of the French Republic had been 
happy to accept the invitation to act with the Governments of the 

2 See memorandum of March 22 from the Soviet Embassy, p. 147.
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United States of America, Great Britain, of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and of China among the inviting powers at the 
San Francisco Conference. § — - : | 

The French Government desired in this respect that the proposed 
formula for the invitation include the indication that the Dumbarton 
Oaks plan would be considered as the basis of discussion for the 
conference, which was equivalent to specifying the possibility of 
amendments. oe 

The French Government regrets that it has not been possible for 
the Governments of the United States, of Great Britain, of the USSR 
and of China to agree on the acceptance of such a formula within the 
time limit they had ‘set.2* oO 7 
_Firmly attached to the principle of colléctive security the Provi- 

sional Government of the French Republic as it made known to the 
Government of the United States of America on February 23,” will 
participate in the work of the conference. The French delegation, 
faithful to France’s traditional views, will cooperate to the fullest 
extent in the elaboration of the new pact.” 

. CAFFERY 

500.CC/3—545 : Telegram - 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 

: (Caffery) *° | 

Wasuineron, March 8, 1945—2 p. m. 
923. Your 1040, March 5,9 p.m. The article by Harold Callender 

from Paris in the Vew York Times which appeared March 6 made 
the flat statement, attributed to official sources, that when you con- 
veyed the invitation to the French they thought you were speaking 
for not only this Government but also for the British and Soviet Gov- 
ernments, and it was not until Bidault went to London that he discov- 
ered otherwise. While mindful of your recommendation that no 
statement be made temporarily, Callender’s story—if not denied— 
was surely leading to further speculation as to this Government’s role 
in the whole affair. Therefore, late in the afternoon of March 6 in 
response to a question from the press, a spokesman for the Department 
speaking for background purposes only and not for direct quotation 
or attribution to the Department made a statement on this point. 
This question and answer are contained in the telegram immediately 
following en clair. 

“1 See telegram 632, March 5, 2 p. m., from Moscow, p. 106; in telegram 1081, 
March 5, 5 p. m., from Paris, Ambassador Caffery reported that Foreign Minister 
Bidault told him that “an answer had finally come from Catroux at Moscow 
and it was ‘no’.” (500.CC/3-—545) a poo - 

“French note transmitted in telegram 871, February 24, 4 p. m., from Paris, 
not printed ; see footnote 67, p. 91. ; 
_ Repeated on the same date as telegrams 1768 to Londan, 580 to Moscow, and 
394 to Chungking. oo 

* Not printed. | | an
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‘This is the last we will say on this point unless French official circles: 
persist in keeping the question alive. : | 

| a . . OO GREW 

500.CC/3-845 : Telegram | . . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 

(Caffery) * 

: WasuHineton, March 8, 1945. 

924. Quxstion: Reports from Paris indicate that the United States 
Government did not make clear to the Provisional Government of the 
French Republic the basis upon which it was conducting with France 
the consultations in connection with the Provisional Government’s 
joining the other four Governments in sponsoring the San Francisco 
Conference. Could the Department of State throw any light upon the 
facts as related in this report? oe a 
Answer: Following the Crimea Conference, when Ambassador 

Caffery on February 12 presented the invitation to the Provisional 
Government to join in sponsoring the San Francisco Conference it 
was made clear that the United States Government was authorized to 
extend the invitation on behalf of itself and the British and Soviet 
Governments. The French reply—which was received almost two 
weeks later—was immediately transmitted by the United States 
Government to the other sponsoring Governments, including China, 
which had already stated its acceptance. ES 

The Provisional Government was at that time informed by Ambas- 
sador Caffery that it was necessary for the United States Government 
to request the views of the other sponsoring nations with regard to the 
conditions laid down by the Provisional Government. During the 
ensuing days Ambassador Caffery continued to keep the French For- 
eign Office fully informed concerning the progress of the consultations. 

SO : | ) — . Grew 

500.CC/3-—845 : Telegram Doo, 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United. — 
Kingdom (Winant)* | | 

WasHineton, March 8, 1945—11 p. m. 

1780. 1. Press rumors emanating from Paris (eg., telegram 1047, 
March 6, 1 p. m. from Paris to the Department *’ repeated by Paris 

** Repeated on the same date as telegrams 1769 to London, 531 to Moscow, 
and 395 to Chungking. 

* Repeated on the same date as telegrams 928 to Paris, 535 to Moscow, 402 
to Chungking, and 532 to Mexico City for the information of Secretary Stettinius 
and his Special Assistant, Leo Pasvolsky. 

77 Not printed.
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to London ‘and ‘Moscow, repeated: by the Department to Chungking) 
persist in reporting that one of the amendments to the Dumbarton 
Oaks proposals sought by the French concerns the jurisdiction of the 
Security Council 7° with respect to the Soviet-French alliance. More- 
over, these reports allege that this was the real question underlying 
the French.attitude in refusing to sponsor invitations to the San Fran- 
cisco Conference. And in this same connection questions may be 
raised by the British, the French, the Soviet or the Chinese Govern- 
ments as to whether there is a similar conflict between the Act of 
Chapultepec ?° just adopted by the Foreign Ministers of the American 
Republics at Mexico City, and the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 

_ 2, In response to either official or. unofficial inquiries on this point 
you are authorized to state unequivocally that there is no conflict 
between the Act of Chapultepec and the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 
The Act specifically provides that arrangements, activities and pro- 
cedures referred to therein “shall be consistent with the purposes 
and principles of the General International Organization, when 
established”. Furthermore, you are especially to stress this point, 
if any effort is made to compare the Act of Chapultepec and the 
Soviet-French Alliance as regional security arrangements in an effort 
to excuse the alleged French position on the Dumbarton Oaks 
proposals. 

8. The next time that you have conversations with top officials of 
the Foreign Office of the Government to which you are accredited 
you should in any event casually convey this information without 
making too much of a point of it. This telegram is being sent to 
Amembassies London, Paris, Moscow and Chungking. 

GREW 

** Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, chapter VIII, section C, Regional Arrangements 
(Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 898), specified that no enforcement action 
should be taken without authorization of the Security Council. 

” Resolution VIII “Reciprocal Assistance and American Solidarity”, known as 
the “Act of Chapultepec”, approved at the plenary session, March 6, Inter- 
American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City ; for text, see 
Department of State, Report of the Delegation of the United States of America 
to the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City, 
Mezico, February 21-March 8, 1945 (Washington, 1946), p. 72. For additional 
documentation on the Conference, see vol. Lx, pp. 1 ff.
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_ CHAPTER II: MARCH 9-APRIL 9, 1945 

Preparatory work on draft United States proposals, and consultations 
- with the other Sponsoring Powers on policy matters, administrative 

and organizational ‘arrangements for the Conference; formulation of | 
tentative views on Conference arrangements by the United States 
Delegation and commencement of review of the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals to arrive at recommendations on amendments to be submitted to 
the President; preparation of draft United States proposals on trus- | 

- teeship by the Interdepartmental Committee and submission to the 
President; convening of the United Nations Committee of Jurists to — 
prepare joint proposals for a draft Statute of the International Court 
of Justice. 

500.CC/3-1245 | | 

The Soviet Embassy to the Department of State ,. 

[Translation] - = ~~ 

_ ArE-MeEmorRse -. 

On February 26 the Ambassador of the United States in Moscow 
handed to the Soviet Government an Aide-Mémoire containing a draft 
of a public declaration by the American Government ” in connection 
with the question of the invitation of representatives of Poland to 
the Conference of the United Nations in San Francisco. On Feb- 
ruary 28 [27?] in reply, an Aide-Mémoire of the Soviet Government 
was delivered to the Embassy of the United States in Moscow,™ in 
which it was stated that the question of the invitation of Poland to the 
Conference in San Francisco requires additional discussion. 

At the present time the Soviet Government deems it necessary to 

communicate the following in connection with this question: 
The Soviet Government agrees that if by the time of the convening 

of the Conference in San Francisco the Provisional Government 
which is acting in Poland now is reorganized and a provisional Polish 
Government of National Unity as provided by the decisions of the 
Crimean Conference is created, an invitation to send its representa- 
tives to the conference indicated should be sent to this Government. 
At the same time the Soviet Government considers that if, due to the 
complication of this question, the reorganization of the Polish Pro- 
visional Government is not achieved or completed, then the repre- 
sentatives of the Provisional Polish government now acting in War- 
saw should be invited, as those of one which exercises power over 
all the territory of Poland and enjoys the support of the Polish people. 
As is entirely comprehensible, the absence of the representatives of 

* Telegram 421, February 25, 4 p. m., to Moscow, transmitted the text of the 
proposed public statement which had been sent to Secretary Stettinius in Mexico 
City for his approval in telegram 366, February 22, 9 p. m., p. 83. 

= See telegram 570, February 27, midnight, p. 98.
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Poland from a broad international Conference like the one at San 
Francisco could not be explained. 

The Soviet Government considers as absolutely necessary the im- 
mediate discussion of the question mentioned by the Governments 
of the United States, the Soviet Union and Great Britain and the 
coming to an appropriate decision, keeping in view the circumstance 
that India, or such small countries as Haiti, Liberia, Paraguay, al- 
though they are not in diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, 
have been invited to the conference in San Francisco, without objec- 
tion on the part of the USSR. 

A similar Azde-Jfémoire 1s being forwarded to the Government of 
Great Britain. 

[Wasuineton, March 9, 1945.] | 

500.CC/3-1145 

Phe. Polish Ambassador (Ciechanowski) to the Secretary of State 

945 /1/SZ-t/57 [Wasuineton,| March 11, 1945. 

Sir: Acting on instructions of my Government, I have the honor to 
bring the following to your attention: oO , 

1.—The Polish Government learned through the press and radio 
on March 5th, 1945, that the United States Government, acting on its 
own behalf and on behalf of Great Britain, China and the USSR, 
sent out invitations to thirty-nine States to take part in a Conference 
of the United Nations, convened on April 25th, 1945, at San Francisco, 
for the purpose of preparing a general international organization for 
the maintenance of international peace and security. 

The Polish Government notes that it has not received an invitation 
to take part in this Conference, despite the fact that it is one of the 
original signatories of the United Nations Declaration of January Ist, 
1942. 

2.—Considering that the Polish Nation was first to take-up arms 
against German aggression on September Ist, 1939 ** and that from 
that day up to the present moment it incessantly continues to fight in 
Poland and abroad on land, on sea and in the air; considering also that, 

* Handed to the Under Secretary of State on March 13. In his memorandum 
of March 18 covering the conversation with the Polish Ambassador, Mr. Grew 
recorded that he reminded the Ambassador of the agreement reached at Yalta 
with respect to Poland and that the Department’s reply would point out ‘“‘that 
invitations to the United Nations Conference could be issued only by agreement 
of all the sponsoring nations”. (500.CC/3-1145) 

* See Foreign Relations, 1939, vol. I, p. 402. |
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in thus carrying on the fight in defense of ideals, the Polish Nation 
having fought longest has sustained in proportion to its possibilities 
greater sacrifices in human lives and property than any other nation; 
considering further that the war which started for Poland has created 
among the free nations of the world that feeling of solidarity which 
gradually led to the concept and the creation of the United Nations; 
and, finally, considering that at San Francisco the United Nations are 
to work out a permanent world organization of peace for the purpose 
of making aggression impossible in the future, and, that such an orga- 
nization should be based on the respect of laws and of the sovereign 
equality of peace-loving nations,—the Polish Government, as the only 
legal and independent Representative of the Polish State, most 
emphatically and insistently asserts its inalienable right to take part 
in the world conference on security and most categorically protests 
against being omitted in the invitations to the said conference. 
8.—The Polish Government begs to state that the fact that Poland, 

whose constitutional President * and Government are recognized by 
all the United Nations as well as by all neutral nations with the excep- 
tion of one Power only, is not invited to the Conference at San Fran- 
cisco,—is the first disturbing example of the application of the right 
of veto on the part of the Big Powers exercised by them even before 
the United Nations have agreed to and carried out the suggestions to be 
submitted to them relating to the future establishment of a world 
security organization. 
4—The Polish Government has already presented some pre- 

liminary amendments to the proposals prepared at Dumbarton Oaks * 
and intends fully to participate in the working out of an international 
security organization. 
Under the circumstances, the Polish Government is deprived of the 

possibility of presenting at the Conference its final views both in rela- 
tion to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals and to the proposal respecting 
the voting procedure in the Security Council formulated at the 
Crimea Conference. 

Accept [etc. ] J. CIECHANOWSKY 

“Wiadyslaw Raczkiewicz, President of the Government of Poland established 
in England. 

= See memorandum of February 5, with annex, p. 58.
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 1 . : 

Minutes of the First Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held at 
- Washington, Tuesday, March 18, 1948, 11 a. m2 . 

[Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (15) present (6 delegates 
and 9 Departmental officers) and preliminary announcements by the 
Secretary on arrangements for delegation meetings and for the 
Conference. | : 

_ Tue Secretary said that he had outlined to the President the ques- 
tion of the publicity policy for the Conference. He had explained 
the need of a liberal and progressive policy in this respect, to which 
the President had agreed. Tue Secrerary suggested a formula along 
the following lines: 

(1) The plenary sessions of the Conference would be open to the 
public, including the press, radio, and newsreels; 

2) The meetings of commissions would likewise be open to the 
ublic; 

. (3) "The Chairman of the Conference would hold a press conference 
every day at noon to keep the press fully posted on developments; 

(4) All other matters would be private. This would include meet- 
ings of subcommittees, the executive committee, and the steering 
committee. . 

Tue SEcRETARY said that an arrangement along these lines had 
worked well at Mexico City, and that at his press conference here 
yesterday the correspondents had passed a resolution expressing ap- 
proval of the Mexican arrangements and expressing the hope that 
similar arrangements could be made at San Francisco. 

SENATOR CONNALLY questioned having the meetings of Commissions 
open to the public on the ground that this would lengthen the Confer- 
ence. CoMMANDER SrassEN thought that while it might lengthen the 
Conference the price might be worth the benefits resulting from such 

a policy. | 
At this point as a result of a question concerning the commissions, 

Mr. Hiss explained briefly the tentative organization charts. He said 
that there probably would be five commissions as follows: (1) General 
Structure, (2) Security Problems, (3) Economic and Social Problems, 
(4) Judicial Organization and Legal Problems, (5) Trusteeship Ar- 
rangements. He pointed out that in addition there would be an exec- 
utive committee consisting of the chairmen of the various delegations, 
a steering committee, and subcommittees of the various commissions. 

The United States delegation held 12 meetings in Washington, at the De- 
partment of State, before its departure for San Francisco on April 18; in San 
Francisco it held 67 meetings at the Fairmont Hotel, the first on April 23 and 

the last on June 23.
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REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked what was meant by “trusteeship”. It 
was explained that this had reference to the treatment of certain de- 
pendent territories, including the League mandates.** He inquired 
whether the people would be satisfied with such a title for this subject. 
Representative Eaton inquired whether “trusteeship” would include 
the treatment of colonial problems. | 7 

Tue SEcrETARY explained that at the San Francisco Conference 
it would be possible only to deal with arrangements for handling 
former League mandates and certain areas to be detached. from the 
enemy powers. It would not be possible to deal with particular areas 
and there would be no consideration of the allocation or treatment of 

specific territories. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that this suggested one important matter 

which ought to be cleared up in the minds of the public; that is at 
San Francisco we would be dealing only with the creation of an 
organization—we would not be dealing with specific problems of the 
peace settlement, such as territorial dispositions. SeNnaTor CONNALLY 
agreed with this and said that there was considerable confusion in 
the public mind as to the purpose of the Conference. There was 
general agreement that it was important to clarify the purpose of 
the Conference whenever opportunity offered. 

Returning to the question of trusteeship, Representative BLoom 
inquired whether the proposals under consideration contemplated 
taking over the League mandates. Mr. Hiss said that this was so, 
but not as to the disposition to be made of specific mandated areas. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN expressed his approval of the use of the word 
“trusteeship”, and there was general agreement with this view. Rezr- 
RESENTATIVE Buioom said that he had only brought the question up 
for the purposes of clarification. 

REPRESENTATIVE EATON inquired what this meant as to the disposi- 
tion of the League of Nations. Tuer Srcrerary pointed out that the 
League’s Supervisory Commission had at a meeting in December ap- 
pointed a committee of three members to negotiate with the new or- 
ganization with respect to the disposition of the League’s property 
and functions.** Mr. Pasvotsxy said that the members of the League 
present at San Francisco might pass a resolution providing for the 

liquidation of the League. Srnator ConNnatty remarked that it was 
self-evident that we could not have two general organizations in being 
at the same time. | a ae 

* See list of mandated territories and text (with annotations) of article 22 of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations, Foreign Relations, The Paris Peace Con- 
ference, 1919, vol. x111, pp. 98-104. 

* For summary of report of the Commission, see note No. 150 of March 30, from 
the British Ambassador to the Secretary of State, p. 175.
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. Tyas Secrerary said that the President had told him that he did 
not want alternates to the Delegates. The President had had some 
fifty or more suggestions for additions to the Delegation. He did 
not want to appoint any additional delegates or any alternates. ‘This 
met with general approval. 

At this point the meeting was adjourned to enable the Delegates 

to go to the White House. 
Upon reconvening, a number of points concerning arrangements 

for the Conference were discussed. 
[Here follows discussion of arrangements for Conference, such as 

transportation, office space, etc. ] | 

Publicity Policy 

_ Two questions as to policy with respect to publicity were raised: 
One as to statements by the Delegates at the Conference, and the 
second, statements preceding the Conference. It was agreed so far 
as the Conference period was concerned that no public statement 
should be made without consulting with the Delegation and the state- 
ments themselves would be released by the Delegation’s press officer. 
As to the period preceding the Conference, there seemed to be a con- 
sensus of opinion that there should be no effort to put “a lid” on state- 
ments now. ‘This should be left to the discretion of each individual. 
There was some feeling that a public statement should be made to 

‘the effect that any Delegate should have the right to make public 
statements preceding the Conference, such statements having been 
shown to the other Delegates. No agreement was reached on this 
point. | 
Upon the request of the Secretary, the Delegates approved his 

making a public statement as to the liberal publicity policy to be 
followed with respect to proceedings of the Conference. 

Committee of Jurists 

Tun Secrerary informed the Delegates that there had been an in- 
formal agreement at Dumbarton Oaks and later during informal con- 
versations at Yalta that a committee of jurists should be convened 
prior to the Conference. He said that we were taking steps to con- 
sult the other sponsoring governments with a view to inviting all the 
governments participating in the Conference to send representatives to 
a committee of jurists to meet two weeks or so before the Conference. 
Mr. Hackworth would represent this Government. 

* See telegram 1944, March 13, 10 p. m., to London, infra.
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500.CC/3-1345: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
| (Winant) *° 

| WasuHineTon, March 13, 1945—10 p. m. 

1944, With a view to the preparation of the statute of the inter- 
national court of justice, as projected in Chapter VII of the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals,*? please communicate the following immedi- 
ately to the Foreign Office, stressing the urgent need for agreement 
on the procedure for dealing with this matter. = 

1. The statute of the international court of justice envisaged under 
Chapter VII, paragraph 3, of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, must 
be prepared by joint action of the interested states either in advance 
of or at the United Nations Conference, which is to meet at San Fran- 
cisco on April 25, 1945. 

2. It was suggested informally during the Dumbarton Oaks Con- 
versations that prior to the Conference a preliminary meeting of 
jurists be held * for the purpose of drafting the statute and formu- 
lating plans for the establishment of the court. No definite agree- 
ment was reached on this suggestion, however, and there was no de- 
tailed discussion of the content of the proposed statute. 

3. As a result of informal conversations during the course of the 
Crimea Conference, it was understood that the United States should 
take the initiative in bringing about the convening of a committee 
of jurists prior to the Conference at San Francisco. 

4, The Government of the United States feels that, in principle, a? 
small expert group of jurists (possibly 15 or 20) selected by agree- | 
ment among the sponsoring Governments might perhaps represent — 
the most effective body for drafting the statute. However, in view ; 
of the pressure of time and the desirability of avoiding any impression , 
that the sponsoring Governments may be seeking to exclude equal ' 
participation by other Governments in this important matter of gen- _ 
eral concern, it is believed that it would be preferable to invite each . 
of the Governments participating in the United Nations Conference | 
to name a representative on the committee of jurists. og 

5. The Government of the United States recommends that the four 
Governments sponsoring the San Francisco Conference agree on the 
following procedure: | 

“ Repeated on the same date to Moscow and Chungking as telegrams 582 and 
440, respectively. 

“For text of proposals, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 890; for pro- 
visions of these proposals relating to an International Court of Justice, see 
chapter IV, section 1(c) ; chapter V, section B(4) ; chapter VII, sections 1-5; 
chapter VIII, sections A(6) and C(1). 

“See progress report of September 6 on the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, 
by the Under Secretary of State, ibid., p. 771. 
“No record of these informal conversations found in Department files. 

723-681—67——12
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A. That the Governments of the United States, the United King- 
dom, the Soviet. Union, and China, by common agreement, convene 
a committee of jurists to prepare a draft statute of the international 
court of justice, as envisaged in Chapter VII of the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals. | 

B. That the committee of jurists should meet in the United States, 
preferably at or near Washington not later than April 9. 

C. That each of the Governments invited to participate in the 
United Nations Conference should be invited to appoint one repre- 
sentative to the committee of jurists; and that each representative 
might be accompanied by not more than two advisers. 

D. That the Government of the United States should be authorized, 
after agreement has been reached, to issue invitations on behalf of 
the sponsoring Governments to the Governments invited to partici- 
pate in the committee of jurists. | 

E. That the terms of reference of the committee of jurists be to 
prepare a draft statute on the basis of Chapter VII of the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals. 

F. That the draft prepared pursuant to paragraph E be submitted 
to the Conference for consideration.* 

| | STETTINIUS 

500.CC/3-1745 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt *® 

[| WasHincron,| March 14, 1945. 

Ambassador Hurley * has suggested that you might wish to send 
the attached telegram “ to Chiang Kai-shek in regard to Chinese 
Communist representation on the Chinese delegation to the San 
Francisco conference. We have discussed the matter with General 
Hurley and find ourselves in full accord with his suggestion and with 
the objectives which have prompted him to make it. 

Briefly, the suggestion is that you invite Chiang’s attention to the 
advantages which might flow from the inclusion of representatives 
of the Chinese Communist and other political parties on the Chinese 
delegation to the San Francisco conference. Two advantages are 
mentioned: the favorable impression on the conference and the im- 
petus to political unification in China. 

E. R. Srerrintus, JR. 

“In paragraph numbered 2 of telegram 2791, March 17, 7 p. m., from London, 
p. 188, Ambassador Winant indicated that the British Foreign Office was in 
general agreement with the views of the Department on this subject. 

* Marginal notation: “OK FDR.” 
““ Ambassador Hurley had left China on February 19, 1945, for consultation in 

Washington, where he remained until April 8. 
“Telegram 447, March 15, 8 p. m., infra.
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500.CC/3-1545 : Telegram ae 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in China (Atcheson) 

‘Wasuineron, March 15, 1945—8 p. m. 

447. Please deliver a close paraphrase of the following message 
from the President to. President Chiang Kai-shek: — 

“TI have received from Ambassador Hurley a detailed report in 
regard to the situation in China and the various problems facing 
you and I am encouraged to learn that progress is being made. 

In connection with the forthcoming United Nations security con- 
ference to be convened at San Francisco on April 25, for which the 
National Government of the Republic of China is a sponsor, General 
Hurley has informed me of the suggestion made to him by the Chinese 
Communist Party that the Chinese delegation be composed of repre- 
sentatives of the Kuomintang, the Democratic Federation, and the 
Communist Party on a basis of equality. I fully concur in General 
Hurley’s reply to the effect that the conference at San Francisco 1s 
to be a conference of national governments and not of political parties. 

At the same time, I would like to let you know that I can anticipate 
no disadvantage that would arise from the inclusion in the Chinese 
Government’s delegation of representatives of the Communist Party 
or other political parties or groups. In fact, there might be distinct 
advantages in such a course. Undoubtedly a very favorable impres- 
sion would be created at the conference and this democratic gesture 
by you might prove of real assistance in your task of unifying China. 

As you no doubt know, the major political parties in this country 
will be represented on the United States delegation and I believe 
that Canada and other nations are following a similar course. 

I send you my personal greetings and good wishes and earnestly 
hope for your continuing good health. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt” 

- | STETTINIUS 

Lot 60-D 224, Box 65 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Adviser on Caribbean Affairs 
(Taussig) 

[Wasuinetron,| March 15, 1945. 

The President opened the conversation with a reference to the 
Yalta Conference, saying that he had had a successful time. He 
then said, apparently referring to our last meeting at luncheon, “I 
liked Stanley”.“* He thought that Stanley was more liberal -on 
colonial policy than Churchill. He then asked me if Stanley was 
going to San Francisco. I said I did not know. The President said 
he hoped he would. I told him that, although Stanley was hard- 

*8 Col. Oliver Stanley, British Secretary of State for the Colonies, who had 
lunched with the President and Mr. Taussig on January 16; see memorandum 
of January 13 by Mr. Pasvolsky, p. 18.
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boiled, I felt there was a genuine streak of liberalism in him, and 
that under his leadership, the British would make some substantial 
changes in their whole colonial policy. I told the President of the 
£120,000,000 appropriation that Parliament had made for Colonial 
‘Development over the next ten years, and gave him some little detail 
of the debate in Parliament (February 7, 1945).° 

TRUSTEESHIP : 

I outlined to the President the discussion on the above subject 
between the General Staffs and the State Department as it had de- 
veloped in the Committee on Dependent Area Aspects of Interna- 
tional Organizations. I outlined the agreement that had been 
reached on the general category of strategic areas, and told the Presi- 
dent that the military had indicated that they would interpret stra- 
tegic areas as an entire area—for instance, all of the Japanese islands, 
north of the Equator, that might come under the administration of 
the United States. I told him that under their interpretation, the 
entire group of islands irrespective of whether they were fortified 
or not would be exempt from substantially all of the international 
agreements pertaining to civilian populations; that the military had 
been unwilling to agree to divide strategic areas into two categories— 
closed areas and open areas. : 7 

The President said that he would favor these two categories and 

that the open areas should be subject to international agreements.™ 
He said that if the military wanted, at a later date due to change in 
strategy, to make all or part of the open area a closed area, it should 
be provided that this could be done with the approval of the Security 
Council. 

The President then asked me, “What is the Navy’s attitude in regard 
to territories? Are they trying to grab everything?” I replied that 
they did not seem to have much confidence in civilian controls. The 
President then asked me how I accounted for their attitude. 

I said that I thought that the military had no confidence in the 
proposed United Nations Organization. The President replied that 
he thought that was so. I told the President of the letter that Ad- 
miral Willson showed me addressed to the Secretary of the Navy, 
referring to the need of sending representatives to San Francisco in 
order to protect themselves against “the international welfare boys”. 
The President then said that neither the Army nor the Navy had any 
business administering the civilian government of territories; that 
they had no competence to do this. _ 

° Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 5th series, vol. 407, col. 2092. 
* For a statement on some observations made by President Roosevelt at a 

Cabinet meeting of March 9, 1945, about his conception of the trusteeship idea, 
see The Forrestal Diaries, p. 33.
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I then referred to the Cole Bill ® which would turn over the admin- 
istration of all our territories to the Navy. The President said that 
he had not been informed about this bill, and appeared to be interested. 

- I told the President about the conversations I had been having with 
the Under Secretary of the Interior, Abe Fortas, regarding the possi- 
bility of the United States, at an auspicious time, volunteering to 
have our own territories report to the Organization, and also to 
respond to requests from the Organization for specific information. 
The President said he would approve of this and that it might provide 
a useful trading point at San Francisco. 

| ARABIA 

The President said that one of the most important goals we must 
have in mind for the post-war world is to increase the purchasing 
power of great masses of people who now have a negligible purchasing 
power. He said a case in point was Arabia. | 

He spoke of his meeting with Ibn Saud.* The President said that 
he had told Ibn Saud that essentially he, the President, was a business- 
man; that he had been the head of a big insurance company—the 
Maryland Casualty; that as a businessman he would be very much 
interested in Arabia. He told Ibn Saud that he knew considerable 
of the history of Arabia and had always been interested in that coun- 
try; that Arabia needed irrigation projects; that it had plenty of 
water about sixty feet below the surface; that it had oil; that, using 
their own oil for fuel as operating pumps, they could develop an 
irrigation system in Arabia. He said that he told the King that if he, 

the President, were in the pump business, he would regard Arabia as 
a great potential market, and that the development of irrigation proj- 
ects would increase the productivity of the land and considerably 
increase the purchasing power of the country which would be of great 
benefit to the world. 

CARIBBEAN BasEs 

I told the Président of my recent trip to the Caribbean bases with 
General Brett,** and outlined in brief to him the substance of my 
report to the State Department. ‘The President reacted to the report 

by saying, “We must keep the bases active and leave no room for 

doubt that we are there to stay.” | - 

. 3A. J. Res. 55, providing for administration and protection of territories and 
possessions of the United States by the Navy Department, introduced by Repre- 
sentative W. Sterling Cole of New York; no action was taken on this Bill.’ 

* For a report on the President’s meeting with King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia, 
see Department of State Bulletin, February 25, 1945, p. 290. For documentation 
on this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1945, vol. vi11, pp. 1 ff. - 7 

4 Lt..Gen. George H. Brett, Commanding General of the Caribbean Defense 
Command and of the Panama Canal Department. a 

> Not printed. | |
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Tur Propies or East Asta Oo 

~The President said he was concerned about the brown people in 
the East. He said that there are 1,100,000,000 brown people. In 
many Eastern countries, they are ruled by a handful of whites and 
they resent it. Our goal must be to help them achieve independence— 
1,100,000,000 potential enemies are dangerous. He said he included 

the 450,000,000 Chinese in that. He then added, Churchill doesn’t 

understand this. : | 

Inpo-CHIna AND NEw CALEDONIA 

The President said he thought we might have some difficulties with 
France in the matter of colonies. I said that I thought that was 
quite probable and it was also probable the British would use- France 

as a “stalking horse”. 

I asked the President if he had changed his ideas on French Indo- 

China as he had expressed them to us at the luncheon with Stanley. 
He said no he had not changed his ideas; that French Indo-China 
and New Caledonia should be taken from France and put under a 
trusteeship. The President hesitated a moment and then said—well 
if we can get the proper pledge from France to assume for herself 
the obligations of a trustee, then I would agree to France retaining 
these colonies with the proviso that independence was the ultimate 
goal. I asked the President if he would settle for self-government. 
He said no. I asked him if he would settle for dominion status. 
He said no—it must be independence. He said that is to be the policy 
and you can quote me in the State Department. 

Cuarwes Taussia 

500.CC/3—1545 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
(Winant) 

Wasutineton, March 15, 1945—midnight. 

2018. Dept has received an aide-mémoire from the Soviet Em- 
bassy * stating that the Soviet Government agrees that the new Pro- 
visional Polish Government of National Unity be invited to be 
represented at the San Francisco Conference if the reorganization of 
the Polish Provisional Government is completed by the time that 
Conference is convened. The azde-mémoire states that if this is not 

achieved or completed by that time, the Soviet Government considers 
that the Polish Provisional Government now acting in Warsaw should 
be invited. Immediate discussion of the question is stated to be 
necessary and it is pointed out that the Soviet Government has not 

* Dated March 9, p. 113.
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objected to India or such small countries as Haiti, Liberia and Para- 
guay being invited to the Conference although they are not in diplo- 
matic relations with the Soviet Union. We understand that a similar 
aide-mémoire has been delivered to the British Government. .— 
We propose to instruct Harriman to inform Molotov that this Gov- 

ernment could not agree to an invitation being extended to the Pro- 
visional Polish Government now acting in Warsaw’ as we believe 
that such action would make even more difficult the establishment of 
the Provisional Government of National Unity on the broad demo- 
cratic basis that was agreed to at the Crimea Conference. He will 
be authorized to state that we share Mr. Molotov’s views as to the 
importance of having Poland represented at San Francisco and con- 
sider this an additional reason for expediting the formation of the 
Provisional Government of National Unity. Harriman will be in- 
structed to point out that the case of the countries mentioned by 
Mr. Molotov which are not in diplomatic relation with the Soviet 
Union would not appear to be parallel as there are no rival govern- 
ments of these countries recognized by any of the United Nations. 
In the event that a new Government has not been formed before the 
San Francisco Conference, the Soviet and American Governments 
would be in the position of recognizing different Polish Govern- 
ments and the view of this Government is that Poland could not in 
these circumstances be represented. The United States Government 
would be agreeable, however, to the issuance of an invitation if the 
new Government should be formed while the San Francisco Confer- 
ence is still in session. 

Please discuss the foregoing with the ForOf and inform the Dept 
urgently of the British views. Please inform Schoenfeld. 

Repeated to Moscow as Depts 610. 
STETTINIUS 

500.CC/3-1645 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

: [Wasuineton,] March 16, 1945. 

I have had a long talk with Senator Vandenberg as a result of 
which he has expressed his willingness to go along with us 100% on 
the world security organization ® if we can work into the document 

° See telegram 3117, March 26, 7 p. m., from London, p. 159. 
° Senator Vandenberg wrote to President Roosevelt on February 15 (two days 

after the White House announced the names of persons to be invited to be mem- 
bers of the American delegation to the San Francisco Conference) inquiring as 
to his freedom of action as a member of the American delegation, and President 
Roosevelt responded on March 3 as follows: | 

“Dear Arthur: Of course, I expect you freely to present your views to your 
American colleagues in respect to all problems at San Francisco. We shall need 

(Footnote continued on following page.)
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two points which he feels are important. We believe we can do this. 
The first point is to work more language into the charter on the 

subject of justice; the second is to write into the charter a provision 
empowering. the organization to review and possibly make recom- 
mendations on past arrangements: This is to meet the point which 
is of overwhelming importance in his mind that otherwise the new 
International Organization would in effect freeze the status quo exist- 
ing at the end of the war which, in his opinion, would have resulted, 
at least partially, from decisions made because of military expediency 
without complete regard for justice. — 
- The Senator expressed the opinion that if we could get these two 
thoughts into the document, in addition to his personally going along, 
it would remove a considerable part of the opposition on the part 
of Senator LaFollette, and that there would be only negligible Repub- 
lican opposition to the charter when it was presented to the Senate. 

KE. R, Srerrinius, Jr. 

500.CC/3-1645 : Telegram | - 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union — 
. (Harriman) 

OO | Wasuineton, March 16, 1945—11 p. m. 

619. Reference Department’s 2051 to London ® repeated to you, 
the following note was transmitted today to the Soviet Ambassador 

here: & ee , | 

_ “During the second phase of the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations last 
fall,” representatives of the United States and the United Kingsom 
agreed that three points presented by the representatives of China 
were suitable for inclusion in the Proposals for the Establishment of 

(Footnote 59—continued. ) ~ - 

such free expression in the delegation, and in America before and after the 
conference. 

“I am counting indeed on the wisdom I know you can add to our entire effort to 
secure a program for permanent peace.” (Lot 60—-D224) 

For Senator Vandenberg’s letters in this exchange of correspondence, see 
Arthur H. Vandenberg; Jr. (ed.), The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, pp. 

149, 1538-154. | 
“ Dated March 16, not printed; this telegram (repeated to Chungking as No. 

618) summarized the Secretary’s note to the Soviet Ambassador (500.CC/3-1645). 
“The note from the Secretary of State to Ambassador Gromyko was ttrans- 

mitted on March 17. The Chinese Minister and Counselor of Embassy, Liu 
Chieh, was informed on March 19 of this action taken by the Department; he 
said that this answered the question he had previously raised and that he was 
sure this action. would be entirely satisfactory to his Government (500.CC/3- 

1945). a ote a 
. ®@ The Dumbarton Oaks Conversations were held in two phases: The first,.from 
August: 21 to September 28,1944, by representatives of the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union; and the second, September 29 to. Oc- 
tober 7, by representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom, and China. 
See memorandum by: Under Secretary Stettinius to Secretary Hull, October ‘3, 
1944, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1,.p. 863.
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a General International Organization and would be held for further 
consideration ata later stage. The three points are as follows: 

The Charter should provide specifically that adjustment or 
settlement of international disputes should be achieved with due 
regard for principles of justice and international law. 

-. "The Assembly should be responsible for initiating studies. and 
making recommendations with respect to the development and 

_ revision of-the rules and principles of international law. © 
_ The Economic and Social Council should specifically provide 
for the promotion of educational “and other forms of cultural 
cooperation. ' | . oe . 

The desirability of proceeding with issuing invitations for the 
United Nations Conference immediately after agreement among the 
sponsoring powers on the voting procedure in’ the Security, Council 
made it inexpedient to consider‘any other changes in the Proposals 
prior to issuance of the invitations. However, this Government feels 
that the matter should now be brought to the attention of the Gov- 
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. | 

This Government sees no objection to the incorporation of the sub- 
stance of these three points in the charter of the general international 
organization to be prepared at San Francisco, and hopes that your 
Government will give the matter serious consideration. We will wel- 
come your views on this subject.” 

STETTINIUS 

500.CC/3-1645 . 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

7 | [| WasHineton,| March 16, 1945. 
Yesterday and today I have been meeting with Senator. Connally’s 

Senate Bi-partisan Group,® the B2-H2 Group from the Senate “ and 
the House Bi-partisan Group © to review the world security organi- 
zation developments which occurred at Yalta. 

I also answered various questions on the Crimea and the Mexico 
City Conferences. a 

All of the meetings were most harmonious and, I believe, con- 
structive.© | 

| K. R, Sterrintius, JR- 

* Senators Warren R. Austin (Republican) from Vermont; Alben W. Barkley 
(Democrat) from Kentucky ; Guy M. Gillette (Democrat) from Iowa; Elbert D. 
Thomas (Democrat) from Utah; Wallace H. White, Jr. (Republican) from 
Maine. . 

“Senators Joseph H. Ball (Republican) from Minnesota; Harold H. Burton. 
(Republican) from Ohio; Carl A. Hatch (Democrat) from New Mexico; Lister 
Hill (Democrat) from Alabama. ee 

* Representatives Leslie C. Arends (Republican) from Illinois; Sol Bloom 
(Democrat) from New York; Charles A. Eaton (Republican) from New Jersey ; 
Joseph W. Martin, Jr., Minority Leader (Republican) from Massachusetts; John 
W. McCormack, Majority Leader (Democrat) from Massachusetts; Robert Rams- 
peck (Democrat) from Georgia ; Sam Rayburn, Speaker (Democrat) from Texas. 

* At Secretary Hull’s suggestion, a committee was set up in the Department 
on October 19, 1944, to give continuing attention to Congressional and party con- 

(Footnote continued on following page.) ''
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800.014/ 3-1645 : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
(Winant)* 

Wasuineron, March 16, 1945—midnight. 

2049. Please consult with Foreign Office immediately concerning 
consultations on trusteeship questions as regards states to be con- 
sulted, the method for conducting consultations, whether through 
diplomatic channels or by special conversations, and if the latter, the 
time and place for holding a meeting. 

Problem arises in connection with the Yalta agreement to the effect 
that the five governments with permanent seats in the Security Coun- 
cil should consult each other prior to the United Nations Conference 
on providing machinery in the world charter for dealing with terri- 
torial trusteeships. However, since France is not a co-sponsor, a 
question arises as to her inclusion in the preliminary consultations. 

You might suggest that the Department’s thought is to include 
France and to hold the consultations in the form of conversations 
preferably in Washington on the technical level as soon after the first 
of April as possible, following an exchange of papers which we hope 
will occur within a very short time. | 

STETTINIUS 

500.CC/3-164.5 oo 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Director of the Office 
of Special Political Affairs (Hiss) 

: | [Wasuineton,| March 16, 1945. 

Participants: Mr. Stettinius ~ Mr. Dunn 
7 Lord Halifax _ Mr. Raynor 

Ambassador Gromyko Mr. Hiss 
Mr. Pasvolsky 

(Footnote 66—continued.) 
Sultations for the purpose of avoiding partisanship and to keep the establishment 
of the general international organization out of politics. The three meetings of 
March 15 and 16 were the last of a series of organized Congressional consulta- 
tions. Ad hoc consultations of Departmental officials and members of Congress 
continued during the pre-conference period; such meetings were frequently held 
with the two Senators and the two Representatives serving on the United States 
delegation. . a . 
For additional information on these meetings with members of Congress, see 

The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. 1, p. 1711, and Postwar Foreign Policy Prep- 
aration, pp. 380, 384, and 414. 

* Repeated to Moscow on the same date as telegram 616, and to Chungking as 
telegram 454. : 

* The Ambassador in the Soviet Union informed the Department in telegram 
868, March 23, 4 a. m., of agreement by the Soviet Government to preliminary 
discussions in Washington by representatives of. the sponsoring powers and 
also to the participation of France in these consultations (800.014/3-2345). The 
Chargé in China informed the Department in telegram 459, March 19, 8 a.m., 
that the Chinese Government was in accord with Departmental thought on the 
question of trusteeships conversations (500.CC/3—1945). 
.For the observations reported by the Ambassador in the United Kingdom, see 

telegram 2791, March 17, 7 p. m., p. 138.
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On the Secretary’s invitation the two Ambassadors were received 
at about ten minutes after ten in the Secretary’s office. The Secre- 
tary opened the conversation by referring to Ambassador Gromyko’s 
request made earlier in the week ® for a memorandum on tentative 
arrangements for the San Francisco Conference. The Secretary 
then handed to Ambassador Gromyko a copy of a memorandum on 
that subject and handed another copy to Lord Halifax.” <A copy 
of the memorandum is attached hereto.” 

The Secretary then said that it had occurred to him that there 
would be so many questions relating to the arrangements during the 
next few weeks that it would be very helpful if an informal steering 
committee composed of himself and the two Ambassadors could be 
formed.” He said that perhaps the Department could undertake 
related consultation with the Chinese Ambassador. He emphasized 
that he was making this suggestion from the point of view of con- 
venience of the other sponsoring governments and he made it clear, in 
response to inquiries, that the committee would deal with questions 
of procedure and arrangements rather than of substance. It was 
agreed, however, that if the committee were established it would serve 
as a means of transmission and communication on matters of policy 
connected with the Conference. - 

Ambassador Gromyko said that the proposal seemed to him to be 
a good idea and Lord Halifax also indicated his agreement. ‘They 
both said that they would take the matter up with their Governments 
and let us have a prompt reply. It was further understood that each 
of the Ambassadors would nominate a deputy for liaison with the 

Department on these matters. | 

The Secretary said that through the proposed informal steering 
committee and liaison with the nominated deputies of the Ambas- 
sadors it would be possible to go over maps, charts and other plans 
for the arrangements and later to discuss which countries might be 
proposed for various commission and committee positions. He said 
that he thought it would be helpful if the sponsoring governments 
could agree on these matters in advance of the Conference. 

*° Memorandum of conversation, by the Secretary of State, March 13, not 
printed. 

70 A copy of the memorandum was transmitted also to the Chinese Ambassador 

CTThe ‘text of the memorandum was transmitted to London in telegram 2098, 
repeated on the same date to Moscow as telegram 6387, and to Chungking as tele- 
gram 462. 

7 Infra. 
™The so-called “Informal Organizing Group on Arrangements for the San 

Francisco Conference”, composed of the Secretary of State and the British, 
Soviet, and Chinese Ambassadors, held its first meeting April 3, 1945, the second 
April 10, and last April 18.
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Ambassador Gromyko asked who would take the initiative in call- 
ing meetings of the committee and the Secretary suggested that Mr. 
Hiss would be asked to undertake this responsibility. This seemed 
to be agreeable. In this connection the Secretary said that he had 
in mind that the Conference might select Mr. Hiss to act as Secretary- 

General. 7 | 
The Secretary then said that, in the event that the two Governments 

agreed with his proposal, he hoped that it might be possible to have 
a prompt meeting of the steering committee. He explained that he 
would be away next week and he said that he hoped that a meeting 
of the committee could: be arranged in his absence. It was agreed 
that as soon as the two Ambassadors have received comments of their 
respective Governments they would notify the Department and a 
meeting might be arranged immediately thereafter, if there seemed 
to be sufficient pending matters to warrant a meeting at that time. 
It was also agreed that in any event, as soon as they had received 
the comments of their Governments on the memorandum which had 
been handed to them, they would meet with appropriate officers of 
the Department. 

- At this point the Secretary said that he wondered whether the 
Ambassadors would not be agreeable to having the Chinese Ambas- 
sador join in as a member of the proposed committee, assuming that 

the committee will be agreeable to the British and Soviet Govern- 
ments. Ambassador Gromyko asked whether any consultation on 
this matter had yet taken place with the Chinese Ambassador and 
the Secertary replied in the negative, saying that he had wished to 
take up the matter first with Lord Halifax and Ambassador Gromyko. 
Ambassador Gromyko indicated that he assumed there would be no 
objection to participation by the Chinese Ambassador in the com- 
mittee if it is established. It was understood that he would ask his 
Government about this aspect of the matter also. Lord Halifax 
pointed out that the Chinese are one of the sponsors and indicated 
that he thought the Chinese Ambassador should participate in the 
proposed committee if it is created. 
Ambassador Gromyko asked whether the Secretary had yet for- 

mulated proposals with respect to committees and subcommittees of 
the commissions. The Secretary replied in the negative and said 

that we hoped to have more concrete proposals on this point before 
the next meeting on the subject of the Conference.
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500.CC/3-1545 | 

- Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State ® 

TENTATIVE SuccEsTIONS WitH ReEsrpect TO ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 
‘San Francisco CONFERENCE 

Following the return of the Secretary of State from the Conference 
at Mexico City tentative proposals concerning the organization of 

the Conference at San Francisco have been formulated by the Depart- 
ment for the consideration of the other, sponsoring Governments. 
We shall hope to communicate additional and more detailed proposals 
shortly. 

1. Procedure of Conference meetings 

_ We anticipate that the normal conference proceedings will be fol- 
lowed, with plenary sessions and meetings of principal commissions, 
committees and subcommittees. _ | 

We consider that it would be desirable to have four principal com- 
missions which would, respectively, cover the following major topics: 
(a) general structure and powers of the United Nations organization 
including international trusteeship matters, (b) maintenance of peace 
and security, (c) economic and social cooperation, and (d@) judicial 
organization. re 

_ We anticipate that the initial meetings of the Conference would be 
held in plenary session and that after the organizing of the Confer- 
ence has been completed the Conference would resolve itself into 
meetings of the commissions. The commissions in turn, after agree- 
Ing upon their own agenda and such general discussions as they might 
desire, would resolve themselves into committees and subcommittees. 
We would anticipate that most of the discussion and drafting would 
take place in these committees and subcommittees. Coordination and 
joint periodic review by the heads of delegation would be achieved 
by the steering committee and the executive committee referred to 
in the next paragraph. 

2. Officers of the Conference, Steering Committee and Executive 
Committee 

We think it might be desirable if the Conference were to have a 
president and three vice-presidents, these positions to bé ‘held: by 
representatives of the four sponsoring powers. The presidents of 
the four commissions mentioned above might appropriately be selected 
from among representatives of other major nations. Representation 

for still other participating nations would seem to be desirable as 
chairmen of committees and subcommittees of the commissions and 
as rapporteurs. | | | a 

8 Enclosure to a letter of March 15, handed to the British and Soviet Ambas- 
sadors on March 16, not printed. | oo oe
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We suggest that there be a steering committee, composed of chair- 
men of all delegations, to make determinations of policy and to decide 
matters of special importance relating to conference arrangements 
and that there might be an executive committee of perhaps eleven 
members composed of the president and vice-presidents of the con- 

ference together with the presidents of the four commissions and 
three other chairmen of delegation. The executive committee would 
be responsible for preparing recommendations to the steering com- 
mittee and would be assisted by a coordination and drafting coramittee 
composed of :a deputy for each member of the executive cominittee. 

3. Information policy 

We have indicated publicly in answer to inquiries from the press 
our confidence that the Conference will follow a liberal information 
policy and, having in mind the successful information policy fol- 
lowed at other Conferences, we have said that it is our view that 
plenary sessions and sessions of the full commissions should be open 
to representatives of the press and to such members of the public as 
space may permit. : 
_ We anticipate that the Conference will have a chief press officer 
who might have associated with him press officers representing mem- 
bers of the executive committee. 

We consider it desirable that the President of the Conference, as- 
sisted by the Vice-Presidents and possibly chairmen of commissions, 
hold regularly-scheduled daily brief meetings with the press. 

4, Secretariat | 

We consider that the Secretariat should include representatives of 
various of the participating nations. We have been thinking in terms 
of management, administrative and clerical personnel being furnished 
by this Government, the principal secretaries of the commissions and 
their committees and subcommittees to be named by other participat- 
ing Governments. 

Wasuineton, March 16, 1945. 

RSC Lot 58-D 191 | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
(Dunn) 

| [Wasuineton,| March 17, 1945. 

The Soviet Ambassador came in this morning to inform the De- 
partment of the number of persons in the Soviet Delegation to the 
San Francisco Conference. He said it was to be composed as follows: 

“ For a press statement by the Secretary of State on March 15 on the proposed 
procedure regarding press, radio,.and motion pictures, see Department. of State 
Bulletin, March 18, 1945, p. 435.
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10 delegates re : | : 
12 advisers and experts 
10 correspondents and cinema operators , 
90 assistants, secretaries, and staff, making a total of 122. . 

The Ambassador then went on to say that the number of persons 

which. would compose the Ukrainian and White Russian Republics 
would amount to a total of thirty persons, I remarked that no invi- 
tation had been issued to the Ukrainian and White Russian Republics 
to attend the Conference and that no provision had been made for 
a delegation from those entities. The Ambassador then stated that 
according to the agreement: made at the Crimean Conference,” these 
two Republics were to be initial members of the International Or- 
ganization, and that they would be expected therefore to be present 
at San Francisco and take their place among the participants in the 
drawing up of the charter. I said that I was not familiar with the 
details of any arrangement which might have been made at the 

Crimean Conference in this respect, but that in my own opinion if 
the two Republics were to be “initial members” of the new Organi- 
zation, I did not myself see how that would justify their being present 
at the Conference at San Francisco as they could not be “initial mem- 
bers” of an organization until the organization was itself constituted ; 
and that of course the International Organization would not be consti- 

tuted and begin to function until at least a certain number of the sig- 
natories to the charter had had their adherence to the charter ratified 
according to their constitutional processes, and there had been an op- 
portunity to.convene the representatives of the states which had joined 
the Organization for the purpose of having its initial meeting. The 
Ambassador said that it was his understanding, and he believed that 
of his Government, that the agreement to consider these two Republics 
as having the right to “initial membership” entitled them to participate 
in the Conference at which the charter of the Organization would be 
drawn up. He asked whether the representatives of the governments 
at the Conference would not have full powers and would not be ex- 

pected to sign the charter in the name of their governments. I said 
that that was our expectation, whereupon he gave as his opinion that 
initial membership involved the signing of the charter as an original 
member of the Organization and that it was therefore necessary for 
these two Republics to be present at the Conference to participate in 
the discussions leading to the conclusion of the instrument or statute 
founding the Organization and to exercise their rights as “initial 
members” of the Organization by signing the charter at San Fran- 

® Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 976; see also memorandum of March 19 by 
the Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs, ibid., p. 990.
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cisco. I again stated that I myself could not see how it was possible 
to become a member of an organization until the organization was 
constituted; that it was after the organization was'set up and func- 
tioning that the exercise of membership began; that the coutitries 
represented at the Conference would not necessarily all be members 
of the Organization; that it was conceivable that some countries pres- 
ent at the Conference would not ratify the adherence to the Organi- 
zation indicated by the signature of their representative and therefore 
the act of participating in the Conference was not directly related to 
the question of membership; that they were two separate things. The 
Ambassador stated that in any event he had been instructed to inform 
us as to the size of the delegation from the Ukraine and White Russia 
and that the plans for attending the Conference included the sending 
of such personnel to San Francisco. : | 

T explained to the Ambassador that I was not in a position to 
discuss this matter definitively with him, as I was not precisely 
informed with respect to the arrangement he had referred to and 
that I would be very glad to report to the Secretary the information 
he had given me and that he should consider that our conversation 
on the subject of the representation of the two Republics was un- 
official and informal and that any further discussion on the matter 
would have to be referred to the Secretary for clarification. 

ee er ~ - James Crement Dunn 

RSC Lot No. 122 (Rev) : SC-79 
Memorandum by the Interdepartmental Committee on Dependent — 

|  . Areas 7 

/ | [Wasuineton,|] March 17, 1945. 

_ The attached draft statement of arrangements for international 

trusteeship is submitted to the Secretary’s Staff Committee from the 
Inter-Departmental Committee on Dependent Areas for consideration 
and approval prior to its clearance with other interested departments 
and with the President.” Following such clearance, this document 
will be: transmitted to the other governments as our part of an ex- 
change of documents on this subject. | 

' ™ This committee (whose State Department representatives were appointed 
on January 5) held its first meeting on February 2 and its last on March 15. 
For information on the interdepartmental consideration of 'trusteeship, see Post- 
war Foreign Policy Preparation, pp. 387 ff. and 428 ff. 
The above-mentioned draft statement (SC-—79),-as amended at the final 

meeting of the Interdepartmental Committee on Dependent Areas on March 15, 
was recorded as the ninth draft. The Secretary’s Staff Committee gave its 
approval on March 20 before the paper was submitted to the Secretaries -of 
War and ‘the Navy and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. for clearance. President 
Roosevelt informed Secretary Stettinius, orally, on March 29 that they would 
review the trusteeship paper within a week or ten days.
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- The Inter-Departmental Committee is also considering: (1) a draft 
declaration regarding the administration of dependent areas; and (2) 
a draft plan for regional advisory commissions. 

The overriding importance of the trusteeship question and the 
shortness of time make it essential that the paper on trusteeship be 
transmitted at the earliest possible date. : 

It is understood that the British Embassy has a paper covering the 
three subjects (trusteeship, draft declaration, and regional commis- 
sions) which they would be ready to give us as soon as it is cleared 
with the Dominions and, presumably, whenever we are ready to ex- 
change papers with them. | | 
.. A telegram has been sent to our missions at London, Moscow, and 
Chungking 8 proposing that discussions at the technica] level be held 
shortly after the first of April and suggesting that France be invited 
to participate in the exchange of papers and in the discussion thereof. 

. ANNEX I | | 

ae | CHAPTER oe 

ARRANGEMENTS FOR INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIP 

(Note 1: This draft deals with principles and mechanism 
only and makes no assumption about the inclusion of any _ 
specific territory.) | ae 

(Note 2: If included as a chapter of the Charter of the Orga- 
- nization, the provisions of this draft would need to beharmo- 
' nized with the other provisions of the Charter.) «| 

Section A | | OS 
Purposes — | oe Oo 

1. The Organization should establish under its authority a system 
of international trusteeship for the administration and supervision 
of such territories as may be placed thereunder. — 
.2. The basic objectives of the trusteeship system should be: (a) to 

further international peace and security; (b) to promote, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of a declaration of principles to be agreed 
upon, the political, economic, and social advancement of the trust. 
territories and their inhabitants and their progressive. development 
toward self-government; and (c) to provide for non-discriminatory 
treatment in trust territories for:the economic and other appropriate 
civil activities of the nationals of all member states. | ee 

Section B | : 
Scope and Method of Establishment | 

1. The trusteeship system should apply only to such territories in 
the following categories as may, by trusteeship..arrangements, be 

"8 Telegram 2049, March 16, midnight, to London, p.128. | | 

723—-681—67——13
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placed thereunder: (a) territories now ,held under mandate; (6) 

territories which may be detached from enemy states as a. result of 
this war; and (c) territories voluntarily placed under the system by 
states responsible for their administration.  =8 © 
2. The trusteeship arrangements by. which territories would be 

placed under the trusteeship system should in each case include: .... 

« a a statement establishing the title in the Organization as trustee; 
Ob. .the designation .of: the administering authority, which may: be 

either a member state or an international mixed commission; —=s_—™ 
_¢. the designation, where. strategic considerations are controllin 

and in the interest of security, of certain territories, or parts thereof, 
as strategic areas for the purposes of the trusteeship system; 
| d. a statement of the: respective rights ‘and responsibilities of the 
Organization.and of the administering authority, taking into account, 
in giving :effect to the basic objectives of the trusteeship system, the 
geographical situation of the territory, its political and economic 
characteristics, and its designation as a strategic or non-strategic area; 
an oo, 

e. appropriate provision for non-discriminatory treatment for the 
nationals of all member states, with such exceptions in strategic areas 
as may be required in the interest of security. | 

Section C 
Structure and Procedures | | | 

1. The functions of the Organization with respect, to. the trustee- 
ship system should, be exercised, as specified in Sections E,-F, G, 
and H, by the General Assembly and the Trusteeship Council, each 
acting by a two-thirds vote of those present and voting, and, with 
respect to matters concerning strategic areas, also by the Security 
Council, acting with the concurrence of all of the permanent members. 

2. The Trusteeship Council should be composed of specially qual- 
ified representatives designated (a) one each by the states administer- 
ing trust territories, and (6) one each by an equal number of’ other 
states named for three-year periods by the General Assembly, initial 
designations being so arranged that one-third would expire each year. 
The Trusteeship Council should make provision for appropriate rep- 
resentation’ of international mixed commissions administering trust 
territories. It should make arrangements for representatives of 
appropriate specialized organizations or agencies to participate in its 
deliberations, without the right to vote. | oe 

' 3. The Trusteeship Council should have the technical assistance 
of a permanent staff which should constitute a part of the Secretariat 
of the Organization. coe 

Section D ee SO ’ 
Territorial Charters. «+ Se 

‘1. As soon as practicable after the trusteeship arrangements for’ 
territory are completed, the administering authority thereof should
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submit to the General Assembly the territorial charter for thé adminis- 
tration of that trust territory. This territorial charter should be 

drawn in accordance with the general terms of the trusteeship arrange- 
ments and should set forth the rights and obligations of the parties 
concerned and the fundamental rights of the inhabitants. This. char- 
ter should become effective on approval by the General Assembly and 
should constitute a part of the organic law of the territory. 

2. The terms of each territorial charter should take into account 
the stage of development of,the people and other relevant factors. _ 
Section E. , | | - co 
Concurrent Powers of the General Assembly, the Trusteeship Council. 

and the Security Council | 

The General Assembly and the Trusteeship Council, and, in ‘the 
case of strategic areas, the Security Council, acting concurrently, 
should have authority: oe a _ 

a. to alter the trusteeship arrangements; toot: 
6. toamend the territorial charters within the scope of the respective 

trusteeship arrangements; | _ | 
¢. to remove an administering authority for failure to fulfill the 

terms of its trusteeship arrangement or of the territorial charter, 
and to arrange for the designation of another administering authority ; 

ad. to determine the conditions which must be met for the attainment 
of self-governing status; and : . 

e. to terminate trusteeship over any territory when these conditions 
have been met. = | a ee 

Section F _ | - : a 

Powers of the General Assembly... - | re 

The General Assembly should be empowered::.. 9° -:. , 

a. to negotiate and approve on behalf of the Organization the several 
trusteeship arrangements by which territories are placed. under’ the 
trusteeship system of the Organization; = «© °° © a 

6. to approve the territorial charters; 
c. tocall for and to consider the reports and decisions of the Trustee- 

ship Council, and to make recommendations thereon; = =... 
. to institute investigations into, any: aspect of the trusteeship 

system and administration, subject, in the case of strategic areas, to 
such provisions in the respective trusteeship arrangements as may be 
required for security purposes; 

- @.to make recommendations, on its own initiative, or on the recom- 
mendation of the Trusteeship Council, regarding the economic, social, 
and political development of.any trust territory;and. oo 

_f. to exercise such other powers, in addition to those specified above, 
as.may be vested in it by any trusteeship arrangement. ©. 

Section G Ce 

Powers.of the Trusteeship Counetl 0 0 ri 

\. The Trusteeship Council should be empowered:. = .
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a. to advise the authorities administering trust territories; 
6. to receive petitions; . : o 

_ ¢e. to assist the Security Council at its request; | 
d. to make public its records and reports; oo 
e. to adopt its own rules of procedure and the method of selecting 

its President; and ~ 
f. to exercise such other powers, in addition to those specified above, 

as may be vested in it by any trusteeship arrangement. - 

2. The Trusteeship Council, subject, in the case of strategic areas, 
to such provisions in the respective trusteeship arrangements as may 
be required for security purposes, should also be empowered: 

a. to call for and examine reports from the administering au- 
thorities ; 

. 6, to interrogate representatives of those authorities; 
ce. to review periodically the financial position of each trust 

territory ; : 
d. to conduct periodic inspections in the trust territories. 

Section H _ - | 
Powers of the Security Council | oO 

The Security Council should have authority to exercise such other 
powers in addition to those specified herein as may be vested in -it 
by any trusteeship arrangement. _ | | a | 

Section I | | 
Finance - : | | 

The revenues of each trust territory should be employed exclusively 
for the administration and development of the territory. Any addi- 
tional amounts required for these purposes should be provided by the 
administering authority, with such assistance in obtaining financing, 
when necessary, as may be arranged by the General Assembly. The 
costs of supervision by the Organization should be provided in the 
budget of the Organization. | a 

500.CC/ 3-1745 : Telegram : a | 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
oe of State. - - 

| ne _Lonpon, March 17, 1945—7 p. m. 
: a [Received March 17—5: 42 p. m.] 

9791. The following ‘observations were made today by an official 
of the Foreign Office regarding the status of various questions now 
under discussion between London and Washington concerning the 
San Francisco Conference: - | ro : 

1. Syria and Lebanon: Taking into consideration the views of the 
American Government, the reported concurrenceof. Russia and



UNITED NATIONS: CONFERENCE - 139 

China,” and the interest expressed by the Arab States (reEmbtel 
9527, March 11, 3 p. m.®), the Foreign Office is inclined to favor 
participation of Syria and Lebanon in the San Francisco Conference, 
but feels that it would be advisable to clear the proposal. with the 
French who have recently been badgering the Foreign Office on this 
subject and are apparently apprehensive of being faced by a fazt 
accompli. Information to this effect has already gone forward to the 
British Embassy at Washington for transmission to the Department, 
and the Foreign Office has under preparation a further communica- 
tion suggesting that, provided the other sponsoring powers are agree- 
able, the American Government, as the inviting power, should ap- 

proach the French on the matter.* : 
2. Consultations regarding International Court of Justice: The 

‘Foreign Office is in general agreement with the views of the Depart- 
ment (reDeptel 1944, March 13, 11 [70] p. m.) on this subject and a 
reply to the Embassy to that effect has been drafted, mcluding the 
added suggestion that, if- the work of the jurists is not completed by 
the time the Conference begins, the scene of their activities would be 
-transferred to San Francisco. Oo 

3. Polish participation: The. Foreign Office not. only shares the 
views of the State Department regarding the non-participation at the 

 ® Acting Secretary Grew informed Ambassador Winant in his telegram 1847, 
Marth 10, 1 p: m., that this Government perceived no objection to an invitation 
being extended to Syria and Lebanon (740.0011 EW 1939/3-1045). Approval by 
the Chinese and the Soviet Governnients was reported in telegrams 404, March 11, 
“noon, from Chungking (500.CC/3-1145), and 782, March 16, 8 p. m., from Moscow 
(740.0011 EW 1989/3-1645). On March 16, Mr. Michael Wright, of the British 
Embassy, reported to the Department that the British Government favored 
admission of the Levant States to the United Nations and invitation to the 
Conference (500.CC/3-1645). . ; 

” Not printed ; a note of March 23 from the Egyptian Chargé (Azer) to Acting 
Secretary Grew expressed the hopes of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs: of 
Egypt and Iraq and the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Saudi Arabian 
Kingdom that Lebanon and Syria would be invited to attend the Conference 
(500.CC/3-2345). - , 

. |JIn telegram 1116, March 21, 10 p. m, to Paris (500.CC/3-2145), Acting 
Secretary Grew informed Ambassador Caffery that the French Embassy in 
‘Washington had been informed that the British were giving the French an 
opportunity to take the initiative in suggesting that these two nations adhere 
to the Declaration and that they be invited to San Francisco; the French Coun- 
selor (Lacoste) indicated on March 23 that the French Government desired to 
take the initiative in proposing that Syria and Lebanon be invited to the Con- 
ference (500.CC/3-2845). In telegram 69, March 23, 8 p. m., to Beirut, Acting 
‘Secretary Grew informed the Minister in Lebanon (Wadsworth) of a planned 
public announcement that an invitation was being extended to Syria and Leb- 
anon to participate in the Conference and that the French Government took 
the initiative in proposing this move (500.CC/3-2345). For press releases of 
‘March 28 regarding the adherence of Syria and Lebanon to the Declaration by 
United Nations, seé Department of State Bulletin, April 1, 1945,.p. 575. The 
Minister in Lebanon was instructed in-telegram 79, March 29, 3 p. m., to deliver 
immediately-to ‘the Governments of Syria and Lebanon. an invitation to the Con- 
ference (500.CC/3-2945). Ce |
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San Francisco Conference. of the present: Polish. Provisional Govern- 
‘ment in Moscow .(reDeptel 2018, March 15, midnight) but:mipht even 
-be inclined to go:further in taking a strong stand in that: respect. 
A reply to the Embassy indicating general agreement :but including 
certain suggestions. as to detail is under consideration and will be 
delivered shortly; . ©: sg, 

4, Trusteeship: The first reaction of the official consulted was that 
the Foreign Office would doubtless agree to the inclusion’of:the French 
m these consultations (reDepts 2049, March 16, midnight) and also 
to their being conducted on a technical level with Washington as the 
site. He was doubtful, however, whether the pressure of work here 
and personnel limitations would permit the arrival of: the British 
delegation until after the first week of April. He indicated that 
the British delegation might be headed by the Under Secretary of 
State forthecolonie.: © °° 
Se I | Winant 

RSC Lot 60-D 224,Bor100 SF 

Ewtracts. From the Diary of Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary of 
State, December 1, 1944-July 3, 1945 OO 

oe - -: 18 March-7 April, 1945. 
a | oo... (Section Eight) .- 

_ Dependent Peoples. I reported during my Staff Committee meet- 
ing of March 80 that President. Roosevelt had agreed to review our 
statement on arrangements for international trusteeship within the 
next week or ten days, and I asked that Mr. Hiss have the statement 
ready to..present to the President as soon as possible. Secretary 
‘Stimson phoned me later in the morning that he and I should get 
together. to talk over the intricate problem of trusteeships.2 We 
agreed to meet with Secretary Forrestal in Stimson’s office on Monday, 
April 2 at 11 a.m. This appointment was duly kept, and I took 
Assistant Secretary Dunn with me.®* By the time the Staff Com- 
mittee met on April 6 I had to report a very serious difference of 
opinion among State, War and Navy Department officials regarding 
trusteeships. Both the War and Navy Departments were taking the 
position that the United States should announce it was going to keep 
the Pacific Islands which had been won during the campaigns against. 

"For comments on this subject by Secretary Stimson at a meeting of March 30 
with Secretary Forrestal, see Walter Millis (ed.), The Forrestal Diaries, p. 37. 

-. No verbatim record of discussion found in Department files; but see Henry L. 
Dlanien pea Service in Peace and War, pp. 600-602, and The Forrestal
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the Japariese.* I advised the Committee 'that I was going to send 
a short memorandum to the President presenting both sides and point- 
ing out the importance of my discussing it with the President and 
reaching a decision promptly.= = ee 

_ On April 7, President Roosevelt, sent me for my information a 
| letter from Secretary Ickes,** who took, the vaew that, while we should 
be “the administering power for the. Japanese, mandated, Islands,” 
we should not insist upon. “complete sovereignty” because this would 
give an opening for the British—for example—to claim absolute title 
to areas in the Middle East which would injure our security interests 
as well as commercial interests involved in “our great stake in Middle 
Eastern oil”. He felt also that we should reach at ‘San Francisco 
“an agreement on the subjects of mandated territories. and dependent 
areas”. — a 

500.CC/3-1945, a | : en ete 

The Latvian Minister (Bilmamis) to the Secretary of State™: 

Se  ‘Wasuinoron, March 19, 1945, 
Nd os a - fie, rp } vf .° 

Sir: The Department of State Bulledin of February, 18, 1945, in 
reproducing the report of the Crimea Conference, announced that 
an international conference would be called to meet at San Francisco 
on April 25, 1945, to prepare the charter of a general. international 
organization to maintain peace and security. Also Latvia .would 
have to live under this organization after peace and normal life are 
again restored in Europe. Thus it would be quite in order for Latvia 
also to participate in the elaboration of such a charter bearing on its 
future life. In almost all declarations issued in result of the con- 

* Acting Secretary Grew informed the Secretary’s Staff Committee on March 20 
that the trusteeship matter had been discussed in the President’s Cabinet and 
there had been agreement that there should be no annexation but de facto control 
over the Pacific Islands. For President Roosevelt’s comments on trusteeship 
at a Cabinet meeting of March 9, see The Forrestal Diaries, p. 33; see also mem- 
orandum of the President’s last press conference, April 5, post, p. 196. 

* For data on the Secretary’s change of attitude that took place between the 
meetings of April 2 and April 6, see memorandum by the Chief of the Division of 
Dependent Areas (Gerig), April 7, p. 204, and the extract from the Diary of 

EHdward R. Stettinius, Jr., 8-14 April, p. 209. . oo | 
. ® See memorandum of April 5 by Secretary Ickes to President Roosevelt, p. 198. 

* Handed by the Latvian Minister to Mr. Merritt N. Cootes of the Division of 
Eastern European Affairs, on March 19. Mr. Cootes stated in an attached mem- 
orandum: “In handing me the attached note, the Latvian Minister stated that 
he knew it would be difficult to comply with the request contained in his note 
but that he was sending this note to the Secretary as indication of his desire 
to do everything possible for the Latvian people.” In a note of April 2, not 
printed, the Secretary acknowledged receipt of the Latvian note.
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ferences of the great democratic powers it has always been emphasized 
that all peace loving nations, big and small, would freely participate 
in the post-war peace organization. Actually, it can be understood 
from the texts of these declarations that all peace loving countries 
would be welcomed into such an international peace and security 
organization. — | — 

_ Latvia has always been a peace loving country, and following the 
invitation expressed in Article 3 of the Declaration by United Na- 
tions, immediately on January 4, 1942, announced its willingness to 
join the United Nations.® In this connection it offered’ them all pos- 
sible assistance in winning the war and turned over to the United 
States Government all its merchant vessels in the Western Hemisphere. 

Those Latvian vessels that have not been sunk by German U-boats 
are still conveying goods for the United Nations. The Latvian nation 
has also conducted an underground struggle against the Nazi invaders 
under the guidance of the Latvian Central Underground Council. — 

Unfortunately, Latvia does not have a government in exile, as its 
legal President and the legal cabinet members were deported to the 
U.S.S.R. in 1940,°° and at present it is still occupied by foreign mili- 
tary forces. However, on the basis of the Emergency Powers issued 
to him by the legal Latvian Government, Mr. K. Zarine, Latvian 
Minister in London, has authorized me to participate in any interna- 
tional conference taking place in the Western Hemisphere. _ 

Taking into consideration all the above facts, I have the honor to 
inform you that Latvia would be willing to participate in the San 
Francisco Conference in case it were invited to do so, and I would 
act as its legal representative. , 

Accept [etc. ] ALFRED BILMANIS 

500.CC/3-2245 : Telegram 

The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Eden) to the 
| British Ambassador in the United States (Halifax)* 

| {Paraphrase] .. | 

| _ [Lonpvon,] March 21, 1945. 
* T recently asked His Majesty’s Ambassador at Moscow to enquire 
if M. Molotov could give me any indication of his personal plans in 

-:® See memorandum of Jatiuary 6, 1942, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
(Berle), Foreign Relations, 1942, vol. 1, p. 29. 

® For documentation on the occupation of the Baltic States and their incorpora- 
tion into the Soviet Union, see ibid., 1940, vol. 1, pp. 357 ff. 

“Paraphrase copy handed to Assistant Secretary Dunn on March 22, by. 
the Counselor of “Embassy (Wright). On‘ the transmittal chit of the British 
Embassy, Mr. Dunn wrote: “Answered orally by me March 22, 1945.” According 
to an attached memorandum of March 22, by Mr. Raynor, Mr. Dunn’s oral 
reply was along the lines of telegram 2234, March 23, noon, to London, p. 150.
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connection with the San Francisco Conference. I have now received 
from the Soviet Ambassador in London * a personal message from 
him dated March 13 in which after informing me that he would lead 
the Soviet Delegation although its full composition had not yet been 
decided, he goes on to say “I take it that the Ukrainian Delegation 
and the Delegation from White Russia will be able to participate 
in the work of the Conference right from the start”. == is 

2. It is not clear whether this means that M. Molotov expects dele- 

gations of the two republics to take part automatically with the 
invited nations in the work of the Conference, or whether he is pro- 
posing that they should turn up in San Francisco in the expectation 
that the Conference will co-opt them at the outset of its work so that 
they. can then take part in the proceedings. 

3. The first alternative would be inconsistent with the wording of 
the English text paragraph 1 (2) of. the secret protocol of the. Cri- 
mean Conference, although I am told that the Russian text might be 
read as slightly less conclusive on this point. 7 

4, As regards the second alternative, we, for our part, contemplated 
that actual participation in the work of the Conference would be con- 
fined to delegations of those states which had formally been invited. 
The Russians from the first argued at the Crimean Conference that 
the Soviet Republics ought to be given “membership” then and there, 
but at the Fourth [Fifth] Plenary Meeting on February 8 Presi- 
dent Roosevelt explained that there would be technical difficulty in 
including two republics amongst the states invited. to attend the Con- 
ference,** and Marshal Stalin agreed to the formula which was adopted 
by the Conference and formed the basis of paragraph 1 (2) of the 
secret protocol. . es: 

5. My inclination is to remind Molotov of the agreement reached 

at the Crimean Conference and to point out that it will be for the 
states invited to the Conference to approve the proposed membership 
of the two republics, who would then be able to take their full share 
im the work of the organisations at the first meeting of the general 
assembly. : OC 

_ 6. But it looks as if the Soviet Government are determined to send 
representatives of the two republics to,San Francisco and it would 
in any case be impossible to prevent individuals going as members 
of the Soviet Union Delegation. We cannot foretell at what stage in 

* Feodor Tarasovich Gusev. | - . | 
_.™ For the Russian text of, paragraph 1 (2) of the Protocol of Proceedings of 
the Crimea ‘Conference, signed February 11, 1945, see Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of the Soviet Union, Stornik deystvuyushchikh dogdvorov, soglasheniy i kon- 
ventsiy, zaklyuchyennykh SSSR & inostrannymi gosudarstvami (Callection of 
Existing Treaties, Agreements and Conventions concluded ‘by the U. 8S. 8: R. with 
Foreign Governments), vol xr (Moscow, 1955), p. 74. For the English text, see 
Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 976. po 

* See ibid., pp, 771, 775.
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the Conference the claim of the two republics to membership would 
be granted, nor. indeed can we assume that we can put this through 
the Conference as the idea will not appeal to many states, -Assuming 
that membership were granted at a fairly early stage, the Conference 
could presumably decide whether or not representatives of the two 
republics could be allowed to take part in the remainder of its pro- 
ceedings. I should not however propose to mention this in any reply 
to M. Molotov. oe 

500.CC/3-2245 | on 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

~Wasuineton, March 22,1945. 
I talked to Ed Stettinius this morning over the telephone,®* and 

he spoke of a matter which I think should be brought to your atten- 
tion. It refers to the question of the two Soviet Republics being 
proposed for admission to initial membership in the International 
Organization with our support in accordance with the discussions at 
Yalta. It appears that this matter is known to quite a number of 
people, including some of ‘the Press, and we know ourselves that the 
British and the Canadians here know of it and have no doubt spoken 
of it to their friends. In these circumstances it would seem. highly 
advisable that you call together the American delegates to the Con- 
ference before you leave town, tell them the facts of the situation, 
and ask their advice as to how this matter should be dealt with. It 
would seem possible to tell the delegates that in order to accomplish 
other things of very great importance there seemed to be no reason 
why this minor request should not have been agreed to, and the dele- 
gates might also be informed that you are in possession of letters 
from both Marshal Stalin and Prime Minister Churchill ® that, if 
‘so desired, the United States might also avail itself of an opportunity 
to arrange for additional representation by its outlying territories.” 

It would seem advisable to inform the delegates because, if by any 
chance the story should break publicly, it might cause considerable 
embarrassment to the Government, and there is no telling of the effect 
it might have on some of the delegates, particularly if they had not 
been informed beforehand. — 

* The Secretary was at his farm, “The Horseshoe”. 
- * President Roosevelt was to go to Warm Springs, Georgia. 

” For letters of February 11 from Prime Minister Churchill and Marshal Stalin 
to President Roosevelt, see Conferences at Malia and Yalta, pp. 967-968. 

* For President Roosevelt’s off-the-record account of how “this plea for votes 
was done” at Yalta, see memorandum on his press conference April 5, p. 196. 
See also Robert E..Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate History, pp. 
855-858 and 876-877. |
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I have called a meeting of the delegates in my office at ten o’clock, 
Friday morning, March 23rd, and, if convenient to you,: we could 
come to the White House for a very few minutes after the meeting 
here or at any time convenient to you. Idoagree with Ed Stettinius 
that it would probably be most advisable to deal with this matter 
before you leave town Saturday evening. a 

| oy oe : JosrrH C, Grew 

500.CC/3-1145 

The Secretary of State to the Polish Ambassador (Ciechanowski) 

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to His Excellency 
the Ambassador of Poland and has the honor to acknowledge the 
Embassy’s note of March 11, 1945 concerning the fact that the Polish 
Government has not received an invitation to take part in the Con- 
ference which will be convened at San Francisco on April 25, 1945. 

As the Embassy. is. aware, the Governments of the United States, 
Great Britain, the Soviet Union and China agreed last month jointly 
to sponsor the Conference referred to in the Embassy’s note under 
acknowledgment. The.invitations to the Conference have been ex- 
tended by agreement of all the sponsoring Governments. It will 
also be recalled that at the Crimea Conference the three participating 
powers agreed upon steps looking to the establishment of 9 new pro- 
visional Polish Government, pledged to the holding of free and un- 
fettered elections as soon as possible on the basis of universal suffrage 
and secret ballot, which would be called the “Polish Provisional Gov- 
ernment of National Unity”. 

Fully appreciating the importance of Polish representation at the 
San Francisco Conference, the United States Government earnestly 
hopes that it will be possible to establish the new Polish Provisional 
Government before the Conference is convened, and that the Govern- 
ments sponsoring the Conference will agree to extend an invitation 
to it. 

‘Wasuineton, March 22, 1945. oo 

* At the White House, President Roosevelt informed the delegates of the 
status of the agreement reached at the Yalta Conference on the possibility of the 
United States having three votes in the General Assembly if the. United Nations 
agreed to let the Soviet Republics have three votes (Postwar Foreign Policy 
Pree mation, p. 422). No verbatim record of this meeting found in Department
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500.CC/3-2245: Telegram : BO 
| The Chargé in China (Atcheson) to the Secretary of State 

ae . | Cuunexine, March 22,.1945—6 p. m. 
oe [Received March 22—10:06 a. m.] 

482. I have received a letter from Soong dated today March 22, 
in reply to my letter of March 19 which I handed him on that date 
and which was based on -Department’s circular of March 16, 9 a. m. 

[p. m.]:* m 
_ “T am in receipt of your letter dated March 19, 1945 and beg to 
inform you that during the Dumbarton Oaks Conference three pro- 
posals were made by the Chinese delegation concerning (1) the set- 
tlement of international disputes according to law and justice (2) 
codification of international law and (3) educational and cultural 
cooperation, to which the American and British delegations both 
agreed. . ’ | 

The form in which these three proposals were finally phrased and 
endorsed by the American and British representatives at Dumbarton 
Oaks will be found in the record of the discussions held.* 

The Chinese Government wishes to take this opportunity to request 
the Government of the United States to transmit, either on behalf 
of China alone or preferably jointly if this course meets with approval 
of the United States and British Governments the above proposals 
to all the governments invited to the San Francisco Conference with 
a view to having them embodied in the final charter of the new in- 
ternational’ organization. 

As a co-sponsor of the United Nations Conference the Chinese 
Government does. not wish to make additional comments on the Dum- 
barton Oaks proposals before the conference is convened.” ? 

7 . . _ ATCHESON 

500.CC/ 3-1346 : Telegram - : 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 

: Wasuineton, March 22, 1945—10 p. m. 

677. The British and Chinese Governments have indicated their 

general approval? of the procedure proposed in the Department’s 

no. 582, March 18, 10 p. m.,* with respect to the convening of a com- 

mittee of jurists at or near Washington prior to the San Francisco 

‘Not printed. oe . . , Oe 7 
18 Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 863. 
2In reply, the Chargé in China was informed in telegram 489, March 24, 7 p. m., 

that the Department was awaiting the Soviet Ambassador’s views regarding the 

note transmitted to him March 17 with respect to the Chinese proposals. For text 

of note, see telegram 619, March 16, 11 p. m., to Moscow, p. 126. 

° Telegrams 2972, March 22, 7 p. m., from London, and 448, March 15, 10 a. m., 

from Chungking, neither printed. 
* See footnote 40, p. 119.
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Conference. The British Government has suggested that in the event 
that the Committee should not complete its work prior to the opening 
of the Conference its deliberation should be continued at San 
Francisco. | 

Please bring this to the attention of the Foreign Office and empha- 
size the urgency of the matter. In view of the short time remaining 
before the opening of the Conference, it is essential that invitations 
be issued soon to enable representatives of governments at a distance 
from Washington to arrive in time for the meeting. 

| | ) "GREW 

500.CC/8-1245 So | | 

The Soviet E’'mbassy to the Department of State ® 

| | _ [Translation] = 

MEMORANDUM _ mo , 

On the 9th of March the Soviet Government approached the United 
States Government on the question of inviting Poland to-the Inter- 
national Conference at San Francisco.° In this connection, the Soviet 
Government expressed its opinion that if, in view of the complexity 
of the question, the reorganization of the Polish Provisional Gov- 
ernment is not accomplished in the near future, the representatives of 
the presently functioning Polish Provisional Government in Warsaw, 
which is exercising authority throughout the entire territory of Poland 
and enjoys the support of the Polish people, should be invited to the 
Conference at San Francisco. | 

Up to the present time the Soviet Government has not received an 
answer concerning this question. Nevertheless, on the 15th of March 
Mr. Stettinius made, at a press conference in Washington, a statement 7 
which is understood to mean that Poland will be represented at the 
Conference at San Francisco only in the event that a reorganization of 
the Polish Provisional Government is realized before the Conference. 
Such a statement, published in the entire press, regarding a still absent. 
answer to the proposal of the Soviet Government of March 9th, creates 
a situation with which the Soviet Government is not able to reconcile. 
itself. | : | | 
. At present, the Soviet Government declares that it awaits a prompt: 
reply to the proposal it has made regarding the inviting of Poland 

* Handed to the Acting Secretary of State on March 22; see memorandum of 
conversation, March 23, infra. 
. -§ See aide-mémoire of March 9, p. 118. 

"See off-the-record press conference statement by,.Acting Secretary Grew. on 
March 5, p. 108, which Secretary Stettinius put on record at his press and radio 
news conference of March 15 (memorandum not printed). . .
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to the Conference at San Francisco and expresses hope for'a favorable 
resolution of the question raised by it. 9° 0 - - 

 Wasuinoton, March 22, 1945. ne oe 

500.CC/S-2845 a Oo 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State ~ 

: | oo , .  .[Wasnrneron,] March'23, 1945. 

~The Soviet Ambassador called at my home last evening at 8:30 at 
his request and left with me the appended memorandum ® repeating 
the former request of the Soviet Government that Poland be invited 
to attend the San Francisco Conference. 

T asked the Ambassador whether this memorandum was being like- 
wise delivered to the other sponsoring powers, Great Britain and 

China. Mr. Gromyko said that he did not know. 
_ I said that we would give full consideration to this memorandum 
but in the meantime I wished to say, in a purely informal way, that 
I thought it would be difficult to invite Poland to attend the conference 
until the proposed unified government had been set up. As things 
stand at present, Soviet Russia recognizes the Lublin Government 
while we recognize the Government in London, and it seems obvious 
that the establishment of the unified government should precede the 
issuance of invitations. | : | _ 

a | JosErH C. GREW 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min, 2 (Hxee) a | . 

Minutes of the Second Meeting (Executive Session) of the United 
States Delegation, Held at Washington, Friday, March 23, 1948, 
10 a.m. . | — = . 

. [Informal Notes—Extracts] 

{Here follows list of names of persons (14) present at meeting. | 
{At the request of the Acting Secretary this meeting was declared 

off the record. | ® a 

Revation or Privates OrcaNnizaTions To THE CONFERENCE. 

Tus Actine Secretary opened the meeting by stating that Mr. 
Stettinius had asked him to call this special meeting to discuss an 
important question that had arisen in connection with the San Fran- 
cisco Conference... . ne a 

Tue Actine Secretary said that the point to be taken up at the 
Secretary’s request concerned the relation of private organizations 

® Memorandum of March 22, supra. _ . os 
* Brackets appear in the original.
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and groups in this country to the San Francisco Conference. In this 
connection two documents were distributed: Draft of Letter to be 
Sent to Various Private National Organizations and alist entitled 
Private National Organizations.” | a - | 
Tum Actine Secretary pointed out that a great number of private 

organizations and groups want to be represented in ‘San Francisco 
and that there were good reasons why many of them should be there. 
However, it was felt to be unfortunate to overload the official. Dele- 
gation with such representatives, although the possibility had been 
considered of recognizing official representatives of a number of these 
organizations as official advisers to the Delegation. If this plan were 
adopted, however, the Delegation would reach tremendous pro- 
portions. BO Oe 
Tue Actina Secretary stated that the thought in the Department 

now was that each organization named on the list of private national 
organizations would send one representative to San Francisco to be 
there for consultation as:this might prove desirable. These repre- 
sentatives would not be official members of the American Delegation, 
but a full system of liaison would be set up to keep them closely in 
touch with the progress of the work. The representatives would be 
consulted from time to time-as appropriate. a 

Senator VANDENBERG urged that, if proper emphasis was put upon 
the fact that the United Nations Conference at San Francisco was 
to be a “peace-keeping” show and not a “peace-making” show, then 
a large number of organizations seeking representation would not 
be interested. RepreseNTATIVE Haron agreed that a clear statement 
of what the Conference was to do would alleviate the situation. 

Tue Actine Secretary asked Mr. Hiss to note that a statement 
along the lines suggested by Senator Vandenberg and Representative 
Katon should be prepared. — - 

At this point the meeting was adjourned to enable the Delegates 
to go to the White House." - | , —_ 

Tas Actine Secretary asked Mr. MacLeish if he would be respon- 
sible for drafting the statement under. discussion. Mr. MacLetsu 
asked whether the decision taken by the Delegates implied that the 
number of official advisers would be increased. There was general 
agreement that this was not implied. Mr. MacLzutsx stated that he 
had one thing further in mind which he thought should be emphasized : 

'! Neither printed. . — re | 7 | / 
4 See memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State, March 22, p. 144.
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the people of this country, indeed the people of the world had been 
invited to diseuss the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and think about. 
them. The: statement that: was now to be drawn up, he felt, should 
not discourage them in any way from continuing to discyss and to 
think about the Proposals, nor should it play down the San Francisco 
Conference. In a real sense, he said, that Conference was the people’s 
show. We would have to give the impression that they could come 
to it yet not invite them—a difficult thing to do. 

Senator ConNALLY added that the statement should stress the 1m- 
practicality of delegates conferring with large numbers of representa-. 
tives due to their heavy duties and schedules. REpresENTATIVE BLoom 
agreed that the.statement should not play up the role of the people 
at the Conference at the expense of the Delegates so that the Delegates 
would be unable to perform their primary responsibilities at San 
Francisco. _ - _ : | | 

The meeting was adjourned by the Acting Secretary at 12:30 p. m. 

500.CC/3-2345 : Telegram : 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
| Kingdom (Winant)” 

ro - WasuHineron, March 23, 1945—noon. 

9934, Gromyko recently called on Mr. Dunn * and informed him 
that the Soviets were planning, in addition to their general delegation, 
to send delegations to San Francisco representing White Russia and 
the Ukraine. Mr. Dunn expressed surprise at this telling the Am- 
bassador that it did not follow the decisions reached at Yalta as he 
understood them but as he had not been there he would refer the 
whole matter to the Secretary. 

The Secretary felt strongly that this was not in accordance with the 
decisions reached at the Crimea and after talking this matter over 
with the President,* who also concurred, called Gromyko in® and 
told him very definitely that this went beyond the Yalta decision and 

_}4 The same: message, with the exception of the final two paragraphs, was trans- 
mitted by the Acting Secretary to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union, for his 
information, in telegram 678, March 22,11 p.m. The Secretary, in a telephone 
eall of March 21 from “The Horseshoe”, had asked. Mr. Lynch to have someone. 
send a telegram to Moscow and London with reference to his conversation with 
Mr. Gromyko the day before. © 
8 See memorandum by Assistant Secretary of State Dunn, March 17, p. 182. 
. No record of conversation found in Department files. _. | 

.* No record found of conversation with Mr..Gromyko, which Mr. Stettinius 
indicated took place on March 20. For memorandum of points to be made by 
me eo oot in talking to Ambassador Gromyko, see Conferences at Matta and
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was entirely inconsistent with our understanding of it. The Secre- 
tary told the Ambassador that he was basing his remarks on our 
records of that Conference and that he was speaking for the President 
as well as himself. The Secretary asked Gromyko to inform his 
Government of our feeling in this matter which the Ambassador 
promised to do at once. The Secretary gained the impression in his 
discussion with the Ambassador that he may not have been requested 
by his Government to take this up officially with us but that point is 
not certain.. Oo , . | | 

For your own secret information what we did agree to at Yalta was 
that if the Soviets should raise at San Francisco the question of these 
two republics becoming initial members of the organization that we 
would support such a proposal. The British agreed to do likewise. 
The question of the two republics being represented at San Francisco 
was actually discussed at the Conference and a negative decision 

reached.® | : 
The following is for your confidential information. 
-We have informed the British Embassy here of the action we have 

taken as Mr. Eden had a similiar message from Molotoff."” | 

500.CC/8-2345 | 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

| a [Wasuineton,]| March 23, 1945. 

The Soviet’ Embassy has just informed us that the Soviet Delegation 
to San Francisco will be as follows: : 

A.A. Gromyko, Chairman * | | 
-. _U.S.S.R. Ambassador to the United States . : 

— K.V.Novicov | 
Chief of the British Department of the Soviet Foreign Office 

S. K. Zarapkin a: | 
| _ Chief of the American Section of the Foreign Office | 

_ ™ See Conferences at Malta and Yaita, p. 992. . 
' See telegram from the British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to the 
British Ambassador in the United States, March 21, p. 142. . 

* This information was contrary to the expectation of the Department; V. M. 
Molotov, People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs, was named as the likely head 
of the Soviet delegation in telegram 820, March 19, midnight, from Moscow 
(500.CC/8-1945). : oa : 

In telegram 891, March 24, 2 p. m., Ambassador Harriman stated that the 
British Ambassador had been informed by Molotov that he would be unable to 
attend the Conference as there was to be a meeting of the Supreme Soviet at the 
same time to consider the budget (500.CC/3-2445). 

For Prime Minister Churchill’s views on the withdrawal of Commissar Molotov 
from San Francisco and the relation of this action to the solution of the Polish 
problem and assurance of a successful conference, see telegram 925, March 27, 
from the British Prime Minister to President Roosevelt, vol. v, p. 185. 

723-681—67- ——14
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A. A. Sobolev Os Sa : 
os Minister Counselor ofthe Soviet EmbassyinLondon . 
8, A. Golunsky oy | : 

Professor of International Law . 
- Professor 8.B. Krylov _ 

| Professor of International Law a 
Rear Admiral K. K. Rodionov oo | 
Lieutenant General A.F. Vasiliev . oo 

- All of these with the exception of Novicov and General Vasiliev 
were present at the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, but it must be pointed 
out that with the exception of the Ambassador this is not a high rank- 
ing delegation. There is not even a Vice Commissar of Foreign 
Affairs or any member of the Government of Cabinet rank. | 

oe | | : _JosepH C. Grew 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to President , 
| Roosevelt  — . | | 

OO _ [Wasutneton,] March 23, 1945. 

Mr, Stettinius telephoned me this afternoon and asked me to request 
your authorization for a short statement along the following lines to 
be used in the event that some announcement is made or that the news 
breaks in some other way on the subject of the representation of the 
two Soviet Republics in the International Organization. : a 

At the Crimean Conference the Soviet Government stated that 
they intended to propose at the San Francisco Conference that the 
two Soviet Republics which had suffered most in the war, the Ukraine 
and White Russia, should be included among the list of original mem- 
bers of the Assembly when the Organization was established. It 
was agreed at the Conference that Great Britain and the United States 
would support this proposal. This is a matter for the nations con- 
vened at San Francisco to decide.?° 

I would, of course, avoid making any statement unless it becomes 
absolutely necessary, although I might add that the story is in the 
current issue of Newsweek and we.are already being questioned 
about it. | a : 

; | . JosEPH C. GREW 

“29 Copy obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, N.Y. 
* President Roosevelt replied in a memorandum of March 26 to Mr. Grew: “I 

think we had better say nothing further about this. F.D.R.” (Hyde Park files).
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500.CC/3-2345 : Telegram . ee 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
Kingdom (Winant)** 

: rk _. . Wasutneron, March 23, 1945—midnight. 

9267. Fhe Department has received from the League of Nations, 
the Permanent Court-of International Justice, the International Labor 

Organization, the Interim Commission on Food and Agriculture, and 
the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation’ Administration requests 
that they be invited to send representatives to the United Nations Con- 
ference ‘at San Francisco. All these are inter-governmental organi- 
zations. There have also been formal and informal inquiries from 
non-governmental international organizations. : 

We believe that a clear distinction should be drawn between inter- 
governmental organizations and non-governmental international or- 
ganizations. The latter should not be invited or encouraged to send 
representatives, but no obstacles would be placed in the way of their 
‘voluntarily sending representatives to San Francisco. 

As regards inter-governmental organizations, the Department 
‘would appreciate being advised whether the other sponsoring govern- 
‘ments would have any objection to this Government making arrange- 
‘ments for unofficial representation at San Francisco of the above- 
named organizations. Such represéntation would be limited to not 
more than two or three persons for each organization. These are 
organizations which will eventually be liquidated or modified as.a 
result of the creation of the proposed United Nations organization or 
which may be brought into formal or informal relationship with the 
new organization. » ee | oy 

Please take ‘this matter up with. the Foreign Minister and inform 
the Departmént as promptly as possible of his views concerning this 
matter: an 

Repeated to Moscow and Chungking.” | 

- GREW 

3 Marginal notation initialed by Mr. Grew: “Approved by the President”. | 
Telegrams 691 and 486, respectively. The Department was informed of the 

‘Chinese and the British concurrence in the proposal in telegram 525, March 28 
from Chungking (500.CC/3-2845), and 3648, April 10, from London (500.CC/4— 
1045). In telegram 999, April 1, 1 p. m., from Moscow, Ambassador Harriman 
reported: “Molotov has written me under date of March 31 to effect that Soviet 
‘Government agrees to participation of non-official representatives of the inter- 
‘Governmental organizations set forth in Department’s 691, March 23, midnight at 
San Francisco Conference. . . . He concludes that Soviet Government also agrees 
‘with opinion of American Government that non-Governmental international orga- 
nizations should not be invited to San Francisco Conference.” (500.CC/4-145)
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600.CC/3—2345 : Telegram 

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

Moscow, March 23, 1945—10 p. m. 
[Received March 23—4: 30 p. m.] 

881. I have received a letter from Molotov dated March 28 stating 
that the Soviet Government agreed to the procedure set forth in the 
Department’s 582, March 13, 10 p. m.,”* concerning the preparation of 
the statute of the International Court of Justice. - Molotov states that 
N. V. Novikov, Counselor of the Soviet Embassy in Washington with 
rank of minister has been appointed the Soviet. representative on. the 
commission of expert jurists and that Professors S. A. Golunsky. and 
S. B. Krylov have been appointed as his advisers. 

Sent.to Department as 881, repeated to London as 134, Chungking 
as 16. | | a, 

_ . Harriman 

500.CC/3—2445 : Circular telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic 
| Representatives ** - 

? . Wasuineton, March 24, 1945—midnight. 
Please deliver immediately to the Foreign Minister of the Govern- 

6 ment to which you are accredited the text of the following invitation : 

_ _ (Begin text) 1. You will recall that no effort was made during the 
_ Dumbarton Oaks Conversations‘to prepare a statute for the interna- 

tional court of justice envisaged by Chapter VII of the proposals on 
the establishment of a general international organization that resulted 
from those discussions. The proposals contemplated that the statute 
should be either (a) the Statute of the Permanent Court of Interna- 

3 See footote 40, p. 119. 
*The diplomatic representatives in Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Can- 

ada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, 
Iraq, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Panama, Para- 
guay, Peru, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Union of South Africa, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
and the United Kingdom (for the Missions to Czechoslovakia, the Netherlands, 
Norway, and Yugoslavia) ; the same invitation was extended to the Philippine 
Commonwealth in a note of March 28 (500.CC/3-2845) ; and, in telegram 80 of 
March 29, 2 p. m., the Minister in Lebanon was instructed to extend ‘the same in- 
vitation to the Government of Syria and the Government of Lebanon (500.CC/3— 
2945). Acceptances were received from all these Governments except those of 
India and the Union of South Africa. a 

The United States informed the other sponsoring Governments of the issuance 
of the invitation on March 27 by telegram 2364, March 27, 6 p. m., to the Ambas- 
sador in the United Kingdom, repeated on the same date to the Ambassadors in 
the Soviet Union and in China as telegrams 716 and 503, respectively (500.CC/3-. 
2745).
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tional Justice,“ continued in force with such modifications as may be 
desirable, or (6) a new statute in the preparation of which the Statute 
of the Permanent Court of International Justice should be used as a 

2. It is now deemed desirable to have a preliminary meeting of ju- 
rists of the United Nations to prepare, prior to the San Francisco 
Conference, a draft of a statute to be submitted to that Conference for 
consideration. — : an 

8. Accordingly, the Government of the United States of America, 
on behalf of itself and of. the Governments of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, and the Republic of China, invites the Government of 
(Note: insert name of Government to which you are accredited) to 
send a representative to a meeting of the United Nations committee 
of jurists to be convened at Washington on April 9, 1945 for the 
purpose of preparing a draft of a statute of an international court 
of justice. 

4, The above-named Governments suggest : 

A. That each of the invited Governments appoint one repre- 
sentative to the committee of jurists, to be accompanied, if desired, 

_ by not more than two advisers. oo 
B. That if the work of the committee of jurists is not com- 

pleted by the time the United Nations Conference begins, sessions 
- should be continued at San Francisco. (nd teat). | 

5. You may inform the Foreign Office that the Chinese Government 
has designated. as its representative Dr. Wang Chung-hui, formerly 
Judge of the Permanent Court of International Justice, with Dr. Hsu 
Mo and Dr. D. V. Che-Tsai Hoo as advisers; that the Soviet Govern- 
ment has designated, with the rank of Minister, N. V. Novikov, Coun- 
‘selor of the Soviet Embassy in Washington, with Professors Golunsky 
‘and Krylov as advisers; and that the United States Government has 
designated as its representative Mr. Green H.:Hackworth, Legal Ad- 
~viser of the Department of State, and advisers to be named.?? 

GREW 

..*% For text, see Conference Series No. 84: The International Court of Justice: 
Selected Documents Relating to the Drafting of the Statute (Department of 
State publication No. 2491), pp. 1-13. pe me 

* For text of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice with: 
the Revisions Proposed (United States Draft) August 15, 1944, see Postwar 
Foreign Policy Preparation, 1939-1945 (Department of State publication No. 
3080), pp. 666-677; text with some variation in nomenclature printed in The 
International Court of Justice, pp. 57-72. 
See ibid., pp. 15-52, for official comments relating to the Statute of the Pro- 

‘posed, International Court of Justice; pp. 538-56, for official comments on the pro- 
‘visions of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals relating to an International Court of 
Justice, and pp. 57-87, for proposals of the various States regarding alterations 
in the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

For complete documentation, see vol. 14, United Nations Committee of Jurists, 
in the series UNCIO Documents. 

7 For general list of representatives and advisers of the United Nations Com- 
mittee of Jurists, see The International Court of Justice, pp. 165-167.
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President: Roosevelt to the Chairman of the Council of People’s 
- : Gommiéissars of the Soviet Union (Staliny® °°). 

WasHineron, 24 March, 1945.. 
214. Ambassador Gromyko has just informed the State Department 

of the composition of the Soviet delegation to the San Francisco. 
Conference. While we have the highest regard for Ambassador 
Gromyko’s character and capabilities and know that he would ably 
represent his country, I cannot help being deeply disappointed that 
Mr. Molotov apparently does not plan to attend. Recalling the 
friendly and fruitful cooperation at Yalta between Mr. Molotov, Mr. 
Eden, and Mr. Stettinius, I know the Secretary of State has been 
looking forward to continuing the joint work in the same spirit at 
San Francisco for the eventual realization of our mutual goal, the 
establishment of an effective international organization to insure a 
secure and peaceful future for the world. 

Without the presence of Mr. Molotov the Conference will be de- 
prived of a very great asset. If his pressing and heavy responsi- 
bilities in the Soviet Union make it impossible for him to stay for 
the entire Conference, I very much hope that you will find it possi- 
ble to let him come at least for the vital opening sessions. Since all 
sponsoring powers and the majority of other countries attending will 
be represented by their Ministers of Foreign Affairs, I am afraid that 
Mr. Molotov’s absence will be construed all over the world as a lack 
of comparable interest on the part of the Soviet Government in the 
great objectives of this Conference. | 

| | RoosEvELT 

500.CC/3-2445 : Circular telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic 
Representatives * 

Wasxuineron, March 24, 1945—midnight. 

Please indicate to the government to which you are accredited that 
the Government of the United States is thinking along the following 

Transmitted by the White House Map Room via Navy channels. Copy of 
telegram obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, N.Y. 

The diplomatic representatives in Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Can- 
ada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
India, Iran, Irag, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Pan- 
ama, Paraguay, Peru, Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom 
(for the American Ambassador and also for the Missions to Czechoslovakia, the 
vee Norway and Yugoslavia), Uruguay, the Soviet Union, and
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lines with regard to certain questions of organization and procedure 
at the San Francisco Conference: , 3 

1. Conference Structure : 

The Conference would meet initially in plenary session during which 
the organization of the Conference would be determined. We believe 
that it would be desirable for the Conference to resolve itself into 
four or five principal commission. = = Se 

The Commissions would agree upon their own agenda and such 
general discussions as might be desirable after which they would 
resolve themselves into committees, totaling probably ten or twelve, 
and such subcommittees as may be deemed necessary. As is cus- 
tomary most of the discussion and drafting would take place in the 
committees and subcommittees. pe re 

2. Officers and Standing Committees of the Conference = > 
It is believed that the officers of the Conference, including those 

of the commissions and committees should be selected on as widely 
representative basis as possible. | . SG 

Determinations of poliey and decisions on matters of special im- 
portance relating to Conference arrangements might be entrusted 
to.a Steering Committee composed of the Chairmen of the delega- 
tions. There might be established also an Executive Committee of 
probably eleven members. 

3. Information Policy ee 
In answer to numerous inquiries this Government has indicated 

publicly its confidence that the Conference will adopt a liberal in- 
formation policy.*° We have expressed the view that the plenary ses- 
sions and the meetings of the full commissions should be open to repre- 
sentatives of the press and to the members of the public so far as 
space will permit. This is the policy followed successfully at recent 
international conferences. | _ Lo 

It is anticipated that the Conference will have a Press Office staffed 
by experienced press relations officials and assisted by representatives 
of the delegations. 

_ Considering such factors as are now known this Government is 
formulating its plans on the basis that the Conference will be in ses- 
sion from four toeight weeks. __ 
_ Please emphasize to the government to which you are accredited 
that the foregoing observations are of a tentative character and that 
the Government of the United States will welcome any comments 
which the other participating governments may wish to offer. 
__A special circular follows outlining preliminary information, on 
physical arrangements at San Francisco and special facilities to be 
extended to the delegations in connection with the Conference.** 

| GREW 

* For statement by the Secretary of State, March 15, on proposed procedure 
regarding press, radio, and motion pictures, see Department of State- Bulletin, 

March 18, 1945, p. 435. a 7 
* UNCIO doce. No. 4, March 24, 7 p. m., not printed. |
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500.CC/3-2545 | | 

The Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation] | | 

7 7 7 _ [Wasrineron,] March 25, 1945. 
Your Excenency : In accordance with instructions of the Soviet 

Government I request you to bring the following to the attention of 
the Government of the United Statesof America. | 

The Crimea Conference took a decision regarding the calling of 
a conference on April 25, 1945. at San Francisco for the creation of a 
‘world international organization for the maintenance of international 
peace and security. It is fully evident, that the states participating 
in the conference at San Francisco will appear as charter members of 
the new organization. | Gg 
- In accordance with the proposal of the Soviet Government, the 
Crimea Conference took the following decision: _ 

“When the conference on a world organization takes place, the 
delegates of the United Kingdom and the United States will support 
a proposal for the admission to charter membership of two Soviet 
Socialist Republics, namely, the Ukrainian and the White Russian.” ** 

This decision leaves no doubt that the question of the admission of 

the Ukraine and White Russia to charter membership should be raised 
at one of the first sessions of the conference at San Francisco and 
that, after the favorable vote of the conference, the representatives 
of these two republics should be guaranteed full participation in the 
proceedings of the conference mentioned, in the category of charter 
members of the world international security organization. The So- 
viet Government does not see any necessity to repeat here the argu- 
ments set forth by it in support of the above mentioned decision at the 
Crimea Conference; however, it considers it opportune to recall the 
statement of Mr. Churchill at the Crimean deliberations ** to the effect 

that it is illogical to invite to the conference at San Francisco all the 
small countries, which have contributed almost nothing toward victory 
and only at the last moment have declared war, and, at the same time, 
withhold an invitation to the two Soviet republics which have made 
such great sacrifices in the struggle with Germany. — | 

It follows from the above that the Soviet Government cannot agree 
with the interpretation of the decisions of the Crimea. Conference 
which is given by the Government of the United States of America, 
naniely, that the Ukraine and White Russia should not participate 
in the conference at San’Francis¢o and that only after the San Fran- 
cisco Conference, when a suitable decision will be taken, will they be 

able to participate in the Assembly of the organization. . 

2 Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 976, par. 2(b). | oe SO 
" Tbid., p. T75. So
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The Soviet Government insists that in conformity with the decision 
of the Crimea Conference, the Soviet Ukraine and the Soviet White 
Russia be guaranteed participation in the Conference at San Francisco 
as charter members. 

Accept [etc.] a A. GromyKo 

500.CC/3—2645 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
: of State 

, . a Lonpon, March 26, 1945—7 p. m. 

. [Received 10:50 p. m.] 
3117. ReEmtel 3052, March 24,1 p.m.* In a reply dated today 

on the question of Polish representation at San Francisco, Eden states 
that he is in entire agreement that the present regime in Warsaw 
gould not be invited in any circumstances to be represented and he adds 
that he had already asked ‘Halifax to inform the Department that 
such washis view, = | a 
_+ Regarding the Department’s proposed instruction to Harriman, 
Eden ‘feels that the draft instruction as outlined in the Department’s 
2018, March 15, midnight, should meet the case very well with the one 
exception that it is his view that our inability to invite thé Warsaw 

Government flows as a matter of principle from our general attitude 
toward it and he therefore suggests the omission of that part of the 
first sentence of the second paragraph of the Department’s telegram 
2018 reading “as we believe that ... at the Crimea Conference”. 

Eden confirms that the Foreign Office received a communication 
from the Soviet Ambassador here similar to that delivered to the De- 
partment and he tells me that the Soviet Ambassador was left in little 
doubt that the British would not agree to the suggestion of the Soviet 

Government. | 
Eden adds that he now proposes sending the Soviet Ambassador a 

formal reply to the effect that His Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom agree that Polish representation at San Francisco is most 
important but that in their opinion this could only be accomplished by 
a united Polish Government formed in accordance with the decision 
reached at the Crimea Conference. It is therefore hoped that such a 
government may be. formed in time to send representatives to the 
Conference., The note will add that His Majesty’s Government could 
not in any circumstances agree to extending an invitation .to the 

present Provisional Government in-Warsaw since the policy agreed 
upon in the Crimea would be thereby stultified. It will also be stated 
that.no analogy is, perceived between: the position of Poland, which 

“Not printed.
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at the present time has ‘two rival governments disputing for ‘recog- 
nition, and the position ‘ofthe other governments to which reference 
was made in the Soviet Government’s communication: © «= 

— Oo ~ Winant 

500.CC/3-2745 ; oe . 

_ The Chinese Ambassador (Wei) to the Secretary of State 

| / a WasHINGTON, March 27, 1945. 

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: I have the honor to transmit the follow- 
ing message addressed. by the President of the Republic of China to 
the President of the United States: | 

“T am grateful to you for the suggestion contained in your tele- 
gram of March 15th ** which reached me through your embassy on 

arch 22nd, to made [make] our Delegation’ to San Francisco as 
representative as possible. ‘The Government :has today appointed:a 
delegation of ten, of whom six are members of the People’s Political 
Council. Besides members of the Kuomintang, the Delegation con- 
sists of a member each of the Communist Party and of two other op- 
position parties and three distinguished leaders who belong to no 
political party, including the publisher of the 7@ Kung Pao.” As ‘you 

ave shown your interest in this matter, I desire to inform you of 
the above.. i . a so 

oy a - Chiang Kai-Shek” 

I shall be greatly obliged if you will be good enough to forward 
the above message to its high destination.* — - 
- Tam [etc.] es Wet Tao-Minea 

800.014/8-2746 : Telegram _ 

The Acting Secretary of State to the. Ambassador im France’ . 

(Caffery) 

Oo Wasuinaton, March 27, 1945—noon. 

- 1192. Please consult Bidault immediately regarding French par- 
ticipation in preliminary conversations on trusteeship questions to 
be conducted within the terms of reference agreed on at Yalta, namely, 
that only machinery and principles should be formulated now for in- 
clusion in San Francisco Charter leaving for subsequent agreement 
which territories within the specified categories will actually be 
placed under trusteeship but that no discussion of specific territories 
will take place during preliminary conversations or at the Conference, 

es See telegram 447 to Chungking, p. 121. 
"The message was transmitted to President Roosevelt in themorandum of 

March 29, not printed.
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- Department’s: hope is that’ the preliminary conversations with five 
governments’ participating, should be held in Washington early in 
April probably around theeighth... a be 

~ You might make known that British, Soviet, and Chinese have 
indicated readinéss to participate. British sending Under Secretary 
for Colonies* and Chinese sending Wellington Koo. Soviet repre- 
‘sentatives undetermined. oe | oo : 

Should French Government raise question referred to in your des- 
patch no. 1148'*° to effect that it feels unable to take position before 
having complete information on nature and methods of application 
of proposed trusteeship system you might reply that it is precisely 
this question which is the subject for consideration at the preliminary 
-conversations.*° We hope have papers ready shortly prior to con- 
versations and understand British may also. 
So | 7 Oo GREW 

B00.CC/3-2845 — : -_ 4 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special - 
Assistant to the Secretary of State’ 

[Wasuineton,] March. 28, 1945. 

On instruction from London, Mr. Makins ** raised with me:the ques- 
tion of how the subject of the liquidation of the League would be 
‘handled at the San Francisco'Conference. He asked for our reaction 
to the possibility that the Conference might wish to adopt a resolu- 
tion on the subject, and inquired whether it would be possible for the 
British Government to make a suggestion to us on this sibject. That 
‘suggestion, in effect, would be that prior consultation on this matter 
take place in Washington before the Conference opens. —_ 

I said to Mr. Makins that the British Government was, of course, 
free to make any suggestions, and that we would be glad to give it 
careful consideration. Speaking informally I said that our thought 
has been that the problem of the liquidation of the League is one that 
concerns primarily the members of the League, and that it was diffi- 
cult for mé to see how the Conference itself could adopt a resolution 
on this subject. I said that I could visualize the possibility that those 

** Sir George Henry Gater, Permanent Under Secretary of State for Colonies; 
he did not, however, attend the Conference as planned at that time. 
Par ented February 26, not printed; see telegram 780, February 25, 9 p. m. to 

“ Telegram 1584, March 31, 7 p. m., from Paris, reported that the French Gov- 
ernment would participate in these preliminary conversations and that Paul- 
Hmile Naggiar would be the French representative (800.014/3-3145). 

“Roger Makins, Counselor of the British Embassy.
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povernments participating in the Conference which:are also members 

of the League might wish.to issue some sort of proriouncement in their 

name and that the only matter which might concern the Conference as 
a whole might be some statement or some provision authorizing the 
new organization, when. established, to negotiate with the League. — 

Mr. Makins said he would report to the Ambassador, and he thought 
that the British Government would wish to make their suggestions in 
writing. — . | : - : 
a | | _ -Lso Pasvorsxy 

500.CC/3-2845 | | . : 

The Department of State to the British Embassy*® 

MeEMoRANDUM | 

-< It-is recommended that at the San Francisco Conference the four 
inviting powers should retain their character as sponsoring govern- 

ments in the presentation of suggestions and recommendations which 
they may individually or severally have to bring before the Con- 
ference. This will make for a more orderly procedure and avoid the 
appearance of lack of support by the sponsoring governments of the 
agreements already reached. - 

Such a procedure would be in keeping with the spirit which has 
enabled the principal United Nations to act in agreement on: the 
many basic and fundamental questions represented by the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals. : | . 

In order to implement this procedure it is proposed that the four 
sponsoring ‘governments should agree among themselves that any 
substantial changes which any of them may have to suggest to the 
Conference should only be brought forward after consultation among 
the four governments. | 

This should not be construed, however, in a restrictive sense. Each 

government should be free, in the course of commission or committee 
discussions, to make recommendations and suggestions designed to 
improve the charter so long as they are within the framework of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Moreover, each government would ob- 
viously have the right, in the course of such discussions, to comment 

without prior consultation on proposals or suggestions which may be 
advanced by other participating governments. | a 
:* WasHineton, March 28;1945. oo 

“ Copies transmitted on the same date to the Soviet and the Chinese Embassies.
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500.CC/3-2545 7 

The Secretary of State to the Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) * 

- Wasuineron, March 29, 1945. 

ExceLLency:'1 have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your 
note of March 25 in which you reiterate the request of your Govern- 
ment that delegations representing the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re- 
public and the White Russian Soviet Socialist Republic participate 
in the discussions at San Francisco oncé these republics have. been 
accepted by the Conference as original members of the new 
organization. ° ne | 

I should like again to set forth the understanding of the United 
States Government of the obligations which it assumed on this point 
under the Crimean decisions. As clearly stated in the agreed Pro- 
tocol of the proceedings of the Conference the United States Govern- 
ment agreed to support at the San Francisco Conference the proposal 
that these two Soviet republics be admitted to initial membership of 
the world organization when that organization was established but no 
ebligation whatsoever was assumed in regard to the question of the 
presence of representatives of these republics at San Francisco. . This 
specific question was not raised by the Soviet delegation at the Crimean. 
Conferente. Except for the personal observation of Mr. Churchill 
referred tom your note, this question was not taken up in the general 
discussion or in connection with the definite list of countries to be 
invited to the Conference. | : 

Furthermore, it:‘must be pointed out that it remains for the Con- 
ference to decide whether to accept' the Soviet proposal which the 
United States and British Governments have agreed to support con- 
cerning the admission of these two republics as initial members of the 
proposed organization. Pending the decision of the Conference on 
this point there would appear to be no grounds at this stage for raising 
the question of the representation of the Ukrainian and White Rus- 
sian Republics at the Conference itself.* 

Accept [ete. ] | K. R. Stertintivs, Jr. 

“Handed by Mr. Grew to the Soviet Ambassador on March 29. The Ambas- 
sadors in the United Kingdom and in the Soviet Union were informed of the 
exchange of notes with the Soviet Embassy in telegrams 2440 and 732, respec- 
tively, on the same date (500.CC/3-2945). _ | 
“See statement released to the press by the White House on March 29, 

Department of State Bulletin, April 1, 1945, p. 530; see also Edward R. Stettinius, 
Jr., Roosevelt and the Russians, pp. 282-283.
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500.CC/3-1245 | 

The Department of State to the Soviet Embassy * we 

| _ Arpre-Mémorre 

The Government of the United States welcomes and fully shares. 
the views of the Soviet Government with respect to the importance of 
Poland’s being represented at the San Francisco Conference and is 
happy to agree to the extension of an invitation for participation. 
therein to the new Polish Provisional Government of Nationa] Unity 
as soon as it is formed in accordance with the Crimean decisions. _ It 
is hoped, therefore, that the Commission composed of..American, 
British, and Soviet members, which is now seeking. at Moscow to 
achieve the: broad democratic basis for the government specified by 
the decisions of the Crimea Conference,“ may terminate successfully 
its deliberations in time for the government to be constituted and to 
send. representatives to San Francisco. 

While most careful consideration has been given to the opinion ex- 
pressed by the Soviet Government in its Memoranda of March 9 and 
March 22 to the effect that if, in view of the complexity of the question, 
it is impossible to form in the.near future the new government, repre- 
sentatives of the Provisional Polish Government now: functioning 
at Warsaw be invited to attend the Conference at San Francisco, the 
American Government finds. itself unable to agree to the,,extension. 
of such an invitation, since representation by the present. Provisional 
Polish Government now functioning in Warsaw would not be in har- 
mony with and might in fact conflict with the decisions of the Crimea 
Conference. Thus representation by Poland at San Francisco should 
in the opinion of the.American Government be reserved for the Pro- 
visional Polish Government, of National Unity agreed upon at Yalta 
rather than be accorded to one of the groups from which the new 
governmentistobeformed. , oo 

It is further the opinion of the American Government that the 
desire mutually shared by the American and Soviet Governments 
to have Poland represented at San Francisco should serve as an 
additional and potent reason for the Commission at Moscow to ex- 
pedite its present deliberations. However, in the event that the for- 
mation of the new government can only be completed after the opening 
of the San Francisco Conference, the American Government is pre- 

pared, to consider sending the new government an invitation while 
the conference is in session. ae 

Wasuineton, March 29, 1945. 

“The text of this aide-mémoire and texts of the two Soviet memoranda of 
March 9 (p. 113) and March 22 (p. 147) were transmitted to the Ambassador in. 
Moscow in Department’s instruction 549, April 20 (500.CC/4-2045). 

“ For documentation on this subject, see vol. v, pp. 361 ff.
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President Roosevelt to the British Prime Minster (Churchill)* 

fe : a Wasurnaron, 29 March, 1945. 
727. The following interchange of messages between Marshal Stalin 

and myself is quoted for your information.® _ 
[Here follows text of telegram from President Roosevelt to Marshal 

Stalin, March 24, printed on page156.] ... | 

“Marshal Stalin to President, 2% March... rs 
We extremely value and attach great importance to the forthcoming 

Conference at San Francisco, called to found the international organi- 
zation of peace and security for peoples but circumstances have de- 
veloped in such a way that Mr. V. M.'Molotov, really, is not able to 
participate in the-Conference. I and Mr. Molotov regret it extremely 
ut the convening, on request of the deputies of the Supreme Soviet, 

in April, of a session of the Su reme Soviet of the USSR where the 
presence of Mr. Molotov is absolutely necessary, is excluding the pos- 
sibility of his participation even in the first meetings of the Confererice, 

You also know that Ambassador Gromyko. has quite successfully 
accomplished his task in Dumbarton Oaks and. we are confident. that 
he will with great success head the Soviet-delegation in San Francisco. 

As regards various interpretations, you understand, this cannot 
determine the decisions which are to bemade.” _ ) oe 

500.CC/3—2945 : Telegram Yn . SO . 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union. (Harriman) to the Secretary 
- | of State ss | , 

Se - Moscow, March 29, 1945—9 p. ni. 
oS oe a [Received March 30—8: 52 p. m.] 

963. Personal for the Secretary. The British Ambassador tells me 
that on a call'on Vyshinski on other matters he mentioned to Vyshinski 
that it was his personal opinion that the Soviets were making a mis- 
take in not having Molotov go to the San Francisco Conference. 
Vyshinski, with whom it is usually possible to discuss frankly almost 
anything, flared up and told Clark Kerr that it was a mistake for 
Clark Kerr to have mentioned the subject as it was entirely the affair 
of the Soviet ‘(Government who represented them at San Francisco. 
Lam reporting this unusual incident as it, taken with other evidence, 

may shed light on the Soviet attitude towards the San, Francisco 
Conference. On CO , 

“Transmitted by the:White House Map Room via Navy channels. Copy: of 
telegram obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, N.Y... 

“Marshal Stalin’s reply to. the President was quoted also. in telegram 741, 
March 30, 3 p. m., to Moscow, not printed. 7 | ne
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500.CC/8-2945 | 

Memorandum by Mr. Charles E’. Bohlen, Assistant to the Secretary of 
State for White House Liaison, of a Meeting at the White House, 
Thursday, March 29, 1944, 11: 45 a.m. 

Present: The President, Secretary of State, Mr. Grew, Mr. Mac- 
Leish, Mr. Dunn, Mr. Bohlen, and Admiral Leahy 

1. Issuance of Statement Regarding two Soviet Republics | 

The Secretary told the President that the news of the Yalta agree- 
ment concerning the two Soviet republics had been published and that 
in order to avoid dangerous and misleading interpretations it was his 
advice that some statement should be issued. He said that Mr. Mac- 
Leish had some clear ideas on the subject and he would ask him to tell 
the President about them. Mr. MacLeish then briefly outlined the 
short. statement which he had in mind, namely, that the Soviets had 
raised the question at Yalta and announced their intention to propose 
at: San Francisco the admission of these two republics.as-initial mem- 
bers of the organization and that the British and American repre- 
sentatives had signified their willingness to support this proposal. 
The final decision, however, on this complicated question would be 
made by the Conference. The President authorized Mr. MacLeish to 
work with Mr. Daniels *® in drawing up the proposed statement to be 
shown to him before issuance. a 

2. The President’s Plans in regard to the San Francisco Conference 

The President said he had been thinking over the question of the 
best time for him to come to San Francisco—whether at, the beginning 
to open the Conference, at.the end, or at some other time. He said, 
that Mr. Early had suggested that if the Conference ran into real 
difficulties it would be quite dramatic for him to go out there and 
“wave the magic wand”. The President said, however, that he was 
dubious of this proposal since there was no certainty that he would be 
able to “wave the magic wand” and resolve the difficulties. He asked 
the Secretary’s advice on this point. The Secretary’s reply was that 
in his opinion it would be preferable for the President to come out 
and open the Conference and welcome the delegates ,to the United 
States. The President said he agreed with this and said he thought 
he would do just that.°° He said that his present plans. were to re- 
turn from Warm Springs sometime around the middle of April and 
leave for San Francisco on the 20th. He said he had splendid accom- 
modations fixed up for him at Oakland and he would remain on his 
private car and only leave it to go to the Conference and make his 

“ Jonathan W. Daniels, Administrative Assistant to President Roosevelt. 
° A White House memorandum of April 9 to the Secretary of State indicated 

the President’s approval of the Secretary’s suggestion that he address the first 
plenary session at 4 :30 on the afternoon of April 25 (500.CC/4-945).
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address. He added that he thought in his speech he would draw on. 

history and would recount the words of the New York Convention in 

ratifying the Constitution. He said the wording of the ratification 

expressed “full faith and confidence that the Constitution would be 
amended to include a bill of rights”. He said he thought he would 
use this as an analogy in addressing the Conference and point out how 
it had been necessary to change the United States Constitution from 
time to time and that the world charter which the Conference was 
called upon to draw up could likewise be changed and improved, but 
that the main thing was to get it started and let it develop. At the 
Secretary’s suggestion the President asked Mr. MacLeish to prepare 
the first draft of a fifteen minute speech for him and send it down to 
Warm Springs.*? Mr. MacLeish then left to work out with Mr. 
Daniels the proposed statement on the two Soviet republics. 

3. List of Consultants to San Francisco Conference 

The Secretary explained to the President that numerous requests 
were being received from various American organizations that their 
representatives should participate in the San Francisco Conference, 
He said that after most careful study the Department had drawn up a 
list of organizations which could send one man each to San Francisco 
in a completely unofficial capacity as consultants or observers. These 
representatives would have no connection with the United States dele- 
gation which would be the only body authorized to speak for the 

United States but would have an opportunity to present their views to 
the United States delegation. He said that several Congressional 
members of the delegation thought that even this arrangement would 
make for a great deal of complication but were prepared to accept it 
if the President approved. The President went over the list and asked 
a number of questions about the organizations listed and inquired 
whether their representatives would have the right to appear before 
and participate in committees. The Secretary said they would not 
have this right and could only express their views to the United States 
delegation. Mr. Grew explained that a special liaison office would be 
set up for this purpose. The President approved the list submitted by 
the Secretary and the general procedure outlined and asked that he 
be furnished the names of those representatives of the other Govern- 
ment departments who had been designated as observers. In reply to 
the question as to whether he had told Rabbi Wise that the Zionist 
organizations could send representatives the President said that he 
thought they would have the same right as anybody else. 

* President Roosevelt was informed by the Secretary in a memorandum of 
April 7 that Mr. MacLeish would have a draft speech ready by April 12 and 
would send it to him promptly (500.CC/4-645). 

723-681—67——15
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4, Messages to the Prime Minister 

The Secretary then put before the President the draft of the two 
messages to the Prime Minister *? which the President read with close 
attention and asked a number of questions on various points. He 
finally approved and signed both messages without change. (Mr. 
Bohlen has copies of these messages which he is holding for the 
Secretary.) | 

C. E. Bouten 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 8 

Minutes of the Third Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held at 
Washington, Friday, March 30, 1945, 11 a.m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (14) present at meeting. | 
Tuer Secretary opened the meeting by stating that there were many 

who did not like the recent development connected with the Soviet pro- 
posal for representation of certain Soviet republics in the General 
Assembly. He pointed out, however, that the President was faced 
with a leak and that it had been necessary to release the information 
at this time. He urged that the Delegation go forward and use its 
wits and its courage to find answers for the difficult problems that 
had to be faced. He indicated that he was prepared to have a frank 
conversation with respect to any matter that the delegates wished to 
discuss. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked if there were any further unexpected 
disclosures to come. Tur Srecrerary replied that there were none, 
except that there were certain military matters about which he was 
not free to speak. Representative Eaton asked if agreement had 

- been reached at Yalta to hand over the control of German education 

to the Soviets. Tue Secretary replied in the negative and Mr. Hiss 
concurred. 

SenatToR ConNALLY said that the most serious criticism of the White 
House statement would be in terms of its timing, but that he did not 
feel that he could complain at the position taken in that statement. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he was not complaining, but he won- 
dered whether this revelation meant the reopening of other aspects 

of the proposals. | 
THe Secretary assured Senator Vandenberg that there was nothing 

agreed to at Yalta in connection with the general international organi- 
zation that the Senator did not now know. He asked Mr. Hiss if this 

See telegram 729 from President Roosevelt to Prime Minister Churchill, 
March 29, vol. v, p. 189, and footnote 58, ibid., p. 190.
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statement was accurate. Mr. Hiss replied in the affirmative. The 
Secretary added that the reason that the President had felt that this 
matter should not be previously disclosed was his desire, if possible, 
to have further discussions with the Soviets that might possibly lead to 
a modification of their position. Rrrrenstative Bioom indicated 
that he had been somewhat embarrassed by not having been kept fully 
informed on this subject. SeNatTor CoNNALLY said the matter came 
down to a question of timing and that the President could not be 
justifiably criticized for having made this announcement. SENaTOR 
VANDENBERG indicated that he disagreed with the position taken in 
the White House statement but that he did not think it was worth while 
arguing about it at thistime. He noted that in talking with the Presi- 
dent on this matter the President had left the impression that, while 
the President was himself personally committed to the position, the 
Delegation itself was not bound. | 

THe SECRETARY explained that he hoped the Delegation would make 

a recommendation to the President as to how to dispose of this prob- 
lem. Since the President would be away for a short time he thought it 
would be particularly appropriate for the Delegation to struggle with 
this question now. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that he wanted it clearly under- 
stood that he was in accord with the Secretary’s initial statement that 
nothing should be allowed to interfere with the final result of estab- 
lishing the organization. He was merely trying to point out, he said, 
that a little more candor would be very helpful. 

SENATOR CONNALLY said that it was essential for the Delegation 
to act as a unit when it went to San Francisco and that the delegates 
would have to hang together. Szenaror VANDENBERG noted that each 
individual still retained his own vote on the Delegation. SrNnaror 
ConNALLY replied that what he had in mind was that it would not 
be wise for members of the Delegation to throw monkey wrenches 
into the works before the Delegation had had time to formulate its 
own. views. 

Tue Srecrerary reassured the members of the Delegation that there 
was nothing that they did not know, nothing that had been left in 
the closet, except, as he had said, certain military decisions which he 
could not discuss. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that, while it was possible to gloss over 
this whole matter, he believed that the public reaction would be seri- 
ous and that the newspapers in particular would inquire why this de- 

cision was not announced in connection. with the other Yalta decisions. 
Tue Secretary agreed that the public reaction would be adverse. 

REPRESENTATIVE Harton indicated that he seriously questioned the 
basic nature of the Proposals under contemplation. He felt that we
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were now engaged in slaughtering thousands of men and expending 
billions of dollars in an attempt to destroy the enemy only to be com- 
ing out with a plan for the domination of the world. He felt con- 
vinced that the substance of the plan for world organization was the 
domination of the world by four or five of the great states. He in- 
dicated that he would prefer to try to lay the firm foundations for 
the peace after the necessary adjustments had been made to settle the 
issues of the war. : 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton thought the justification for the United 
States having three votes on the grounds that Great Britain had six 
votes was fallacious. He said that the Dominions had declared war 
for themselves, would terminate their part in the war as they saw fit, 
now sent their own ambassadors, and were in fact free and independent 

nations. | 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked whether the President himself was 

actually in favor of the 3-3-6 formula. Tuer Srecrerary replied that 
the President’s position is that, if Russia insists on three representa- 
tives and the Conference accepts this position, then he would insist 
upon three votes for the United States. Srnator VANDENBERG 
thought that the tenor of the anouncement was that this Government 
was now committed to the Soviet proposal. THe Srecrerary replied 
that the decision was left up to the Conference itself. Sznaror Van- 
DENBERG felt that this should have been made clearer in the announce- 
ment. THE Secretary then asked Mr. MacLeish to read the White 
House statement? Mr. MacLautsx read as follows: " 

“Soviet representatives at the Yalta Conference indicated their 
desire to raise at the San Francisco Conference of the United Nations, 
the question of representation for the Ukrainian Soviet Republic and 
the White Russian Soviet Republic in the assembly of the proposed 
United Nations organization. 

“The American and British representatives at the Yalta Conference 
were requested by the Soviet representatives to support this proposal 
when submitted to the conference of the United Nations at San Fran- 
cisco. They agreed to do so, but the American representatives stated 
that if the United Nations organization agreed to let the Soviet repub- 
lics have three votes, the United States would ask for three votes also. 

“The British and Soviet representative stated that they would have 
no objection to the United States and its possessions having three 
votes in the Assembly if it 1s so desired. 

“These conversations at Yalta related to the submission of a ques- 
tion to the San Francisco conference where the ultimate decision will 
be made.” 

Tue Secretary noted that the statement emphasized that the matter 
was open for decision by the Conference. 

** Press release issued by the White House, March 29; see Department of State 
Bulletin, April 1, 1945, p. 530.
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Tue Secretary announced that he had a number of important 
matters to raise at this meeting and that he thought discussion should 
now turn to them. 

1. President To Open Conference 

Tue Srecrerary explained that he had discussed with the President 
the President’s plans with regard to the Conference and that the 
President had said that he would do anything that we felt was the 
proper thing to do.... | 

It was generally agreed that announcement should be made that 
the President would open the Conference and that the question of 

his closing the Conference would be left open. | 

2. List of Advisers 

Tue Secretary reported that he had talked over with the President 
the list of advisers for the United States Delegation. A copy of the 
List of Advisers (March 29, 1945°*) was distributed to each 
member. ... : 

3. Unofficial Observers From National Organizations . . 

A. classified List of Private National Organizations was then dis- 
tributed to the members. | 

Tux Secretary said that he had talked over with the President 
the whole question of representation’ of national organizations: at 
San Francisco and that, while the President realized the difficulties 
of the plan previously suggested by the Department, he had felt it 
would do considerable harm if no recognition was given to the lead- 
ing national organizations. The President favored limiting the list 
to about 30 organizations and allowing each of these organizations to 
send one representative. Of course each organization would pay the 
expenses of their representative. There would be a liaison office to 
facilitate communication with these representatives, and they would 
be free to attend the plenary sessions and the commission meetings, 
but they would not be listed as advisers. 

4, Assignment of Members of the Delegation to Commissions 

Tne Secretary stated that one further matter that he thought should 
be discussed at this meeting was the tentative assignment of 
delegates to the several commissions of the Conference. A list en- 
titled Tentative Assignment of Delegates ** was then distributed to 
the members... . 

* List of March 29 not printed; for list released to the press on April 3, see 
Department of State Bulletin, April 8, 1945, p. 608. 

°° Not printed.
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Tu Secretary asked whether it would not be well to designate one 
representative from the Delegation to be the spokesman on each com- 
mission. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that the real work would be done in 
the committees since the commissions would be open to the public and 

that it would be vitally important to assure at all times that a delegate 
from the United States was present at any meeting of a committee. 
He added that, if one member of the Delegation was designated to act 
as spokesman of each commission then the other delegates would serve 
as alternates, but that he thought it was most important to designate 
a spokesman for each committee. Senator ConnaLiy wondered if 
what the Secretary had in mind was the designation of a chairman 
from the Delegation for each commission. THr Srcrerary agreed 
with this interpretation. REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said he assumed 
that, if a delegate assigned as spokesman to a committee was unable to 
attend, a substitute would be appointed. Mr. AcHEson replied in the 
affirmative. 

It was then generally agreed to postpone a decision on the assign- 
ment of members of the Delegation to the several commissions until 
the Tuesday meeting.® 

5. Secretary’s Statement at Press Conference Concerning Proposal 
jor Representation of Certain Soviet Republics in the General 
Assembly 

Tu SECRETARY announced that he would have to proceed immedi- 
ately to a press conference at which he would be asked questions con- 
cerning the Soviet proposal for the representation of certain Soviet 
republics in the General Assembly. He asked the members of the 
Delegation what they would think of the following statement that had 
been prepared: : 

“I have nothing further to add to the White House statement of 
yesterday on the Soviet proposal with reference to representation of 
certain Soviet republics in the General Assembly of the proposed 
United Nations Organization, except to point out: That the United 
States representatives at Yalta reserved to the United States Delega- 
tion at San Francisco the right to raise the question of United States 
representation in the General Assembly, should the issue of increased 
representation in the Assembly be presented to the Conference and 
should the United States Delegation wish to exercise that right. The 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals remain, of course, as stated in the invita- 
tion, the basis for the work of the San Francisco Conference.” 

SENATOR VANDENBERG and Mr. Dunn agreed that this statement 
might only accentuate the adverse reaction. Tur Srcrerary sug- 
gested that in place of this statement he might simply say that the 
matter had been discussed with the Delegation and was under con- 
sideration. SENATOR VANDENBERG said that when the President, had 

~  % April 3.
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talked to them about this Soviet proposal he had left the impression 

that the Delegation was not committed to it. He had said that if he 
were there he would vote for the proposal, but that the impression was 
left that the delegates were free agents and that he even wanted them 
to act as free agents. 

Tuer Secretary stated that it was now the responsibility of the 
delegates to be as resourceful as possible in seeing that this hurdle 
was surmounted before the San Francisco Conference. 

Tuer Secretary thought that it might be wisest to “duck” the matter 
in the forthcoming press conference. Senator CoNNALLY agreed that 
the more that was now said in the paper the more the disturbance 
would be accentuated. He advised the Secretary to emphasize that 
the matter was left entirely to the discretion of the Conference and that 
its solution would depend upon future developments. THE Secrerary 
thought he might say simply that the President had made a state- 
ment on this matter and that he had nothing at the moment to add 
to this statement. Senator VANDENBERG urged that he go one step 
further and indicate that the matter was open for decision at the 
Conference. Mr. Hackwortu suggested that the Secretary state that 
the question of Soviet representation was open for decision at the 
Conference, but that the question as to whether the United States 
would also ask for three representatives was up to the delegates to 
decide. . | 

Mr. AcueEson asked the Secretary whether the American Delegation 
was free or not free to make its decision on this question. THE SEcRE- 
TaRY replied that, as the statement said, the American representatives 
had agreed at Yalta that if the Russians proposed representation for 
three Soviet republics in the General Assembly the President would 
support the proposal, but that if the Conference accepted the Soviet 
proposal then we would insist on three votes for ourselves. Mr. 
AcuEson thought the Delegation was then free to decide whether it 
wished to insist on three representatives. SENATOR ConNALLY added. 
that he did not believe the President would withdraw from his 
commitment. 

It was then generally agreed that the Secretary should quote directly 

from the statement by the President that the ultimate decision was 
to be made by the Conference.*” 

[ Here follow announcements Nos. 6-9 regarding “Jurists’ Meeting”, 
“Trusteeship”, “Meetings on Substance”, and “Next Meeting”. ] 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:20 p. m. 

*" See press release of April 3 concerning the press conference of March 30, 
Department of State Bulletin, April 8, 1945, p. 600.
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500.CC/3-3045 

The Secretary of State to the Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko)® 

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to His Excellency 
the Ambassador of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and with 
reference to previous correspondence concerning the United Nations 
Conference on International Organization © encloses memoranda, con- 
cerning (1) the present views of this Government regarding the struc- 
ture of the conference and (2) the extension of invitations to the Gov- 
ernments of Syria and Lebanon.” 

The list of commissions and committees contained in the enclosed 
memorandum on structure was drafted to include informal sugges- 
tions received from certain of the other sponsoring governments in 
response to a memorandum handed to the respective Ambassadors on 
March 16. 

The information contained in the enclosed memoranda as well as the 
contents of previous memoranda in this series have been telegraphed 
to the appropriate United States diplomatic missions abroad ® for 
communication to the participating governments. With respect to 
the memorandum on structure, the missions of the United States have 
been requested to indicate to the governments that this Government 
will appreciate receiving at the earliest practicable date any comments 
which they may wish to offer. | 

WasuHineton, March 30, 1945. 

[Enclosure] 

MEMORANDUM ON THE STRUCTURE OF THE Unirep Nations CONFERENCE 
ON INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION 

Following further study of the structure of the conference (see item 
number one, Information Memorandum number 1 ®”) this Government 

The same, mutatis mutandis, on the same date to the British and Chinese 
Ambassadors. 

"In his Diary of March 18—April 7, Secretary Stettinius indicated that on 
March 21 his special assistant, Robert J. Lynch, had reported to him by tele- 
phone at his farm, ‘““The Horseshoe”, that the recommended name for the Con- 
ference was “United Nations Conference on International Organization” and that 
he had said that was all right. In a circular telegram of March 29 the Acting 
Secretary of State requested diplomatic officers to note that the Conference was 
then being referred to formally as ‘United Nations Conference on International 
Organization” and to so apprise the Governments to which they were accredited 
(500.CC/38—2945). 

® Memorandum No. 2 not printed, but see footnote 81, p. 189. 
* Circular telegram, March 31, 9 a. m., not printed. 
* Memorandum prepared in the Department of State, March 16, p. 181.
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is currently of the opinion that the conference might resolve itself into 
the following commissions and committees : 

COMMISSION I-—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Committee 1—Preamble, Purposes, and Principles 
Committee 2—Membership and General (to include Principal Or- 

gans, Secretariat, and Amendments) 

COMMISSION II—THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Committee 1—Structure and Procedure 
Committee 2—Political and Security Functions 
Committee 3—Economic and Social Cooperation 
Committee 4—Trusteeship System 

COMMISSION III—THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

Committee 1—Structure and Procedures 
Committee 2—Peaceful Settlement 
Committee 3—Enforcement Arrangements 
Committee 4—Regional Arrangements 

COMMISSION IV—JUDICIAL ORGANIZATION 

Committee 1—International Court of Justice | 
Committee 2—Legal Problems 

The diplomatic missions of the United States in the countries in- 
vited to participate have been requested to communicate the foregoing 
to the respective governments. 

Marcx 30, 1945. | 

500.CC/3-8045 | 

The British Ambassador (Halifax) to the Secretary of State 

No. 150 | Wasuineton, March 30, 1945. 

Sir : I have the honour, on instructions from His Majesty’s Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs, to communicate to you herewith a sum- 
mary of a report by the Committee of officials set up in London to 
study the problems which will arise when it becomes necessary to 
wind up the League of Nations. 

2. I am to explain that His Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom wish to avoid any confusion resulting from the simultaneous 
existence of the League and the new World Organisation and they 
are anxious to arrange for the formal dissolution of the League as 
speedily as possible after the San Francisco Conference. 

In note 167, April 11 (500.CC/4—1145), Ambassador Halifax submitted to 
Secretary Stettinius copies of an “Abbreviated Report of the Committee on the 
Future of the League of Nations’, considerably fuller than the summary trans- 
mitted in this note.
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3. While there is no question of the League as such continuing in 
any form there are certain technical services, experienced international 
officials and valuable records which might with advantage be taken 
over by the new Organisation. Similarly the new Organisation might 
with advantage take over the financial assets and liabilities of the 
League, which is in a sound financial position. 

4, His Majesty’s Government do not favour any arrangement 
whereby the new Organisation would be committed to take over all 
existing League functions, assets, and liabilities. It would be for the 
new Organisation to decide what it was proposed to take. 

5. In order to facilitate progress, His Majesty’s Government ear- 
nestly hope that the convening Governments will agree that a resolu- 
tion should be presented to the San Francisco Conference indicating 
willingness to take over certain non-political functions, assets and 
lhhabilities of the League, on terms to be agreed; and appointing a 
committee to negotiate with the League on these matters. 

6. You will observe that the Report does not deal with the Perma- 
nent Court, the International Labour Office, or the Permanent Man- 
dates Commission, all of which call for separate examination. 

7. A similar communication is being made to the other convening 
Governments, and also to the French Provisional Government. 

I have [etc. ] Harirax 

ae __ [Enclosure] 

SuMMARY OF REPORT 

1. The establishment of the new World Organisation will involve 
the disappearance of the League of Nations, but this result will not 
be produced automatically. Some formal step will be necessary. 

2. It is desirable that useful non-political functions of the League 
(together with experienced staff and records) should be transferred to 
the new World Organisation where this seems advantageous to the 
new Organisation. 

8. Some arrangement must be made to wind up the finances of the 
League, which has certain assets and liabilities which it may be de- 
sirable to transfer to the new Organisation. 

4, The Committee make the following recommendations :— 

(1) The League should be wound up in a dignified and orderly 
manner as soon as possible after the formal establishment of the new 
World Organisation. The initiative with regard to the transfer of 
such functions, assets and liabilities as it is agreed should be taken 
over should come from the new World Organisation. The necessary 
arrangements for transfer should be made as far as possible during 
the period before the new World Organisation is fully established. 

(11) It is desirable that the non-political activities of the League 
which are still being continued on a reduced scale should be main- 
tained until the new Organisation is in a position to take them over.
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(iii) The transference to the new Organisation of the League De- 
partments responsible for carrying out the main non-political activi- 
ties would not be difficult. Only a small nucleus of experienced officials 
remain in these Departments. The services of many of them would 
be valuable to the new Organisation, as would also be those of some 
experienced League officials now engaged elsewhere. The value of 
the League’s records and archives needs no emphasis. 

(iv) Some reorganisation of the present system of international 
drug control and of international health organisation is probably 
necessary, but it seems best to transfer the existing functions of the 
League to the new Organisation before embarking on major changes. 

(v) It is for consideration whether the best course would be to 
transfer the functions of the League High Commissioner for Refugees 
to the new Organisation or to the Inter-Governmental Committee on 
Refugees. | : 

(vi) The future of the League Organisation for Intellectual Co- 
operation and with it the Paris Institute of Intellectual Co-operation 
must be considered in relation to the proposed United Nations Orga- 
nisation for Educational and Cultural Reconstruction and to the 
suggestion that a permanent International Education Organisation 
should be established. | 

(vii) All of the League’s remaining non-political work—activities 
with regard to economic, financial and other social questions, com- 
munications and transit; suppression of slavery, treaty registration, 
etc..—could be transferred to the new Organisation so far as may 
be desired without any obvious difficulty. . 

(viii) In view of the existence of a large number of international 
treaties, conventions and agreements which attribute’ powers. and 
duties to the League a most unsatisfactory situation will arise on the 
dissolution of the League unless measures are taken to transfer the 
functions conferred on the League by these instruments, to the new 
Organisation. This will involve 

(a) the agreement, expressed in some appropriate form, of 
the parties to each instrument and 

(6) the acceptance of the functions in question by the new 
Organisation. 

Each of the instruments in question must, generally speaking, be 
dealt with separately. We feel, however, that the process of obtain- 
ing the consents of the parties would be much facilitated and accel- 
erated if this were done under the auspices of the new Organisation 
and with the assistance of its Secretariat. 

(ix) The question of transferring to the new Organisation the 
functions of the League arising out of the Protocols, General Bonds 
and Loan Contracts of the League Loans, which owe their origin to 
the various schemes of financial reconstruction undertaken by the 
League between the wars, is one of some complexity. It is considered, 
however, that it would suffice if agreement to the transfer of func- 
tions were obtained only from the League and the new Organisation, 
and simply notified to the interested parties. 

“For press release of March 15 concerning the status of the Committee, see 
Department of State Bulletin, March 18, 1945, p. 452.
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(x) The present financial position of the League is sound. In 
addition to substantial fixed assets in the form of land, buildings 
and equipment, there are considerable liquid assets in the various 
funds built up by the League which should be sufficient to provide 
for an orderly liquidation provided that the present financial position 
of the League does not deteriorate in the interval. 

(xi) The Committee which it is suggested should be set up by the 
League to arrange the transfer of functions to the new Organisation 
should be given the necessary authority to liquidate the finances of 
the League. This Committee should make arrangements for meeting 
the outstanding liabilities of the League, and for the future admin- 
istration of the Pension Funds. When all claims have been met, 
and drafts on the Working Capital Fund made good, the assets out- 
standing should be distributed among Members with due regard to 
their record of contributions. 

(xii) It is hoped that it will be possible to transfer the League 
buildings, its unique library, etc., to suitable international bodies, 
which may or may not be associated with the proposed United Na- 
tions Organisation. If that Organisation does not require them and 
if the International Labour Organisation should return to Geneva, 
the latter might take over the League buildings. Failing their trans- 
fer to the new Organisation, the International Labour Organisation, 
or some other suitable body, it will be desirable to set up a body of 
Trustees to manage the Library, buildings, and any other special 
assets which serve international purposes. 

5. The following procedure is suggested for bringing the League 
of Nations to an end, and to effect the transference of its functions, 
assets and liabilities to the new Organisation. : 

6. A suitable resolution should be passed at the San Francisco 

Conference indicating willingness in principle to take over certain 
non-political functions of the League and certain of its assets and 
liabilities, on terms to be agreed. The resolution would also appoint 
a committee for the purpose of negotiating with the League and 
would invite the League to appoint a corresponding committee. Sub- 
sequently a meeting of the League Assembly would be called at which 
a resolution would be passed welcoming the initiative of the United 
Nations and appointing a negotiating committee to meet the com- 
mittee appointed by them and to co-operate in drawing up the neces- 
sary instruments. The results of these negotiations would be 
submitted for confirmation to the appropriate body of the new Orga- 
nisation, and to a second and final meeting of the League Assembly, 
at which a resolution would be passed confirming and giving effect 
to the agreement reached, and providing for the signature on behalf 

of the League of any necessary instruments for this purpose. Finally 
the resolution would announce the dissolution of the League of Na- 
tions and the release of its members from their obligations under 

the Covenant. |
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7. In making these recommendations account has been taken of 
the political factors which may complicate the transference of the 
League’s functions to the new Organisation. For a decision in the 
Assembly a unanimous vote is necessary, and if unanimity does not 
exist the most that can be obtained is a recommendation to the Mem- 
bers of the League. Much will depend on the attitude of the smaller 
State Members of the League to the new Organisation as it takes shape 
at San Francisco. If their attitude is not unfriendly and there is a 
general desire to make the most of the opportunities which the estab- 
lishment of the new Organisation will present, we do not expect any 
serious difficulties. It should be possible to ensure the compliance of 
ex-enemy States which are still nominally Members of the League. 
Neutral States, which will not become original members of the new 
Organisation, will it is hoped, not be likely to prejudice their chances 
of being admitted later by ill-considered action during the obsequies of 
the League. 

500.CC/3-3145 | 

T he Soviet Embassy to the Department of State 

(Translation] 

MrEMORANDUM 

The Soviet Government has taken note with satisfaction of the 
proposal set forth in the Memorandum of the Department of State 
of March 28 © to the effect that the representatives of the four in- 
viting powers should have prior discussion among themselves of, and 
should concert, proposals and recommendations which each of them 
might desire to put forward at the San Francisco Conference. My 
Government considers that such joint prior discussion and concerting 
should, in the interests of lasting cooperation among the inviting 
powers and of the success of the Conference, be extended also to 
proposals and recommendations put forward at the Conference by 
any other delegations. 

[Wasuineton,| March 31, 1945. 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt * 

[Wasuineron, | April 2, 1945. 

Dear Mr. Present: At a press conference on Friday last,® cor- 
respondents submitted some thirty odd questions in writing, pre- 

© See footnote 42, p. 162. 
* Copy obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, N. Y. 
” March 30. :
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cipitated by the Herald Tribune story on the Soviet proposal for 
additional votes in the Assembly. The Department has given careful 
consideration to the preparation of a draft statement which follows 
in this message. We believe it accurate and have reason to hope that 
this method of handling the matter may allay press concern. We feel 
strongly that we should take this occasion to settle positively the posi- 
tion of this Government on additional votes in the General Assembly. 

Dean Acheson has discussed this matter with Connally, Vanden- 
berg, and Bloom. Connally feels that we should state at this time that 
we do not intend to exercise the right reserved to the United States to 
request two additional votes in the General Assembly. Vandenberg 

agrees that the most desirable result would be a single vote by the 
United States in the General Assembly, even though the USSR has 
three and is inclined to go along, but feels that 11 may be desirable to 
leave the whole matter open in view of a renewal of public comment 
about “six British votes”. Bloom is willing to go along, but his 
private judgment is that it is better to leave the matter open. If it is 
decided not to take the flat position that we do not propose to. exercise 
the right reserved, all three delegates would agree to a statement to the 
effect that the Delegation will decide in its discretion whether or not 
the United States will advance the proposal. 

In discussing the question of trusteeship with Colonel Stimson and 

Jim Forrestal, I raised the question of this statement and showed 
them copies. They approved of the statement and approved also 
of an announcement that this Government does not intend to request 
additional seats in the Assembly. 

The pressure on this matter is becoming intense, and I very much 
hope to have your views in time for me to make a statement this 
afternoon or tomorrow noon at the latest.°° Iam leaving for Chicago 
late Tuesday, expecting to return on Thursday. 

I will telephone Bill Hassett *° this afternoon in the hope that I 
may be able to secure your views either directly or through him. 

Sincerely yours, : Epwarp R, StTerrinivus 
per A. MacLeish 

500.CC/4-245 

The Counselor of the British Embassy (Makins) to Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 

WasuinerTon, April 2, 1945. 

My Dear Pasvorsxy: In connection with the arrangements for the 
San Francisco Conference you will remember that we spoke on 

© Draft not printed; see final statement released to the press on April 3, 
Department of State Bulletin, April 8, 1945, p. 600. 

© The President approved the draft with certain changes. 
William D. Hassett, Secretary to President Roosevelt.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 18] 

March 28th 1 about the procedure which might be adopted. when it 
becomes necessary to wind up the League of Nations. 
We subsequently received instruction to make a formal communica- 

tion to the Secretary of State on the subject and Lord Halifax ac- 
cordingly addressed his note No. 150 of March 30th to Mr. Stettinius. 
I enclose a further copy of this note for your convenience.” 

We have now been asked by the Foreign Office to suggest that it 
would be desirable to reach an understanding on the best procedure 
for handling this matter before the Conference opens, and they would 
therefore be very grateful if the State Department were willing to 
arrange for preliminary discussions to be held in Washington before 
the Conference opens. Such a discussion might take as its basis 
Lord Halifax’s note of March 28th. 

The Foreign Office further suggests that, in addition to representa- 
tives of the sponsoring powers, it would be advantageous to invite 
a representative of the French Provisional Government. 

The Foreign Office are prepared to send an expert to Washington 
to participate in any discussions which may be held. 
We should be very glad to have the views of the State Department 

on this proposal at the earliest possible date.* a 
Yours very sincerely, : : oO Roger Maxrns 

500.CC/4-345 | | | 

The Department of State to the British Embassy™ 

+  MrmoranpUM a 

TENTATIVE SUGGESTIONS CONCERNING THE ALLOCATION oF CoMMISSION 
- AND Commirres PosiTions aT THE CONFERENCE 

It is hoped that by April 9 it will be possible for us to have agreed 
upon the composition of the Executive Committee, and the alloca- 
tion of Chairmen, Rapporteurs and Secretaries of the proposed four 
commissions and twelve committees of the San Francisco Conference. 

_ Consideration should be given, of course, to the personal qualifica- 
tions of the individual delegates as well as to questions of geographic 
location and national power and prestige. Since our information 
about the composition of the several Delegations is not yet complete, 
the suggestions made below are necessarily highly tentative. 

It is suggested that the Executive Committee should be composed 
of the Chairmen of the following Delegations: United States, Brazil, 

“ See memorandum by Mr. Pasvolsky, March 28, p. 161. 
” Ante, p. 175. 

3 8 See minutes of the second meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, April 10, 

Tn Marginal notation on the original reads: “This memorandum was handed to 
the British Ambassador by the Secretary on April 3, 1945”. Copies were handed 
to the Soviet and Chinese Ambassadors on the same date. |
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Canada, China, Czechoslovakia, France, Iran, Mexico, The Nether- 
lands, Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom. 

It is further suggested that the Presidents of the four commissions 
might be the Chairman of Delegation from the following countries: 

Commission I -—General Provisions, South Africa 
Commissien II —General Assembly, Belgium 
Commission III—Security Council, Norway 
Commission IV —Judicial Organization, Venezuela 

The Rapporteur of each of these four commissions should be chosen 
with special regard to his technical qualifications and need not neces- 
sarily be the Chairman of a Delegation. It is tentatively suggested 
that the Rapporteurs should be allocated as follows: 

Commission I —Peru 
Commission II —Ecuador : 
Commission ITI—Philippine Commonwealth 
Commission ITV —Honduras 

It is suggested that each of the four commissions should have a 
Secretary with rank and title of Assistant Secretary General who 
would be assisted by an American, as Executive Officer. The alloca- 
tion of these four Secretaries of Commission might be: 

Commission I —Syria 
Commission II —Liberia 
Commission ITI—Nicaragua 
Commission IV —Ethiopia 

The allocation of committee Chairmanships deserves special con- 
sideration, since most of the basic discussion and drafting will nor- 
mally take place in committees rather than in the public sessions of 
commissions. Suggestions for Commission I are that the Chair- 
manships of Committees should be allocated among Delegation 
Chairmen as follows: 

Committee 1—Preamble, Purposes, and Principles—Bolivia 
Committee 2—Membership and General—Yugoslavia 

The Committee Chairmen for Commission IT might be the Chair- 
men of Delegation from the following countries: 

Committee 1—Structure and Procedures—Paraguay 
Committee 2—Political and Security Functions—Chile 
Committee 3—Economic and Social Cooperation—Colombia 
Committee 4—Trusteeship System—Ausiralia 

For Commission III the assignments of Committee Chairmen 
might be: 

Committee 1—Structure and Procedures—Turkey 
Committee 2—Peaceful Settlement— Uruguay 
Committee 8—Enforcement Arrangements—New Zealand 
Committee 4—Regional Arrangements—Greece
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In Commission IV the Chairmen of Committees might be allocated 
as follows: , 

Committee 1—International Court of Justice—India 
' Committee 2—Legal Problems—Egypt 

The Rapporteurs of these committees should obviously be persons 
of special competence. They might be chosen from countries not 
otherwise represented in commission or committee posts, or might be 
outstanding Delegates of countries from which other commission or 
committee positions have already been filled. 

Each of the twelve committees would be assisted by a Secretary 
and by an Assistant Secretary, who for the most part would be pro- 
vided by this Government. It is hoped that each of the sponsoring 
governments might detail two or three persons who, because of their 
training and knowledge of languages, would be especially qualified 
to serve as Secretaries of these committees. Your designation of 
such persons at your earliest conveninece would be greatly appreciated. 

In addition to the principal working commissions and committees 
discussed above, Chairmen will also be needed for two special com- 
mittees. For these purposes these Chairmen of Delegation of the 
following countries are suggested : | | 

Committee on Arrangements—Cuba 
Committee on Credentials and Nominations—Saudi Arabia 

Wasuineton, April 3, 1945. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 4 

Minutes of the Fourth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at Washington, Tuesday, April 3, 1945, 10 a. m. 

[Informal] Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (80) present (including 17 
advisers attending part of the meeting).] 

PRESS SraTeMENT ON PROPOSAL FOR THE REPRESENTATION OF CERTAIN 
Soviet REPUBLICS IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Tue Secretary opened the meeting by reading to the Delegation 
the statement proposed to be made to the press at noon that day in 
reply to the list of questions relative to the participation of two 
Soviet republics in the world organization which were raised with 
him by the press last Friday. (Statement by Secretary of State 
Stettinius For the Press, April 3, 1945, No. 285) 75 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom questioned the clarity of the first sentence 
of the second paragraph feeling that the two republics involved should 

*® Department of State Bulletin, April 8, 1945, p. 600. 

723-681-6716
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be named. We [Tue Secretary] replied that we felt that the eighth 
paragraph of the statement made that matter entirely clear. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton raised the question of the status of the 
Soviet republics and it was explained by Mr. Dunn that by a change 
in the Soviet constitution last year they had been given certain au- 
tonomy relative to the conduct of foreign and military affairs.”* He 
indicated that they both now conducted foreign relations directly with 
the so-called Lublin Polish Government. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired if this did not raise the question 
of sovereign equality. THe Srcrerary replied that it was clear that 
we had made a commitment to support this proposal if the Soviets 
raised it. Mr. Hiss amplified this statement to the effect that we are 
not committed on the question of sovereign equality but that we are 
committed that the admission of these two republics would not vio- 
late sovereign equality. Mr. Srerrrmnrus explained that he was not 
present when the President informed the delegates of this situation” 
and had not read a record of it. He added that he felt that if an 
individual delegate did not feel free to support the commitment that 
they should feel perfectly free to discuss it with the President. 

- RepresenraTivE Eaton read the last two sentences of the second 
paragraph on page 2 and asked for an interpretation of the meaning 
thereof. Tue Srcrerary replied that we felt it was.a great mistake 
to ask for three votes for one country as that would violate sovereign 
equality. Tse RepresENTATIVE commented that the votes of the two 
republics in question would certainly be Soviet votes whereas the 
same situation did not apply in the case of the constituent parts of 
the British Empire. Jupcze Hackworru pointed out that the question 
of three votes in the assembly really is not a major matter as the 
assembly is not the action body of the organization. SrnatTor 
VANDENBERG commented that while this might be true it would have 
a very adverse effect on American public opinion. 

SENATOR ConNALLY stressed that the final decision on this question 
is up to the Conference and he personally felt the Soviets would have 
difficulty with the smaller states in having the proposal accepted. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE inquired how the Delegation would vote at 

the Conference and in reply was informed that the American Dele- 
gation would cast one vote after determining its position on a given 
matter itself where presumably majority opinion would prevail. 

In reply to Senator VANDENBERG’s request for a final answer THE 
SECRETARY stated that we have a commitment to support the Soviet 
proposal if made, and repeated if any member individually does not 
agree with it he should take up the question with the President. He 

* See telegram 347, February 2, 1944, from Moscow, Foreign Relations, 1944, 
vol. rv, p. 810. 

™ See footnote 99, p. 145.
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said the Government is not free to do other than to support the Soviet 
proposal, 

In answer to Senator VANDENBERG’s inquiry he was informed that 
we do not feel that this violates sovereign equality. THe SrcreTary 
added that he felt that if an individual delegate disagreed with this 
commitment that he should feel free to make a public statement on it. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY said he felt we must go along with the com- 
mitment which had been made. He indicated that he regrets that 
it had been made and personally doesn’t like it but feels he must go 
along as a representative of this Government at, this Conference. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that it appeared to him that the 
Delegation had been told one thing and the:public another. Srnator 

Connatiy then reviewed his recollection of what had been told the 
Delegation and REPRESENTATIVE Bioom expressed his agreement with 
the recital. The essence was that the Delegation had been told what 
had been agreed to at Yalta and that the President had indicated 
that he would support this at San Francisco.if he were present. | 

Senator VaNDENBERG indicated that we were acting somewhat in 
the boy scout manner by in effect surrendering to a Soviet demand 
and then giving up our rights in the matter. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton stressed the importance of the meeting at 
San Francisco and mentioned the tendency of our people to magnify 
minor events, intimating that the press was playing up this matter 
out of its proper proportion. He pleaded that we must make a begin- 
ning at San Francisco for a new world order based on justice, law 
and order rather than on brute strength. He said that this was our 
test, “Can we unite to create this new world order and if we cannot 
what is the use of being a human being?” He said he had been 
waiting for the opportunity of being present at San Francisco for 
forty years and that a beginning of the new world must be made 
at that meeting. He repeated that this must. be based on a world 
order resting on justice. , = 

In reply to the Secretary’s inquiries Represenrative Eaton ex- 
pressed the opinion that the statement was as good as could be written 
under the circumstances. Dran GILDERSLEEVE expressed the view that 
it was fairly good, possibly as good as could be drawn up, but that 
she would like to see in it some strong statement along the line of 
that just made by Representative Eaton which would give a lift to 
our people who are badly confused as a result of the present situa- 
tion. She indicated that she felt the members of the Delegation as 
individuals were free, and that if one of them should feel strongly 

in opposition on some question he should be free to so state publicly 
but that as a Delegation we are bound to support the commitment.
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Smnator CoNNALLY expressed the opinion that he personally thought 
it would be better not to make a statement at all but that he did not 
wish to urge his views in this respect on the Delegation. REpresENnTa- 
TIvH Bioom expressed satisfaction with the statement. 

| POSTPONEMENT OF CONFERENCE 

REPRESENTATIVE Boom raised the postponement issue in reply to 
which Tue Secretary read a prepared statement which indicates we 
feel it is now more important than ever to go ahead. The statement 
also indicated that we had received no suggestions from the other 
United Nations as to postponement. (Statement by Secretary of 
State Edward R. Stettiniis, Jr., April 3, 1945, No. 291 *) 

UNOFFICIAL REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Tue Secretary suggested that consideration be given next to the 
revised List of National Organizations (April 3, 1945) 7° which was 
distributed to the members of the Delegation with the agenda and 
their copies of Book 3, Comments and Suggestions on the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals.®° 

_ We.comine STATEMENTS To THE ADVISERS 

Tue Secretary on behalf of the delegates, welcomed the advisers 
to the important undertaking that lay ahead of all of them. .. . 
Tue Secretary indicated that the delegates would count heavily on 

this impressive group of advisers, and that, since the responsibilities 
of all would be so heavy, it had been decided to divide into groups so 
that all persons would not need to keep in touch at all times with the 
entire subject matter. Each delegate and adviser would therefore 
be active on certain subjects. Tue Secrerary said that the group of 
advisers was a very important one. It would meet regularly as a 
group and would receive full documentation from the Department 
staff. Tue Secrerary asked Mr. Hiss to see that proper arrangements 
were made for a meeting of the advisers in the near future. He said 
that the delegation itself would start its regular meetings on April 9 
and would continue them almost to the opening of the Conference. 

* Department of State Bulletin, April 8, 1945, p. 608. 
™ Not printed. 
© A looseleaf compilation (kept up to date) of text of the Dumbarton Oaks 

Proposals on white paper, the comments and suggestions by other Governments 
on green paper, and comments and suggestions emerging from discussion in the 
United States by public officials and private groups and individuals on pink 
paper; not printed. For a guide to amendments, comments and proposals con- 
eae the Proposals, see doc. 288, G/38, May 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3,
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TENTATIVE AssIGNMENTS TO CoMMISSIONS AND CONFERENCE 
ARRANGEMENTS 

Tun Secrerary then asked Mr. Hiss to present the question of the 
assignments of delegates, advisers and technical experts to commis- 
sions. Copies of the document Tentative Assignments to Commis- 
sions of Delegates, Advisers and Technical Experts, April 3, 1945, 

were then distributed to the advisers. 
Mr. Hiss stated that a number of matters were being cleared with 

the sponsoring powers by means of a new procedure: an informal orga- 
nizing group composed of the ambassadors of the sponsoring govern- 
ments in Washington. One of the matters now being cleared through 
this group, he said, was the question of the organization of the 

Conference. : 

Tue Secretary commented that the persons now gathered together 
in this room should consider themselves one family and should treat 
with complete confidence matters discussed within the family. He 
said that the rule now was that there should be no public statement 
concerning the Conference by any person in the room without ap- 
proval by the delegation and that this rule held for himself as well 
as for the rest of the members present. No member would not [now?] 
speak on matters connected with the Conference except with the au- 
thority of the American delegation. He asked each member to keep 

within these four walls all'the important matters that were discussed, 
suggesting as an illustration ‘that the plan to assign the chairmanship 
of different committees to cértain states, if revealed prematurely, 
might cause tremendous embarrassment. a | 

UNoFFICIAL REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Mr. MacLeztsu said that the problem had arisen because so many 
organizations had wanted to go to San Francisco and that the prob- 
lem was complicated by the fact that we did not want to do anything 
which would increase too heavily the burden of the delegation. On 
the other hand, it was important to prepare for the presentation of 
the work of the Conference to the American public. After a great 
deal of discussion it had been agreed that a certain number of or- 
ganizations should be invited to send representatives to San Francisco 
as consultants. These representatives would be put in consultative 
touch with the American delegation and the Conference under terms 
that would interfere in the least possible way with the duties of the 

* Memorandum to the British Embassy, April 3, supra.
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delegates. A choice had to be made between selecting 15 or 16 or- 
ganizations from among the chief pressure groups, veterans organiza- 

tions, farmers, etc., or selecting a larger group of organizations, some 
30 to 35, that would include, in addition to the larger pressure groups, 
women’s organizations, religious groups and educational organizations 
that were greatly interested in San Francisco. It had been agreed 
that the larger number of organizations should be chosen and that 
representatives should be invited from about 33 different agencies. 
Te Secretary commented that this decision had been a difficult one 

to reach and that it had been hard to draw the line. However, the 
delegates had had in mind the President’s feeling that it was best in 
the end to invite representatives from certain groups and establish a 
liaison office for them. | 

Tue Szcretary then suggested that the meeting of the advisers and 

delegates stand adjourned. _— 
(The advisers then left the Secretary’s Office.) 
Tz SECRETARY reconvened the meeting of the delegates and asked 

Mr. Hiss to give an explanation of the documentation presented to 
the delegates. | | | 

Mr. Hiss noted that the main purpose of the documents was to give 
the delegates an opportunity to study the suggestions for changes 
in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals that had been made by other gov- 
ernments and that had emerged in the course of discussions in the 
United States. It was hoped, he said, that in the course of our dis- 
cussions we would make up our minds as to our attitude toward these 
proposed changes before going to the Conference. 

Tue Srcrerary said it was going to be necessary to cut through 
all the underbrush so that we would know exactly what proposals the 
American delegation would stand by and favor and so that the matter 
would be altogether clear. Senator VaNDENBERG thought this was 

a wise procedure. 
Mr. Hiss then explained that the text of the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 

posals was printed on the white paper, comments by other govern- 
ments on green paper and suggestions that emerged from discussions 
in the United States on pink paper in order to make each set of papers 
stand out clearly. 

Tue Secretary asked if this material had been digested to the min- 
imum. Mr. Hiss replied in the affirmative. 

| CoNFERENCE PoLiciEs 

Tue Secretary asked Mr. Hiss to make a brief statement concerning 
the problem of language at the Conference. Mr. Hiss indicated that
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the present policy was to try to persuade the other sponsoring govern- 
ments to adopt English as the official working language. This would 
mean that a delegate speaking in his own language would be responsi- 
ble for the translation of his speech into English. Any documents 
submitted would be accompanied by an English translation. We 
would try to supply translating facilities as needed. Mr. Hiss added 
that each delegate that did not speak English would be responsible for 
providing his own interpreter. He added that the French were putting 
on considerable pressure to have French accepted as an official lan- 
guage. Mr. Dunn added that the Russians had also asked that Russian 
be an official language of the Conference. | 

Mr. Hiss explained that the gesture was proposed of offering to 
prepare a final text in Chinese, Russian, French, English and Spanish, 
and that he hoped this gesture of official reéognition would make it 
possible to adopt English as the practical working language. | 

‘Time or ARRIVAL IN SAN FRANCISCO a 

It was agreed at the suggestion of Tue Secretary that the Amer- 
ican delegation would be on hand in San Francisco, ready to receive 
other delegations on Monday morning, April 23, but that it would 
announce that it would not be ready to receive other delegations 

before that time. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11: 45 a. m. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 244, Box 99 | 

Minutes of the First Meeting of the Informal Organizing Group on 
Arrangements for the San Francisco Conference, Held at Wash- 
ington, Tuesday, April 3, 1945, 2:45 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including representa- 
tives of the United States (5); United Kingdom (2); Soviet Union 
(2); and China (2).] 

I. Organization of the Conference 

A. It was pointed out that on this subject the Department’s memo- 
randum of March 80 superseded its memorandum of March 16. 

B. Tue Secrerary stated that as a general rule all matters con- 
cerning arrangements for the San Francisco Conference should 
henceforth be taken up through this group rather than through the 
United States missions abroad.
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C. The three Ambassadors ® were requested to obtain the comments 
of their respective Governments on the Department’s memorandum 
of March 380. 

Il. Allocation of Conference Positions 

A. The Department’s memorandum of April 8, on this subject was 
presented. | 

B. Tuer Sovier Ampassapor inquired whether it had not been sug- 
gested earlier by an officer of the Department that the chairmen of 
the four sponsoring delegations should be the presidents of the four 
commissions. It was pointed out that the Department’s memorandum 
of March 16 had suggested that the presidencies of commissions be 
allotted to powers other than the sponsoring powers. 

C. Tue Sovier Ampassapor recalled that he had suggested to Mr. 
Dunn * that the Presidency of the Conference should rotate among 
the chairmen of delegations of the four sponsoring governments. 
Tue Ampassapor has pointed out that the necessity of election of 
four chairmen is dedicated [dictated?] by the necessity of preservation 
of equality of position among the four sponsoring nations at the 

Conference. It would be natural to have four chairmen from four 
countries. Tur Srorerary or Srate indicated that this suggestion 
had not yet been considered by the Department. Tum Brimisa 
AMBASSADOR said that without prejudging the position of his Gov- 
ernment he would think, off the record and unofficially, that an 
American would be President of the Conference and the chairmen 
of delegation of the other three sponsoring governments would be 
Vice Presidents. Tur Srcrerary or State suggested that precedents 
in recent United Nations conferences indicated that one person should 
be responsible throughout the period of the Conference for its effec- 
tive management. 

III. Problem of Official Languages | 

A. The Department’s memorandum of April 3 on this subject was 
presented. 

B. In response to an inquiry by the Soviet Ambassador it was ind1- 
cated that under the Department’s proposal any delegation could ask 
that particular documents of importance be made available in one 
or more of the official languages other than English, but that it was 
hoped that this right would be used with moderation in order to 
avoid mechanical difficulties. 

The Ambassadors of the United Kingdom (Halifax), the Soviet Union (Gro- 
myko), and China (Wei). 

_ Memorandum of conversation, by Assistant Secretary Dunn, March 31, not 

printed.
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C. Copies were distributed of the proposals made by the French 
Government that only English and French be considered as official 
languages. 

IV. Policy Regarding Press 

It was stated that the Soviet Government had agreed to the press 
policy proposed by the United States Government * subject to the 
reservation that the four commissions might, in their own discretion, 
hold closed sessions. It was agreed that this would be appropriate. 

V. Observers from States Not Members of the United Nations 

It was stated that, in accordance with the prior decision of the 
sponsors that no invitation should be issued to any government other 
than those which have signed the United Nations Declaration, a re- 
quest of the Italian Government for representation by an observer 
had been denied.®® It was also stated that, similarly, a like request 
by the so-called Provisional Government of Korea had been denied.** 

VI. Unofficial Representation of Certain International Organizations 

It was stated that the Soviet and Chinese Governments had both 
expressed their agreement with the United States proposal that ar- 
rangements be made for unofficial representation of the five following 
international organizations at the Conference: The League of Na- 
tions, the Internationa] Labor Office, the Permanent Court for Inter- 
national Justice, the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 
Administration and the Interim Commission on Food and Agriculture. 

VII. Consultation of Sponsoring States with Respect to the Amend- 
ment of Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 

Ambassador Gromyko’s memorandum of March 31 on this subject 
was brought to the attention of the British and Chinese Ambassadors 
and it was stated that the Department was not in a position to com- 
ment on the Soviet proposal at this time. 

Next meeting 

It was indicated that Mr. Makins would be the British Ambassa- 
dor’s deputy, that Mr. Novikov would be the Soviet Ambassador’s 
deputy and that the Chinese Ambassador would designate a 
deputy. These gentlemen would work with Mr. Hiss and Mr. Ross * 
informally on matters requiring clearance among the sponsoring gov- 
ernments. It was decided that meetings of the Ambassadors with 
the Secretary of State would be subject to call as might be required. 
The meeting adjourned at 3: 30 p.m. 

* Memorandum of conversation, March 31, between Mr. Dunn and Mr. Gromyko, 
not printed. 

* See note to the Italian Ambassador, April 7, p. 206. 
* See minutes of the fifty-eighth meeting of the United States delegation, May 

30, 9: 05 a. m., p. 974. 
* John C. Ross, Director, Office of Departmental Administration.
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500.CC/4~345 

Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State ® 

TENTATIVE Suaccestions Witu Resrect to THE Use or LANGUAGES 
AT THE San Francisco CONFERENCE | 

Reference is made to our memorandum of March 16, 1945 con- 
cerning tentative suggestions with respect to arrangements for the 
San Francisco Conference in which it was indicated that additional 
proposals concerning those arrangements would be communicated 
to the other sponsoring Governments. In that connection, we have 
now formulated a proposal concerning the use of languages at the 

San Francisco Conference for the consideration of the other spon- 
soring Governments. 

1. Authentic Texts of the Charter 

_ We propose that English, Russian, Chinese, French and Spanish 
be the official languages of the Conference in which authentic texts 
of the Charter would be drawn up for signature. If time does not 
permit the conclusion of drafts in each of these languages at the 
Conference, we suggest that those drafts which may not be completed 
at San Francisco be opened for signature at a later date. 

2. Use of Languages in Meetings 

With a view to expediting the work of the Conference, we suggest 
that speeches in the plenary sessions and commissions be given in 
English, if convenient. It is expected that delegates speaking in 
other languages would furnish English translations or interpreters, as 
possible. The Secretariat would provide assistance, when needed, in 
translating and interpreting from Russian, French, and Spanish into 
English. | 7 * 
We also propose that English be used, whenever possible, in the 

meetings of the committees and subcommittees. It is our thought 
that delegates would provide their own interpreters to enable them 
to follow discussions in English. The Secretariat would provide 
assistance, when needed, for interpretations from Russian, French and 

Spanish into English. 

3. Use of Languages in Documents and Records | 

We propose that documents, records, and the Official Journal be 
issued in English. The Secretariat would be prepared to assist dele- 
gations in translating Russian, French or Spanish drafts into English. 
In addition to this assistance, the Secretariat would comply, as pos- 

8 Marginal notation on the original: “Handed to the Soviet Ambassador 
4/3/45.” Copies handed on the same date to the British and the Chinese 

Ambassadors.
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sible, with requests for assistance in translating draft texts or pro- 
posals into Russian, French, or Spanish. . oe a : 

Wasuineton, April 3, 1945. Oo | 

500.CC/4—345 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 

: | of State. an | 

} Lonpon, April 3, 1945—7 p. m. 
oo [Received April 3—2: 27 p. m.] 

3382. ReDeptel 2051, March 16, midnight.®® The attention of the 
Foreign Office was invited to the three points suggested by the Chinese 
for inclusion in the charter of the International Organization and a 
reply has now been received from the Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs noting that the US Government perceives no objection to 
meeting the wish of Chinese Government and stating that the British 
Government for its part also sees no objection thereto and is prepared 
to support the Chinese proposal at the San Francisco Conference.” 

oo | WINANT 

500.CC/4-345 a — | a 

The Secretary of State to the Legal Adviser (Hackworth) , 

_ Wasurineton, April 8, 1945. 
My Dear Mr. Hacxworts;: I take pleasure in designating you as 

Representative of the United States on. the Committee of Jurists which 
is to meet at Washington on April 9, 1945. to formulate, pursuant to 
Chapter VII of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, a statute for the pro- 

posed international court of justice.** 
You will be assisted by one or two advisers, to be designated.” 
Since the statute of the international court of justice is to become a 

part of the Charter of the United Nations, you are authorized to 
consider with the Committee not only the statute but also such other 
matters as are deemed necessary to determine the position and jurisdic- 
tion of the court within the proposed Organization. 

*° Not printed, but see footnote 60, p. 126. . 
© For the Soviet attitude, see minutes of meeting of the “Big Four” Foreign 

Ministers, April 28, p. 363. 
*! For press releases announcing the meeting and plans for the opening session, 

see Department of State Bulletin, April 8, 1945, p. 648; for addresses at the first 
plenary session, see ibid., April 15, 1945, pp. 672-674. 

For a list of Governments and their respective representatives and advisers, 
see The International Court of Justice, pp. 165-167.
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You are directed to report to me and to the members of the American 
Delegation to the United Nations Conference on the developments 
and results of the Committee’s work. 

Sincerely yours, Epwarp R. STErrinius, JR. 

800,014/4-345 

The Secretary of State to Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the 

Secretary of State 

ye Wasuineton, April 3, 1945. 
My Dear Mr. Pasvoisxyr: It was agreed at Yalta that the five gov- 

ernments with permanent seats in the Security Council should consult 
each other prior to the United Nations Conference on providing ma- 
chinery in the Charter of the United Nations for dealing with terri- 
torial trusteeships which would apply only to (A) existing mandates 
of the League of Nations; (B) territory to be detached from the 
enemy as a result of this war; and (C) any other territory that may 
voluntarily be placed under trusteeship.”. It was further agreed that 
no discussions of specific territories will take place during the pre- 
liminary consultations on trusteeships or at the United Nations Con- 
ference itself. Only machinery and principles of trusteeship will be 
formulated at the Conference for inclusion in the Charter and it will 
be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which territories within 
the categories specified above will actually be placed under trusteeship. 

Within these terms of reference you are directed to represent the 
Government of the United States in these preliminary consultations 
which are scheduled to take place in Washington as soon as representa- 
tives of the other invited Governments can arrive in the United States. 

You will take for your instructions the paper on Trusteeship Ar- 
rangements prepared by the Interdepartmental Committee on De- 
pendent Area Aspects of International Organization ®* and which 
has been approved by the Secretary of State, the Secretary of War, 
the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the Interior.” 

_ You are expected to consult, as occasion may require, with the other 
members of the Interdepartmental Committee referred to above, but 

8 See statement released to the press April 3, Department of State Bulletin, 
April 8, 1945, p. 601. 

* See memorandum of March 17 with draft statement on trusteeship arrange- 
ments, p. 134. 

* This letter, from the Secretary of State to Mr. Pasvolsky, which was drafted 
on March 28, presumed that formal clearance by the Secretaries of War and the 
Navy of the draft proposals, which had been formulated through interdepart- 
mental collaboration, would be promptly forthcoming. See extracts from the 
Secretary’s Diary, 18 March-7 April 1945, p. 140, for his account of differences of 
opinion expressed at a meeting of the three Secretaries on April 2, and the 
consequences.
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you will be responsible for carrying on the conversations under my 
authority and direction. 

You are directed to report to me and to the members of the United 
States delegation to the San Francisco Conference on the developments 
and results of these conversations. a 

Sincerely yours, K. R. Srerrinivs, JR. 

500.CC/4-345 

The Lithuanian Minister (Zadetkis) to the Secretary of State 

No. 460 Wasuineton, April 3, 1945. 

Sir: On several occasions in the past I had stressed in my com- 
munications to you the fact that Lithuania had always been a staunch 
supporter of collective security under the leadership of the League of 
Nations. Though the system of collective security had failed because 
of the internal weakness of the League, the soundness of the idea is 
still recognized by most nations, great and small, including Lithuania. 
My country, the victim of Soviet and Nazi invasions, while hoping for 
security supported by a new international organization, is at this very 
moment waiting with great anxiety for immediate remedy against the 
fear of extermination, as is evident from what happened in Lithuania 
in 1940 *? and in 1941,°* also during the prolonged Nazi occupation, 
and from Lithuania’s present situation when so many thousands are 
being driven eastward by the Soviet “liberators.” The saving of lives 
and the protection of the citizenship rights of approximately three 
hundred thousand Lithuanian deportees and refugees in Germany * 
constitutes at present another important and urgent problem. 

In this connection the following facts are worth recalling: first, 
when, on August 14, 1941, the Atlantic Charter! was proclaimed, 
Lithuania was an axis-occupied country, and, therefore, the principles 
of the Charter were considered by the American Government to be 
fully applicable to Lithuania, and not to so-called Soviet Lithuania, 
the product of a land-grabbing policy; and second, about two weeks 
before the signing of the Declaration by the United Nations on Jan- 
uary 1, 1942, Lithuania’s eagerness to organize her government-in- 
exile, and to join the Allied cause, was reported by this office (my 
note of December 18, 19417). I believe, therefore, that my country 

In a note of May 2 the Acting Secretary of State acknowledged receipt of the 
Lithuanian note (500.CC/4—345). 

” For documentation on Soviet occupation of the Baltic States and their incor- 
poration into the Soviet Union, see Foreign Relations, 1940, vol. 1, pp. 357 ff. 

* For the Department’s reply to Lithuanian note protesting against the inva- 
sion of Lithuania by Germany, see ibid., 1941, vol. 1, p. 648. 

” For documentation on Soviet-German agreements concerning resettlement 
of refugees, see ibid., pp. 119-122, 126, and 134. 

* Joint statement by President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill, August 
14, 1941, ibid., p. 367. 

7Not printed.
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cannot be accused of neglecting her fight for peace and freedom be- 
cause of her absence from United Nations conferences in the past. 

Lithuania wishes to be represented in appropriate capacity as a 
sovereign nation at the United Nations conference which is scheduled 
to convene on April 25, 1945, in the City of San Francisco, California, 
for the purpose of erecting a new edifice of peace and security. 
Lithuania, mindful of her position, and of the importance of the 
coming Conference, reserves the right to be spokesman on her own 
affairs, and rejects any attempt by any one who lacks legal authority 
to represent her at the Conference. 

In conclusion I believe it is suitable to recall here President Roose- 
velt’s significant words: | 

“We are going to win the war and we are going to win the peace 
that follows. 

“., . In representing our cause, we represent theirs (the majority 
of the members of the human race) as well.” ° 

Under existing circumstances Lithuania can only hope that President 
Roosevelt’s words shall not fail to safeguard also Lithuania’s inde- 
pendence in accordance with the principles of the Atlantic Charter. 

Accept [etc.] | P. ZADEIKIS 

Eetracts From President ooseveli’s Press and Radio Conference 
at the Little White House, Warm Springs, Georgia, April 5, 1946, 
2 p.m.* 

THE PRESIDENT: 

It seems obvious that we will be more or less responsible for 
security in all the Pacific waters. As you take a look at the different 
places captured by us, from Guadalcanal, the north coast of New 
Guinea, and then the Marianas and other islands gradually to the 
southern Philippines, and then into Luzon and north to Iwo Jima, 
it seems obvious the only danger is from Japanese forces; and they 
must be prevented, in the same way Germany is prevented, from set- 
ting up a military force which would start off again on a chapter 
of aggression. 

So that means the main bases have to be taken away from them. 
They have to be policed externally and internally. And as a part 
of the western Pacific situation, it 1s necessary to throw them out of 

3 Address by President Roosevelt to the Nation, released to the press by the 
White House on December 9, 1941, Department of State Bulletin, December 13, 
1941, pp. 476, 480. 

*Copy obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, N. Y.; 
for complete text, see The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
1944-1945 volume: Victory and the Threshuld of Peace, compiled by Samuel I. 
Rosenman, p. 607.
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any of their mandated ports, which they immediately violated almost 
as soon as they were mandated, by fortifying these islands. 

Q. Mr. President, on the question of the Japanese mandates that 
you say will be taken away from them, who will be the controlling 
government in those mandates, the United States ? 

Tue Presipent: I would say the United Nations. Or—it might 
be called—the world, which has been much abused now, will have 
a chance to prevent any more abuse. 

Q. Mr. President, do you think we will have a chance to talk with 
you again on other subjects before you go, such as the three-to-one 
vote? . 

Tue Preswwent: As a matter of fact, this plea for votes was done 
in a very quiet way. 

Stalin’ said to me—and this is the essence of it—“You know there 
are two parts of Russia that have been completely devastated. Every 
building is gone, every farm house, and there are millions of people 
living in these territories—and it is very important from the point 
of view of humanity—and we thought, as a gesture, they ought to 
be given something as a result of this coming victory. They have 
had very little civilization. One is the Ukraine, and the other is 
White Russia. We all felt—not any of us coming from there in the 
government—we think it would be grand to give them a vote in the 
Assembly. In these two sections, millions have been killed, and we 
think it would be very heartening—would help to build them up— 
if we could get them a vote in the Assembly.” 

He asked me what I thought. 
I said to Stalin, “Are you going to make that request of the 

Assembly ?” | | 
He said, “I think we should.” 
I said, “I think it would be all right—I don’t know how the Assembly 

will vote.” 
He said, “Would you favor it?” 
I said, “Yes, largely on sentimental grounds. If I were on the dele- 

gation—which I am not—I would probably vote ‘yes.’ ” 
That has not come out In any paper. 
He said, “That would be the Soviet Union, plus White Russia, plus 

the Ukraine.” 
Then I said, “By the way, if the Conference in San Francisco should 

give you three votes in the Assembly—if you get three votes—I do not 
know what would happen if I don’t put in a plea for three votes in the
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States.” And I said, “I would make the plea for three votes and 
insist on it.” 

It is not really of any great importance. It is an investigatory body 
only. I told Stettinius to forget it. I am not awfully keen for three 
votes in the Assembly. It is the little fellow who needs the vote in 
the Assembly. This business about the number of votes in the Assem- 
bly does not make a great deal of difference. 

Q. They don’t decide anything, do they ? 
Tue Presiwent: No. 
By the way, thisis all off the record. 

500.CC/4—-545 

The Secretary of the Interior (Ickes) to the Secretary of State® 

Wasuineton, April 5, 1945. 

My Dear Ep: Enclosed is a copy of a memorandum which I have 
sent to the President and which I think may be helpful to you. I hope 
that you will steadfastly hold the line. 

Sincerely yours, Harorw L. Ickzs 
[Enclosure] | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of the Interior (Ickes) to 
President Roosevelt , 

Wasuineton, April 5, 1945. 

I am considerably disturbed as a result of reports which have come 
to me as to the attitude of the Army and Navy with respect to the 
international trusteeship problem. Under Secretary Fortas, who 
participated in the State-War-Navy-Interior committee discussions 
of this problem, has advised me from time to time of the attitude taken 
by the representatives of the various agencies. I understand that the 
representatives of the Armed Forces have indicated a strong feeling 
that the United States should insist upon complete sovereignty of the 
Japanese mandated islands. I am now informed that the War and 
Navy Departments are urging that the matter of international trus- 
teeship should not be discussed at the San Francisco Conference, or 
at. least should not be discussed until there is a firm agreement as 
to United States jurisdiction over the Japanese mandated islands. 

I agree that the United States should be the administering power 
for the Japanese mandated islands. The arrangement worked out 
by the interdepartmental committee seems to me to assure to this 
Government all of the rights which it could possibly desire for security 
purposes. The only question in my mind is whether the arrangement 

* Original missing from Department files. Copy obtained from the Department 
of the Interior.
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has not gone too far in providing a scheme by which these areas may 
be exempted from international accountability. But I feel most 
strongly that if the United States should insist upon complete 
sovereignty, an international grab-bag would result which would end. 
in serious prejudice to the interests of this country and to the scheme 
for a peaceful world organization. For example, the British might 
well respond by claiming absolute title to certain areas in the Middle 
East which would not only affect our security interests but would seri- 
ously interfere with important commercial interests of this Nation 
such as our great stake in Middle Eastern oil. | 

I also feel that it would be a mistake to fail to reach an agreement 
on the subjects of mandated territories and dependent areas at the 
San Francisco Conference. The elimination of this topic from the 
agenda of the Conference would arouse suspicions and would be a 
continuing source of hostility and distrust. In my opinion, no Inter- 
national Organization can succeed or can even be successfully launched 
unless these vital problems are boldly confronted and dealt with on a 
basis of practical idealism. — 7 | 

Accordingly, I urgently recommend that the mandated territories 
and any territories which may be separated from the enemy should be 
placed under the trusteeship system, with only such safeguards as may 
be demonstrably necessary for security purposes, and that a prompt 
decision be made as to this Government’s policy, to be followed by a 
vigorous effort to obtain acceptance of that policy at the San Fran- 

cisco Conference. 
| Harorp L. Ickzs 

500.CC/4-545.: Telegram oo, | 

The Acting Secretary of State * to the Ambassador in the United 
Kingdom (Winant) 

Wasuineron, April 5, 1945—5 p. m. 
2646. In reference to your cable 31927 the State Department has 

not at any time urged that Argentina be represented at San Francisco. 
Following program of action was agreed upon at meeting of Ambas- 
sadors of 12 leading Latin American countries, called by Minister of 
Foreign Affairs Velloso of Brazil® at Blair House, March 14th: ® 

° The Secretary of State was on a speech-making trip to Chicago and New York, 
April 3~7. 

' "Dated March 28, 5 p. m., not printed; it related the personal opinions of an 
unnamed British official of the Foreign Office concerning Argentine affairs 
(835.01/3-2845). 
Sta Pedro Lego Velloso, Acting Foreign Minister of Brazil, was visiting the United 

® See The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. 1, pp. 1407-08, for Mr. Hull’s account 
of the Blair House meeting and President Roosevelt’s attitude toward the 
question of admission of the Argentine Government to the United Nations. 

723-681—67-—_17
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“Articles 1, 3,5 and 6 (of Mexico City Resolution No. 59 ?°) by their 
nature and purpose constitute a single declaration. 

“It shall be acknowledged that the Argentine Nation has accepted 
the invitation implied in the above articles when her government 
shall have: 

“(a) Declared by decree the existence of a state of war with 
' Germany and Japan; _— 

(6) Expressed conformity with the principles and declarations 
of the Final Act and complied with such principles and declara- 
tions; 

(c) Signed the Final Act of Mexico City at the Pan American 
Union. 

“The Argentine Government will then: 

(a) Be recognized by the Governments of the American Na- 
tions and 

(6) The United States as the depository state will request that 
_ Argentina be invited to sign the Joint Declaration of the United 

Nations.” 

At my staff meeting on March 31 it was agreed that recognition of 
Argentina would not commit us in any way to sponsorship of Argen- 
tina’s adherence to the United Nations declaration until there was 
agreement that from the world as well as a hemispheric point of view 
it was warranted. 

_ The following measures have been taken by the Argentine Govern- 
ment in compliance with the principles and declarations of the final 
act of Mexico City: 

1. Declaration of state of war with Japan and Germany.* 
2. Adherence to Final Act of Mexico City (signature to take place 

April 4, 12 noon”). 
3. The interned crew members of the Graf Spee * have been made 

prisoners of war. 
4, Suspension of fifteen newspapers, including Alianza, Vispera, 

three Japanese, three Hungarian, and seven German newspapers. 
(Note: Cabcéldo and Hl Pampero had been suspended shortly before 
the Mexico City Conference). | 

5. Internment of Japanese diplomatic and consular officers. 
Although this measure has not been effectively implemented, it is 
reported that they are to be interned at Cordoba. 

For text of Resolution LIX concerning Argentina, approved March 7, 1945, 
in plenary session, see Department of State Conference Series No. 85: Report of 
the Delegation of the United States of America to the Inter-American Conference 
on Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City, February 21—-March 8, 1945 (Wash- 
ington, 1946), p. 133. 
“For statement by the Department concerning the Argentine declaration of 

war on March 27, see Department of State Bulletin, April 1, 1945, p. 538. 
See the communication of March 28 from the Argentine Chargé (Garcia) 

to the Director General of the Pan American Union (Rowe), ibid., April 8, 1945, 
p. 611. 

* For documentation on the Graf Spee incident and internment of crew, see 
Foreign Relations, 1939, vol. v, pp. 105 ff.
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6. Blocking of Axis funds. 
7. Decree for special registration within ten or twenty days of all 

nationals of enemy countries over 14 years of age and also the regis- 
tration within thirty days of all those of enemy origin who have 
been naturalized as Argentines. The decree also calls for the sur- 
render of firearms and radios and restricts freedom of movement 
and communication of such persons. 

8. Decree taking over assets of Axis firms. This decree provides 
for the control by the Council of Administration of the assets of Axis 
individuals or firms and the appointment of interventors. Control 
may be extended to firms with Axis links and to assets of subversive 
individuals or firms, whatever their nationality. Assets are to be 
held to pay possible war damages. 

9. Imprisonment of Fritz Mandl. 

The United States therefore proposes immediately upon the sig- 
nature of the final act by the Argentine Chargé d’Affaires to initiate 
consultations with respect to recognition of the Argentine govern- 
ment.1*> The Department intends to suggest recognition on April 9. 
You will be informed of major developments in these consultations. 

The British Embassy has been kept currently informed of develop- 
ments. In addition, you are authorized informally to transmit to 
the Foreign Office any of the above information. 

7 | ACHESON 

500.CC/4-545 : Telegram | | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Caffery) 

Wasuineton, April 5, 1945—6 p. m. 
1359. This Government on March 8 informed London, Moscow and 

Chungking * that we considered it would be definitely in the interests 
of the contemplated world organization were France, at some time 
prior to the convening of the San Francisco Conference, to decide to 
become a sponsor on the same basis as the other sponsoring nations. 
We also said that we hoped that continued study by the Provisional 
Government of the French Republic would lead it to decide upon this 
course and that we assumed that under the decisions arrived at during 
the Yalta Conference the door continued to remain open for France 
in this manner to become one of the sponsoring nations. We said 

*“ An industrialist (who left Austria in 1938), arrested by Argentine police on 
April 2 as a dangerous individual suspected of extending aid to the Nazi Govern- 
ment, 

*' The Argentine Chargé signed the Final Act at Mexico City on April 4. For 
press release of April 9 concerning decision by American Republics to resume 
se Bron es with Argentina, see Department of State Bulletin, April 15, 

, p. 670. 
** Telegram 1767, March 8, 1 p. m., to London, repeated to Moscow and Chung- 

king, not printed.
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further that we felt we should be in a position to assure France of 
the foregoing and to make that assurance public. | 

On March 9 we received word that the Chinese Government con- 
curred with this statement.1® On March 13 the Soviet Government 
informed us *® that it agreed that French participation in the sponsor- 
ing of the invitations to the San Francisco Conference is even now 
desirable on the same basis as the four other sponsoring powers since 
this would undoubtedly be in the interests of the international organ- 
ization. The Soviet Government said it had no objections either to 
giving the French Government further opportunity to study this ques- 
tion in order to adopt a positive decision prior to the convening of the 
Conference, or to our giving an assurance to the French Government 
in this respect. 

_ On March 14 the British Government informed us” that it is in 
favor of the step proposed by us. Eden said that a great deal would 
depend on timing and approach and suggested that Winant speak 
first to Massigli, leaving it to Massigli to prepare ground in Paris 
before the matter was taken up there. We informed London on 
March 19”! that after carefully considering Eden’s suggestion we felt 
that it would be preferable to have you take the matter up directly with 
Bidault ?!* since you had been handling this question with the Foreign 
Office from the beginning. We also said that, if France is to act as 
sponsor, it would be advisable to have her become a party to prepara- 
tions as soon as possible, and that therefore a prompt approach on the 
matter is considered desirable. On March 21 London informed us ”” 
that our suggested procedure was acceptable to Eden. 

In the meantime, reports from Paris indicated that the Provisional 
Government was preparing to communicate to the sponsoring govern- 
ments its comments on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals with recom- 
mendations for numerous amendments, and these were transmitted 
to this Government officially on March 21.2 These comments and 
amendments have since received widespread publicity. 

From our review and study of the proposed French amendments, 
we assume that their character—coupled with the publicity given to 
them—precludes the Provisional Government’s becoming a sponsor 
of the San Francisco Conference on the same basis as the other spon- 
soring governments, i.e., as stated in the invitations, that the Confer- 

18 Telegram 390, March 9, 5 p. m., not printed. 
#2 Telegram 734, March 13, 7 p. m., not printed. 
” Telegram 2634, March 14, 8 p. m., not printed. 
21 Telegram 2133, March 19, midnight, not printed. 
28 Georges Bidault, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Provisional Government 

of France. 
4 Telegram 2901, March 21, noon, not printed. . 

% Despatch 1398, March 21, transmitting the French text of the French note 

of March 21 with accompanying proposed amendments, not printed. For English 

text, see doc. 2, G/7 (0), March 21, in UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 376.
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ence consider as affording a basis for such a charter the proposals for 
the establishment of a general international organization, which were 
made public last October as a result of the Dumbarton Oaks Confer- 
ence, and which have been supplemented by the provisions covering 
the voting procedure in the Security Council as agreed to at the 
Crimea Conference. 

The Department desires that you take advantage of an early and 
convenient opportunity to take this matter up informally with Bidault, 
conveying to him orally the substance of the foregoing. As indicated 
above, all of the sponsoring governments would be glad to have the 
Provisional Government of the French Republic join in sponsoring 
the San Francisco Conference on the same basis as the other sponsor- 
ing nations and as stated in the last sentence of the preceding para- 
graph. If, however, the Provisional Government feels that it can 
not join in sponsoring the Conference on this basis, you should express 
appropriate regrets. | : 

This telegram is sent to Paris as No. 1359. It is also being repeated 

to London as No. 2649, Moscow as No. 796, and Chungking as No, 
551, and these latter three Amembassies are hereby instructed to con- 
vey the substance of this communication to the Foreign Ministers 
of the Governments to which they are accredited with the additional 
note that they will be subsequently advised of the reactions of the 
French Provisional Government to this informal communication. 

| | - ACHESON 

500.CC/4-645 | 

The Acting Consul General of E’stonia in Charge of Legation (Kaiv) 
: to the Secretary of State : 

No. 18 | ‘New Yorks, April 6, 1945. 
[Received April 7.] 

Sir: According to the Bulletin of the Department of State, dated 
March 11, 1945, a conference of the United Nations is called to meet 
at San Francisco on April 25, 1945, the purpose of which is to prepare 
a charter for a general international organization for the maintenance 
of international peace and security and which, in conformity with the 
statement made at the Crimea Conference, is essential, both to prevent 
aggression and to remove the political, economic and social causes of 
war through the close and continuing collaboration of all peace-loving 
peoples. | 

“In a note of May 2 the Acting Secretary of State acknowledged receipt of 
the Estonian note (500.CC/4-645).
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Estonia, being a peace-loving country, and having severely suffered 
under acts of aggression, is vitally interested in the San Francisco Con- 
ference and its achievements. | 
Although the primary purpose of the said Conference is to prepare 

a, charter for a general international organization, it must be presumed 
that in discussing the structure of such an organization the Conference 
has to deal directly or indirectly with the existing countries, among 
them Estonia. 

Estonia is at present occupied by the armed forces of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics. Regardless of the fact that such an oc- 
cupation must be considered as a temporary and military occupation 

only, the Government of the U.S.S.R. considers Estonia as part of 
the Soviet Union, designating it as the 16-th constituent Republic 
of the Soviet Union. The U.S.S.R. is trying to justify its position 
by asserting that the Estonian people have joined Russia by a plebi- 
scite in 1940. No such a plebiscite has ever taken place in Estonia. 
There are no legal acts or facts by which the U.S.S.R. would have 
gained sovereignty over the Estonian people. Nevertheless, the 
U.S.S.R. continues to violate the rights of the Estonian people not 
only in my homeland, but also is claiming the right to represent 
Estonia in international relations. 

I have the honor to bring through you, Sir, to the attention of the 
Government of the United States of America, as sponsor of the San 
Francisco Conference, that in appearing at the San Francisco Con- 
ference, the delegation of the U.S.S.R. cannot in any way represent 
Estonia. Such a right belongs only to the legal representatives of 
the Estonian Constitutional Government. | 

Accept [etc.] - | JOHANNES Katy 

IO Files | 

- Memorandum of Conversation, by the Chief of the Division of 
Dependent Areas (Gerigq) | 

[Wasuineron,] April 7, 1945. 

Subject: Conversations on Territorial Trusteeships. | 
Participants: S—Mr. Raynor | 

. DA—Mr. Gerig | : 
| |, Major Correa, of the Navy Department ?’. 
a | Mr. Harvey Bundy, of the War Department * 

Mr. Raynor and I went to the Navy Department this morning to 
show Major Correa and Mr. Bundy the draft memorandum which had 

*° See Foreign Relations, 1940, vol. 1, pp. 369 ff. 
77 Maj. Mathias F. Correa, Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy. 
7° Harvey H. Bundy, Special Assistant to the Secretary of War.
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been prepared for the President,”? recommending that the four Cab- 
inet Officers ®° should present to the President the various aspects 
of the issue concerning conversations on territorial trusteeship. Mr. 
Raynor stated that we wished to make certain that the references to 
the position taken by the Secretaries of War and Navy were correctly 
stated in the memorandum. | 

After reading the memorandum, Mr. Bundy and Major Correa said 
that the memorandum, in effect, means that the Secretary of State 
had changed his position from that agreed to last Monday, and 
that he was now proposing that the conversations should not be 
postponed, and that the present draft plan on trusteeship should be 
taken as a basis of American policy. . 

Mr. Raynor stated that the Secretary of State’had taken the advice 
of a number of officers and had come to the conclusion that, in view of 
the Yalta agreement to discuss this question,” he could not recommend 
postponement, and that instead he urged that both the views of the 

War and Navy Departments and the differing views of the State 
and Interior Departments should be laid before the President for 
decision. 

_ After discussing several minor points to which they objected in 
the memorandum, it became clear that the disagreement is not over 
the trusteeship plan but with the discussion at this time of any trustee- 
ship structure or arrangement. The view of the Secretaries of War 
and Navy is that it is impossible to discuss trusteeship machinery 
without reference to specific territories, and further, that such dis- 
cussion might seriously interfere with the success of the Conference. 

- We replied that there was some risk in this, but that there was 
perhaps a greater risk in not taking up the subject: of trusteeships 
at all, in view of the fact that the public has already been: informed 
that such discussions would take place and that the Yalta agreement 
required that the discussions be held. They agreed that the decision 
to hold discussions had been taken at Yalta but still hoped that after 
reconsideration the discussions could either be postponed or confined 
merely to a resolution at San Francisco that the question be con- 

sidered by the United Nations Organization after its establishment. 
We agreed: that the only fundamental difference between us was 

the question of postponing the conversations, and that the remaining 

* Draft not printed. See telegram of April 9 from the Secretary of State to 
President Roosevelt, p. 211. | | 

*° Secretaries Stettinius, Stimson, Forrestal, and Ickes. . 
“1 Wor data on the meeting of April 2, see extracts from the Diary, 18 March-7 

April, p. 140; see also extract from the Diary, 8-14 April, p. 209. . 
82 See press release of April 3 on this subject, Department of State Bulletin, 

April 8, 1945, p. 601.
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differences in regard to the trusteeship plan (Document D-1k, 
March 22, 1945 ®*) are quite easily reconcilable. 

The differences in regard to the plan boiled down essentially to: 

1. That the trusteeship arrangements should be negotiated by the 
Security Council instead of the General Assembly ; and 

2, That a policy statement should be made when the plan is pre- 
sented, so that the public would clearly understand that strategic 
rights, especially with respect to the Pacific areas, are fully safe- 
guarded and that the trusteeship principle in these areas is applied 
in form but not in substance. They believe that candor in this re- 
spect is necessary and desirable. 

Within an hour after this conversation, Mr. Bundy telephoned a 
supplementary statement to our draft, setting out In somewhat more 
detail the recommendation of the War and Navy Departments. At 
the same time, he suggested the addition of a paragraph at the head 
of Recommendation 2 ** and suggested one or two slight verbal altera- 
tions which have been inserted in the second draft for the President. 

He asked that the revised copy should be given to him on Sunday 
‘or Monday morning, in order that he could clear it with the Secretary, 
in the hope that he would agree on laying only one memorandum be- 
fore the President rather than having the War and Navy Departments 
submit a separate memorandum. 

500.CC/3-2045 : . : 

The Secretary of State to the Italian Ambassador (Tarchiani) 

Wasuineron, April 7, 1945. 

E:XCELLENCy: We have had under consideration your inquiry of 
March 15, 1945 * concerning the possibility of the Italian Government 
being invited to send an observer to the United Nations Conference 
on International Organization at San Francisco. I have also received 
your note of March 29 on this subject.*° _ 

_ In our conversation on March 15 I believe that I told you that it 
had been decided that this Conference would be a meeting of the 
United Nations to draft the charter for a general international organi- 
zation for the maintenance of international security. It is in no sense 
a peace conference to settle such questions as boundaries, reparations, 

* See memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt, April 9, 
and footnote 59, p. 214. 

“For recommendation 2, see telegram of April 9 from the Secretary of State 
to President Roosevelt, p. 211, paragraph numbered 2. 

* Memorandum of conversation, March 15, not printed. 
* Not printed.
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etc. No provision had therefore been made for observers from na- 
tions not invited to attend the Conference.*" 

In the light of your inquiries we have again made a most careful 
study of the decisions already made on the subject by the nations 
sponsoring the Conference and I regret to have to inform you that 
no provision has been made for observers from nations not invited 
to attend the Conference.** 

Accept [etc. ] Epwakp R. STETTINIUS, JR. 

§00.CC/4—145 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to Mr. Alexander C. Kirk, United States Po- 
litical Adviser to the Supreme Allied Commander, Mediterranean 
Theatre 

Wasuineton, April 7, 1945—7 p. m. 

307. Reurtel 1286 April 12° The Department suggests with ref- 
erence to General Hoxha’s *° petition that Albania be invited to par- 
ticipate in the forthcoming San Francisco Conference on international 
organization that you and Jacobs ** prepare an informal memorandum 
of acknowledgment stating this Government’s position regarding his 
request along the following lines: OC - 

Begin memorandum. The Office of the United States Political 
Adviser at Caserta has been directed by the Department of State to 
communicate to Colonel General Enver Hoxha, Commander-in-Chief 
ANLA,” Tirana, the following statement setting forth the attitude 
of the United States Government regarding the request which he 
addressed to the President on March 29, 1945, for Albanian participa- 
tion in the San Francisco Conference. 

7 Wor agreement on the exclusion from the Conference invitation list of former 
enemy states who had recently declared war on Germany, see Conferences at 
Malia and Yalta, p. 774. : _ 

Ambassador Kirk noted in his telegram 587, February 24, 10 a. m., from Rome: 
“The argument which is being offered and which is incontestable is that any 
recognition of the Italian Government in connection with this conference would 
enhance its prestige at a time when such a step is vitally important to ensure 
continuity against the day when the north will be liberated.” (500.CC/2-2445) 

*°In a memorandum of April 13 on top diplomatic matters, “Special informa- 
tion for the President”, Secretary Stettinius made the following statement with 
respect to Italy: | 

“Italy. Although a cobelligerent since October 1943, Italy is still subject to 
an armistice regime and considerable control by the Allied Commission. 
Chiefly through our efforts, Italy’s status has improved, but less than we desire 
in view of the British policy of keeping Italy dependent. We have been unable 
to end the anomaly of Italy’s dual status as active cobelligerent and as defeated 
enemy. Great pressure is being brought to bear by groups in this country to 
make Italy one of the United Nations—a step essentially in accordance with our 
policy but not with that of certain other allied governments.” (711.00/4-1345) 

* Not printed. . : 
* Col. Gen. Enver Hoxha, President of the Council of Ministers of the Demo- 

cratic Government of Albania; Commander in Chief of the Albanian National 
Liberation Army. 

“ Joseph HE. Jacobs, Foreign Service Officer, Office of the United States Political 
Adviser. 

| 

“ Albanian National Liberation Army.
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In order to preclude any misunderstanding concerning the purview 
of the forthcoming deliberations at San Francisco, this Government 
desires to make clear immediately the fact that this Conference will 
deal only with questions of international organization and will in no 
way assume the character and functions of a “peace conference” where 
settlement of territorial questions, reparations, minorities problems, 
and similar matters would be undertaken. 

While this Government appreciates General Hoxha’s interest in this 
instance, it wishes to point out that exhaustive examination was made 
by the sponsoring Governments of every aspect of this subject before 
the decision was reached to extend invitations only to members of the 
United Nations, which include only recognized Governments. No 
provision has been made for official or unofficial observers. The De- 
partment of State trusts that General Hoxha will understand, in view 
of these considerations, that it cannot appropriately undertake to 
reopen discussion of the procedure already agreed upon and, accord- 
ingly, must inform him that it is not in a position to support his 
request for Albanian representation at the forthcoming Conference. 

The Government and people of the United States are fully aware 
of the steadfast manner in which Albanian patriots have carried 
through to a successful conclusion their unequal struggle against 
enemy aggression and are also cognizant that the Albanian people 
have thereby contributed worthily to the eventual triumph of our 
common cause. It is the sincere hope of the Government of the United 
States, nurtured by the friendly feelings of the American people for 
the Albanian people, that Albania will in due course take its proper 
place within the community of nations.“ Z'nd memorandum. 

The memorandum based on the foregoing text may be communicated 
to General Hoxha through such channels as you and Jacobs consider 
suitable,*4 

STETTINIUS 

500.CC/4-845 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of — 
Special Political Affairs (Hiss) | 

[Wasuineron,] April 8, 1945. 

Subject: Designation of a permanent President of the San Francisco 
Conference 

As a result of a telephone conversation which I had with the Sec- 
retary last night, I called Mr. Makins this morning at the Embassy 
and talked about this general question. Mr. Makins told me that 

“For documentation on the recognition of Albania by the United States, see 
vol. rv, pp. 1 ff. 

“In response to another request, of April 27, for Albanian participation in the 
Conference, Secretary Stettinius transmitted in telegram 7, May 17, the follow- 
ing message to the Department for General Hoxha: “As you have already been 
informed, the United States could not appropriately sponsor participation in the 
Conference of the authorities now exercising control over Albania with which 
he iB) States Government has not established official relations.” (500.0C/- 

a)
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he had had a discussion of this same subject with Mr. Dunn last 
week shortly after the meeting of the Informal Organizing Group 
and that as a result of that talk the Embassy had sent a telegram 
to London recommending that the British Government promptly 
make a recommendation that Mr. Stettinius be the permanent Presi- 
dent of the Conference. 

I told Mr. Makins that the next meeting of the Informal Organizing 
Group had been called for next Tuesday ** and told him that (as 
Mr. Raynor had informed me earlier this morning) it would be held 
at 3:00 p.m. I also told him that the Soviet Ambassador had again 
discussed this subject yesterday with Mr. Stettinius and had shown 
a rather unyielding attitude. Mr. Makins said that he would send 
a further telegram to London suggesting that the British Embassy 
be authorized to recommend Mr. Stettinius as permanent President 
at the Tuesday meeting. I also told Mr. Makins of the position 
which the Chinese had taken on this matter.“6 Mr. Makins expressed 
his pleasure at learning of this and said that if the Embassy received 
authorization to take the recommended action on Tuesday he would 
see that the British and the Chinese concerted their actions. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 100 

Extract From the Diary of Edward RB. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary of 
: State, December 1, 1944-July 3, 1945 

| Week of 
8-14 April, 1945. 
(Section Nine) 

) Various DEVELOPMENTS ABROAD 

Dependent Peoples—On Sunday the eighth I made a note that 
Mr. Hayden Raynor would review with me the trusteeship memo- 
randum which was to be sent to the President the following day,” 
and I further noted on Monday that “I am very dissatisfied with the 
memorandum I read last night on Trusteeships. I want the memo- 
randum worded so that I will remain impersonal on the matter and 
not be in a position to have to make a defense of the State Department 

* April 10. 
“Mr. Hiss reported, in a memorandum of April 7, on a conversation with 

Mr. Liu Chieh concerning the question of Presidency of the Conference, as fol- 
lows: “Mr. Liu said that this matter had not been cleared with his Government 
or with the Chinese Delegates but that I could take it as their position that 
they supported our view. He said he would notify his Government and his 
Delegates of the statement he had made to me -to this effect.” (500.CC/4-745) 

“Draft not printed; see telegram of April 9 to President Roosevelt, infra.
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position.” I discussed the question over the phone twice with Secre- 
tary Forrestal on Monday. First, I told him that the memorandum 
approved by him * did not fit in with my views, and we decided the 
President should assemble everyone who was concerned and thrash 
the matter out. Later I discussed more fully with Secretary Forrestal 
my enforced position—a position taken by the Department without 
full consultation with me—on the U. S, policy for trusteeships. 
Forrestal said that he and Secretary Stimson would write me a letter 
stating the views held by them and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Thank- 
ing him, I said that thereafter I could discuss the situation with 
President Roosevelt. 

At the Tuesday meeting of my Staff Committee I reported that the 
President had replied © to our Trusteeships memorandum sent to him 
on April 9, agreeing with our position outlined in the memorandum, 
and had suggested that State, War and Navy representatives discuss 
the matter with him on April 19. I interpreted President Roosevelt’s 
memorandum as meaning that the trusteeship question should be dis- 
cussed at San Francisco (as agreed to at Yalta), that preliminary 
conversations with other Powers should take place after the meeting 
on the nineteenth, and that there would be sufficient time to handle the 
problem adequately, even with this delay. That evening (April 10) 
I phoned Secretary Forrestal that the President would like to see us 
on the nineteenth regarding trusteeships, and suggested that Colonel 
Stimson, Forrestal and myself “have the first appointment with the 
President when he returns”. Forrestal remarked that Stimson would 
like the Chiefs of Staff to be there also, and I said I had no objection. 
On Thursday the twelfth I discussed trusteeships with Mr. Abraham 
Fortas, Under Secretary of the Interior, and told him that I was going 
to the President on this subject with the Secretaries of War and Navy 
before I left for San Francisco. Fortas explained about a memo- 
randum he had sent to the President, with a copy going to me a day 
earlier. But I told him I had heard of the memorandum only from 
the President. Half an hour later I phoned Secretary Forrestal par- 
ticularly to ask if he would explain to Colonel Stimson that I was dis- 
associated from the State Department memorandum on Trusteeships, 
and Forrestal promised to pass on to the Colonel the information that 
I was out of town when our memorandum was prepared. 

' ®Reference may have been to draft letter prepared by Secretary Stimson and 
discussed by the three Secretaries at the April 2 meeting in the War Depart- 
ment (The Forrestal Diaries, p. 38). 
“No record of letter found in Department files. 

~ © See footnote 52, p. 211. 
"2 See memorandum of April 5 by the Secretary of the Interior (Ickes) to the 

Secretary of State, p. 198.
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+. Phe Secretary of State to President Roosevelt ™ 

| | [Wasuineron, April 9, 1945.] 

INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIPS 7 

At Yalta, it was agreed that trusteeships should be discussed by 
representatives of the five governments proposed to become perma- 

nent members of the Security Council of the new International Or- 

ganization preparatory to working out at San Francisco a provision 

of the charter of the world organization for setting up machinery 

to handle the problem. It was agreed that both the preliminary 
discussions and the negotiations at the Conference would be limited 

to principles and machinery and not embrace consideration of the 
disposition of specific territories. We have formally invited repre- 

sentatives of the other four governments to Washington for the pre- 
liminary consultation. They have all accepted and several repre- 

sentatives are already here. 

- We have been working diligently with the War, Navy and Interior 
Departments to develop an agreed U.S. Government position to sub- 
mit for your approval for use in these conversations. A Draft Pro- 

posal has been prepared which is summarized in Supplement I, at- 
tached, and given in full in Supplement J1,°* which is being sent 

separately by pouch. This draft has not been approved by the Sec- 
retaries of War and Navy but we understand that with minor changes 
we all could agree on this plan. The main difference between us is 
not on the plan but on the question of considering trusteeship now. 

The Secretaries of War and Navy are stating their position 
separately.**. As we understand their view, it is that this Government 

should retain complete control over certain strategic areas in the 
Pacific and that we should make this known unequivocally to other 

nations and to the world before participating in any discussions. The 
Secretaries of War and Navy stress that they are opposed to any 
imperialistic annexation of territory on the part of the United States. 

On the contrary, they believe that the United States policy should 
be to hold any reserve strategic rights in a very real sense as trustee 

in the interests of the same cause for which we are now fighting—the 

Copy of telegram obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde 
Park, N.Y. Transmitted by the White House Map Room to President Roosevelt 
at his home in Warm Springs, Ga. On April 10 the following message from the 
President to the Secretary of State was received by the White House Map Room : 

‘Your message on International Trusteeship is approved in principle. I will 
see your representative and that of the Army and Navy on the 19th. That will 
be time enough. And if you have already left I will, of course, see you on the 
25th.”  (800.014/4—1045) / 

* Regarding Supplement II, see annex to memorandum of April 9 by the Seere- 
tary of State to President Roosevelt, infra. 

| “etter (or letters) of this date regarding views of the Secretaries of War 
and Navy not found in Department files.
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cause of international peace and freedom in the Pacific, a cause in 
which all law-abiding nations in that area have a vital interest. 

The Department of State agrees, of course, that any plan must 
provide for our retaining such strategic positions, as of right, in 
the Pacific, as you and your military advisers deem necessary. It 
believes that this is provided for in the draft plan attached within 
the system of international trusteeship. The Department of the 
Interior, as Secretary Ickes has written you, agrees with the Depart- 
ment of State.*> The Department of State believes further, that if 
we do not include these areas, with adequate safeguards, within the 
trusteeship system we shall prejudice all possibility of international 
trusteeship, and that it would appear to large sections of the public 
to violate our expressed statements against annexation of territory 
as a result of the war. 

Recommendations 

1. As matters stand, the Department of State believes that no 
position can or should be taken by this Government until the Secre- 
taries of State, War and Navy have thrashed this matter out with 
you in your presence, and your decision has been taken after full 
hearing so that a united front may be presented to this and other 
countries. 

2. The Secretaries of War and Navy, I understand, do not believe 
it will be possible to discuss effectively the form of trusteeships as 
a general proposition without bringing into the discussion the par- 
ticular areas as to which the probability of sharp disagreement is 
evident. They very much fear that the discussion of the territorial 
problems and adjustments involved would bring about disputes be- 
tween the United Nations which might greatly prejudice the united 
military operations necessary for the prompt finishing of the war 
with Japan as well as that with Germany. They, therefore, favor 
postponing any discussion of this question now. 

3. The Department of State recommends that the matter be settled 
now, and in favor of the attached draft, with possible minor revi- 
sions on which, I think, the three Departments can agree. The De- 
partment of State believes that having repeatedly taken the lead in 
raising this matter with other countries, we admit a serious internal 
weakness by not having a policy when the moment for action arrives. 
We also, by so doing, expose the whole Dumbarton Oaks plan to 
attack in this country and in other countries by its failure to face 
up to this question. The lack of trusteeship proposals in the plan 
to date has already been criticised. Recent polls indicate the public 
is in favor of such a system. 

we memorandum of April 5 from Secretary Ickes to President Roosevelt, 
p. 198. ' | |
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I hate to suggest interrupting your period of relaxation but, owing 
to the great importance of this problem, would you be willing to 
have a representative of the Department and a representative of the 
Army and Navy come down for a half hour’s discussion of this sub- 
ject, within the next few days, in order that a prompt decision can 
be reached. | 

SUPPLEMENT I 

Summary or Drarr Paper on TRUSTEESHIP SYSTEM 

The draft on trusteeship system provides that each particular ter- 
ritory in the three categories mentioned in the Yalta agreement *° 
would be placed under trusteeship by means of a special arrangement 
to which the title-holders, the present or prospective administering 
power, and the world organization would be the parties. The arrange- 
ment would specify in each case the rights and responsibilities of 
the administering power, and these would vary, in important respects, 
as between the strategic and the non-strategic areas. | 

In the case of the Japanese mandated islands, they would be placed 
under trusteeship on the basis of a previous agreement reached between 
ourselves and the other Principal Allied and Associated Powers of 
the last war, in whom title to these islands (as well as to all other 
mandated territories) was vested by the treaty of peace. The Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers were the United States, Great 
Britain, France, Italy and Japan. The last two would be compelled 
to give up their rights as a result of this war. This would mean, 
therefore, that having occupied these islands, we could proceed to 
reach an agreement with Great Britain and France as to our rights 
as a future administrator, and the three of us would then offer to place 
the islands under the trusteeship system on the basis of the agreement 
reached among us. Being in physical possession of the islands, we 
would surely be in a position to negotiate satisfactory agreements both 
with the other title-holders and with the organization. 

The draft also provides that a trusteeship arrangement once con- 
cluded can be modified only with the concurrence of the Security 
Council, which requires our consent. Finally the draft provides that 
in the case of strategic areas exceptions can be made to the power of 
the Assembly to institute investigations (See Section Fd). The same 
reservation is made for strategic areas with respect to the powers of 
the trusteeship council to call for reports, to interrogate representa- 
tives of the administering authorities, to review finances, and to con- 
duct inspections. (See’Section G2). 

Seq Protocol of Proceedings, February 11, 1945, Conferences at Malta and 
Yalta, pp. 975, 977. | mos
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Hyde Park 244 | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt * 

- | Wasuineton, April 9, 1945. 

_ Attached hereto is the paper on international trusteeships which was 
referred to in my telegram to you of today’s date * on this subject. 

E. R. Srerrrnius, JR. 

[Annex] 

a NoTE FOR THE PRESIDENT 

ne Wasutneron, April 9, 1945. 
IT understand that this draft,” which was worked out with repre- 

‘sentatives of the War and Navy Departments, would probably be 
acceptable to them if the following two changes were made: 

(1) State specifically that the territories to be brought under the 
Trusteeship System as well as the terms, would in each case be a matter 
for subsequent agreement. We, of course, agree on this since it is 
in accord with the Yalta agreement and is stated in another way 
in Section B, Paragraph 1. 

(2) They propose that the Security Council should be substituted 
for the General Assembly in all matters pertaining to strategic areas 
under the Trusteeship arrangements specified in Sections B, C, D, E 
and F. Thisshould present no insuperable difficulty. 

RSC Lot 60 D 224 : 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special 
Assistant to the Secretary of State 

| [WasHineton,| April 9, 1945. 

Participants. The Soviet Ambassador, the Secretary of State, Messrs. 
. Dunn, Hackworth, and Pasvolsky 

The Ambassador called at the Secretary’s request to discuss the ques- 
tion of chairmanship of the Committee of Jurists. The Secretary 
stated at the outset that, in our opinion, the Soviet proposal for four 

* Copy obtained from the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, N.Y. 
A covering memorandum of the same date by Secretary Stettinius for Miss 
Grace Tully, President Roosevelt’s secretary, stated: “I don’t believe the Presi- 
dent will need to bother studying the attached, but I wanted to be sure it was 
available in your hands, in the event he asked for it.” 

8 Supra. 
© Draft D-1k, March 22, not printed ; it is identical with draft SC-79, March 17, 

Arrangements for International Trusteeship, p. 135, with exception of section C 
(1), Structure and Procedures, which reads: “1. The functions of the Organiza- 
tion with respect to the trusteeship system should be exercised as specified in 
Sections E, F, G, and H. The General Assembly and the Trusteeship Council 
should each act by a two-thirds vote of those present and voting. "With respect to 
matters concerning strategic areas, the Security Council should act with the 
concurrence of all of the permanent members.”
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chairmen was impractical. The Ambassador replied that his instruc- 
tions were specific on this subject. oe 

The Secretary then said that he proposed, at the morning session, to 
designate Mr, Hackworth as temporary chairman.© The Committee 
would then meet in the afternoon and elect a permanent chairman." 
The British had informed us that they would nominate Mr. Hack- 
worth, and the Chinese that they would second the nomination. The 

Secretary inquired as to what the Soviet representative would do. 
Would he present the Soviet proposal and have the Committee vote 
on it? . , 

The Ambassador said that he would have to think the matter over, 
but that he felt he must maintain his proposal. He rejected our pro- 
posal to have the representatives of the other three sponsors act as 
vice-chairmen, and our further proposal that we follow the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks procedure. 

He then said that if the plan outlined by the Secretary was carried 
out, it would probably be necessary for the Soviet representative to 
abstain from voting, but that he would give the matter further thought. 

Lo Pasvotsky 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 5 

Minutes of the Fifth Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held at 
Washington, Monday, April 9, 1945, 3:15 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (23) present at meeting. ] 
Tue SEcRETARY opened the meeting at 3:15 p. m., explaining that 

he had just been meeting with representatives of organized labor who 
were urging representation for labor at the San Francisco Confer- 
ence. He said the agreement to invite consultants had gone some 
distance in satisfying the representatives of organized labor. 

Press SraTEMENT ON DevecaTion Discussions 

_ Tue Secrerary stated that at his press conference that day the press 
had asked a number of questions, including whether the Delegates 
were free to speak on their own, how the Delegation would vote in 
the preliminary discussions, whether statements would be made con- 
cerning the progress of the discussions, and whether the discussions 
were going well. ‘Tx Szcrerary asked whether he should perhaps 
tell the press that these were a series of private meetings at which 
the Delegates were briefing themselves on the substance to be dis- 
cussed at San Francisco and that for the time being there would be 

® Jurist 4,G/4, April 9, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, pp. 34-35. a 
(% Jurist 36 (11), G/26, April 18, ibid., p. 52. oS oS | 

723-681—67——-18 | .
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nothing to say to the press. Senator VANDENBERG proposed that, if 
the Delegation agreed upon a recommendation for change in the Pro- 
posals, there would be an advantage in letting the public know of this 
agreement. REPRESENTATIVE Bioom suggested that no commitment 
be made in advance to make a statement, but that, if something was 
agreed upon which it was later thought wise to give to the press, then 
an appropriate statement could be made. 

Senator Connatty thought that it was important for the Delega- 
tion to act as a unit and that it would be unfortunate as far as the 
public went if arguments by the Delegates for different positions were 
published. 
Tue Secretary suggested that it would not be easy to make final 

decisions at this time on substantive questions since the proposals 
made at the Conference would influence our position. He did not 
think it would “set well” with the other nations if we issued sugges- 
tions for changes in the Proposals in advance of the Conference. 
Senator VANDENBERG urged that, if agreement was reached on an im- 
portant point, he was convinced that it would be healthy for the public 
to know about the agreement now. 

Tue Secrerary suggested that at the close of the discussions a 
statement might be made to the effect that they had been productive 
and that on certain questions the following positions have been 
reached, although of course these would be subject to change. Srna- 
TOR VANDENBERG said that he thought public opinion had developed 
to a point where it was fertile for any seed that might be planted and 
that it would be dangerous to withhold from the public the conclusions 
of the American Delegation. | | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy noted that the Four Sponsoring Governments had 
agreed that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals should be the basis for 
discussion at the Conference and that the further proposal had been 
made by the British and supported by the other governments that 
none of the Sponsoring Governments would introduce any ideas for 
changes in the Proposals without prior consultation.*? Of course this 
consultation would not be binding. This procedure, he thought, was 
a wise one since, if each of the Four Sponsoring Governments brought 
in radical changes, the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals might be com- 
pletely wrecked. He noted that up to now the British and Chinese 
had not suggested any changes in the Proposals. 

It was decided at the suggestion of the Secretary that for the time 
being no statement would be made on the discussions, but that, if 
something did come up which should be said, the press would be im- 
mediately notified. 

“See proposal submitted by the United States Government to the British, 
Soviet, and Chinese Embassies, March 28, p. 162. .
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Tue Secrerary asked what he should say as to the voting method 
on the Delegation. It was generally agreed that he should say that 
the Delegation would vote by simple majority vote. 

[Here follows discussion on the list of advisers and unofficial repre- 
sentatives of national organizations. | 

Discussion OF Proposals AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

Tun SzcretTary asked Mr. Pasvolsky to open the discussion of Pro- 
posals and Suggestions for Consideration, Book 2.°* Mr. Pasvorsky 
said that Book 8 contained a comprehensive analysis of the views of 
the other governments and of private groups on the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals, whereas Book 2 summarized this materia] and brought 
forward certain definite suggestions. He said that the members of 
the Delegation would be assigned to special committees which would 
work on certain portions of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, and that 
these committees would have before them, in addition to the text of 
the Proposals, statements of changes suggested for discussion by the 
variqus delegations. Each committee, he said, would then work on 
a particular part of the Proposals and the drafting would be done 
largely by subcommittees. os oo SO 
From our point of view, he continued, there were two things to 

consider: (1) What amendments we ourselves would wish to offer to 
the Proposals and to. have included in the basic docurhentation of the 
committees of the Conference; and (2) What our attitude was to be 
with respect to the various proposals brought forward by other gov- 
ernments, since it was almost inevitable that a great number of pro- 
posals would be presented. He added that it still had to be deter- 
mined how much consultation there would be between the Sponsor- 
ing Governments on the suggestions that they would make. In any 
case, however, it was necessary to go through the Proposals discussing 
them from these two points of view, so that it would be possible for 
the staff to draft its text for a charter‘on the basis of the agreements 
reached. We would then go to the Conference with a document in 
the form of a charter. So 

For the moment, Mr. Pasvorsxy said, we should concern ourselves 
ouly. with the basic ideas and not bother about the language. - A dis- 
cussion of the language, he said, would occur in considering the actual 
draft charter. | 

*® For list of organizations, see press release of April 10, Department of State 
Bulletin, April 15, 1945, p. 671. For list of consultants to the United States 
delegation, each named by one of the 42 national organizations, see ibid., April 22, 
1945, pp. 724-725; see also Conference Series No. 71: Charter of the United 
Nations; Report to the President ... . June 26, 1945 (Department of State pub- 
lication No. 2349), pp. 262-266. 

- 6h For additional information on documentation used by the delegation in this 
period; see Postevar Foreign Policy Preparation, pp. 435 ff.
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Smnatror Connatiy asked whether it was the intention to rewrite 
the entire Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Mr. Pasvousxy noted that a 
good many provisions of the Proposals had not been criticized and 
that little attention would have to be paid to these provisions. How- 
ever, he said, in rewriting the whole document in the form of a legal 
charter, the language of all provisions would inevitably be altered. 
Mr. Pasvousxy noted that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals was not a 
legal document and that the immediate task of the Delegation was 
to decide what would go into the contract or charter which would 
be the legal document. | : | 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE said it would be helpful to know how much we 
would be likely to change the Proposals—how closely we were tied 
to them as they stood. Was it necessary, she asked, to restrict the 
suggestions only to the most vital ones or was there a good deal of 
elbow room? ‘Tm Srcrerary replied that he felt very definitely that 
there was not very much elbow room in view of the Soviet position 
that “with the Proposals we had already arrived”. Dran GiLprr- 
SLEEVE said that this then meant we should restrict our proposed 
changes to the most vital ones? | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that any change that would affect the basic 
relations of the different organs, the basic obligations of member states, 
and the balance of the whole structure, particularly the relation be- 
tween the General Assembly and the Security Council, between re- 
gional arrangements and the central organization, and between large 
and small powers, would have to be very carefully considered. On 
the other hand, he believed the Delegation could feel freer to suggest 
changes when considering questions that affected the framework of 
the Proposals themselves, particularly on matters which were not 
actually covered in the Proposals but would be necessary for a legal 
instrument. He added that most of the Proposals, he thought, would 
be in the form of additions to the Proposals as they stood. He said 
that some additions might be necessary, in particular to more fully 
define the criteria of action of members of the Organization and to 
clarify the operation of the machinery. oF : 
Tue Secretary said that some provisions should be made to meet 

Senator Vandenberg’s criticism that the Proposals did not look back- 
ward as well as forward. Mr. Pasvotsxy said he thought this matter 
was already in the document, although it might not be clear, and that: 
this whole question would have to be carefully examined. | 

Name 
Mr. PasvotsKy indicated that several alternative names had been 

suggested for the Organization, but that “The United Nations” had 
been agreed to, not because it satisfied everybody, but because it seemed 
the least of several evils. He added that emphasis was placed by the:
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use of this name on the unity of the nations. He said further that the 
name had been criticized because of its association with a war-time 
coalition, but that in fact it applied to something larger than that 
coalition. Representative Eaton agreed that the nations must be 
united for peace as well as for war. Mr. Pasvorsxy noted that the 

name proposed by Mexico,®*> “Permanent Union of Nations” when 
translated into English suggested a:superstate. Some proposals, he 
added, would introduce the word “security” into the name, but they 
had been rejected on the grounds that they were too limiting. He con- 
cluded that the most unobjectionable name was “The United Nations”. 
‘Tue Srecrerary suggested that the names of the organs be considered 
in connection with this question. Mr. Pasvousxy referred to the titles 
as indicated in Chapter IV and noted that in time each organ might 
become known as The United Nations General Assembly, The United 
Nations Security Council, et cetera. Dean Gi_persterve noted that 
there had been little criticism of these titles, and Mr. Pasvotsxy agreed 
that there was little opposition to them. 

It was then generally agreed to support the name for the Organiza- 
tion “The United Nations”. 

Preamble . | 
' Mr. Pasvorsry called attention to the fact that the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals had no preamble and that an introductory statement 
had been included for the sole purpose of bringing in the name “The 
United Nations”. On the other hand, the charter of the Organization 
would of course have a preamble. Senator VaNDENBERG noted the 
preamble and the purposes tend to overlap and that this raised an im- 
portant problem. Mr. Pasvoitsxy explained that at Dumbarton Oaks 
certain points which might ordinarily have been put in a preamble 
had been put in the body of the document in order to give them more 
emphasis. It was then possible to state in other parts of the docu- 
ment that the Security Council would act in accordance with the pur- 
poses and principles of the organization. He added that of course 
it would be possible to combine the purposes and principles into one 
section. Mr. Pasvoisky suggested that the preamble might include a 
statement of general objectives, while the purposes and principles 
would be more specifically stated as binding the Security Council in 
the performance of its duties. Representative Broom wondered 
whether it would not be better to write the preamble after the docu- 
ment had been studied. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought this would be a good 
procedure, that discussion might continue on the rest of the document, 
and the Delegation could then return to the preamble. Tur Srcre- 
TARY agreed with this suggestion. 

® Doc. 2, G/7(c), April 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 166.
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Chapter I: Purposes | 

Paragraph 1—Mr. Pasvotsxy read the text of Paragraph 1 and 
then proceeded to outline the alternative suggestions’ that had been 
made. He noted that in developing Chapter I the question had 
repeatedly arisen as to whether the obligations and criteria for action 
should be broadly stated or enumerated. It was agreed, he said, that 
it was safer to spell out these questions as little as possible. Dan 
GILDERSLEEVE and Representative Earon agreed that the broad state- 
ment was more satisfactory. : 

Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that there would be considerable pressure 
to introduce a statement guaranteeing the independence of states. It 
had been felt, however, that the reference to sovereign equality in 
Chapter IT adequately covered the matter. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy noted the suggested addition to Paragraph 1 “and 
with due regard for the principles of justice and equity and in ac- 
cordance with the rule of law.” Dean GiItprersLerve asked if this 
addition would cause trouble. SENATOR VANDENBERG said that, even 
if it should cause trouble, it should be added. He said that he pre- 
sumed that this addition was to meet in part his suggestion for a 
reference to the establishment of justice and the promotion of funda- 
mental freedoms. Mr. Pasvousxy pointed out that the reference to 
fundamental freedoms was proposed for Paragraph 3. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG questioned whether the additions to Chapter I met his 
suggestion. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that, with the addition of refer- 
ence to the promotion of justice in the preamble, Senator Vanden- 
berg’s suggestion would be taken care of. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG noted that he had proposed a separate para- 
graph reading: “to establish justice and to promote respect for human 
rights and fundamental freedoms”. Srnaror ConNatty thought it 
was important to avoid giving the impression that the Organization 
would deal with individuals. Its main function would be to settle 
disputes between governments and it would be unfortunate to arouse 
hopes that the Organization would directly help individuals when 
this could not be realized. 

Mr. Armstrone questioned the reference to “the rule of law”. He 
wondered whether this referred to the body of existing treaties or 
what was laid down in the charter. Mr. Sanpirer suggested revising 
it to read “and with due regard for international law”. Mr. DuLLEs 
agreed with Mr. Armstrong that the reference was altogether am- 
biguous and that it would be a mistake to put in the reference in its 
present form. SrNatTor CoNNALLY expressed agreement with this 
position also. Mr. Pasvousxy noted that the Chinese had proposed a 
reference to international law along the lines suggested © and that it 

* See telegram 619, March 16, 11 p. m., to Moscow, p. 126.
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would be important to put some reference of this sort in the present 
document. RepreseNTATIVE Bioom thought that the public in general 
was “fed up” with international law and that they would not greatly 
appreciate the word. Mr. Sanpirer pointed out that m fact the suc- 
cess of the whole enterprise depended upon the development of re- 
spect for international law, and that respect for treaties would be at the 
root of any successful general organization to maintain the peace. He 
added that, while some treaties are in disrepute, this is not true of all 

treaties. 
Senator VANDENBERG felt that the really important part of the pro- 

posed amendment was the reference to justice and equity, that his 
fundamental point of view was that the total absence of the reference 
to justice in the document must be corrected, and that the American 
Delegation could only enhance its position in the public eye if it became 
the champion of justice. He would therefore oppose waiting for other 
delegations to propose this amendment and would urge that the Ameri- 
can Delegation propose it first. Mr. Tarr asked how proposals of this 
sort would be brought forward at the Conference. Mr. Pasvortsxy 
said they would be presented in open meeting. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
stated that, if at the end of the Conference the document still did not 
contain any reference to justice, then the American Delegation would 
be out of luck. 

Mr. Pasvousky said that, in view of the criticism of the reference to 
international law, it might be well to bring in such reference elsewhere. 
At Mr. Dutixs’ suggestion the phrase was then redrafted “in accord- 
ance with the principles of justice and equity”. This rephrasing was 
generally agreed to and it was understood that this proposal would be 
made by the Delegation as a change in the Proposals as they stood. 

Mr. PasvoisKy asked whether the Delegation wished to include a 
guarantee of the independence of states. He added that the British 
had strenuously opposed this suggestion when it had been raised by 
the Chinese at Dumbarton Oaks.*’ He added that Mr. Wellington 
Koo had later said that personally he thought the arguments against 
inclusion of the guarantee of independence were sound. Mr. DuLLEs 
thought it would be a great mistake to include such a guarantee, since it 
would tend to guarantee the freezing of the world forever and would. 
guarantee the possession by nations of their colonies for all time. It. 
was then generally agreed that any reference to the guarantee of inde- 
pendence of states would be opposed. 

* For a summary report on consideration of this question at a meeting of the 
Joint Formulation Group, see memorandum by the Under Secretary of State, 
October 4, 1944, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 865; for a detailed account of 
the British attitude on the question, see memorandum B (pars. 19-27) of tenta- 
tive proposals submitted by the United Kingdom for a general international 
organization, July 22, 1944, ibid., pp. 673-674. .
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Mr. Pasvortsxy noted that the enumeration of a list of subjects with 
which the Organization would deal, as proposed by Venezuela,®* did 
not really belong in a statement of purposes. Moreover, he did not 
think this addition would be pressed. SrmNator Connauuy thought 
the main objection to this suggestion was that items not enumerated 
were likely to be considered excluded. 

Paragraph 2.—Dran GILDERSLEEVE asked what was meant by the 
paragraph: “To develop friendly relations among nations and to take 
other appropriate measures to strengthen universal peace”. Mr. Pas- 
votsxy thought this might be the proper place to include a reference 
to the development of international law. He added that this para- 
graph was in effect a “catch-all” for the purposes otherwise left out 
by the statements in paragraph 1 and paragraph 3. He noted that 
the Russians in particular were interested in this paragraph. SENATOR 
ConnaLLy commented that the Russians were still suspicious that the 
world was against them and this probably accounted for their em- 
phasis upon the development of friendly relations. SzNaToR VANDEN- 
BERG said that he would be glad to have this paragraph left in if it was 
actually lived up to. Dan GILDERSLEEVE said it was really in the 
form of a rather pious wish. Mr. Pasvotsky commented that the 
British and Russians both like this particular paragraph. SENATOR 
ConNALLY said that he could not quarrel with it, but that he did 
doubt the wisdom of putting in any reference to international law at 
this point. Representative Eaton said that he thought that the de- 
velopment of friendly relations was in fact the foundation for a new 
civilization. Mr. Dutzizs suggested that the reference to the rule of 
law had been cut out in the first paragraph since there was no ade- 
quate body of law at the present time. However, since we all want 
to develop a body of international law, he could see the great value of 
putting in a reference to the promotion or development of international 
law as a basis for the peace. This law, he added, would be developed 
by decisions of the court and by the codification of international law. 

Mr. Pasvousxy suggested that paragraph 2 be revised. to read “to 
develop friendly relations among nations, to foster the development 
of international law, and to take other appropriate measures to 
strengthen universal peace.” . REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked why the 
phrase “appropriate measures” was included since it was implicit that 
the measures would be appropriate. His suggestion to omit the word 
“appropriate” was agreed to. SENaToR CoNNALLY commented that 
he was opposed to introducing the reference to international law but 
that he had been out-voted. 

® Doc. 2, G/T (d) (1), October 31, 1944, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 191.
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Paragraph 3.—Mr. Pasvotsxy explained that the attempt at Dum- 
barton Oaks to add a reference to the development of respect for 

human rights and fundamental freedoms in the chapter on purposes 
had caused a great deal of difficulty. The Soviet representatives had 
demanded that a criterion for membership in the Organization be 
included to the effect that only non-fascist nations were eligible. As 
a result of the controversy it had been agreed to put the reference to 
human rights and fundamental freedoms in the chapter on the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council. He thought, however, that this decision 
need not be taken as final. 

It was then agreed that the proposed addition should be adopted. 
Paragraph 4.—Mr. Armstrone said that the text of paragraph 4 

“to afford a center for harmonizing the actions of nations in the 
achievement of these common ends” was not satisfactory. Mr. 
Pasvoisky indicated that this was a favorite idea of the British Dele- 
gation and that they would be greatly disturbed if it were taken out. 
Drawn GILDERSLEEVE said that its presence did no damage. Mr. Arm- 
STRONG questioned the use of the term “center”. In any event, he 

said, it was a center through which the members could harmonize their 
actions. Mr. Sanpirer suggested that at one time the term “means” 
had been proposed instead of “center”. SrNatTor VANDENBERG noted 
that, if properly drafted, this purpose might become the greatest 
objective of the Organization. Tur Sxcrerary indicated that the 
Delegation was apparently in general agreement on the sense of this 
paragraph and that it could be drafted later more exactly. Mr. 
Pasvoisxy said that Chile’s suggestion “to include a statement that 
enumerated purposes do not exclude any others of similar nature” 
was inherent in the document. _ | 

Tue Sucrerary asked whether all the comments of the governments 
had already been sent in or whether others were still to come. Mr. 
PasvoisKy said that all the comments that had been received to date 
were summarized in Book 3, but that two or three states had reserved 
the right to send additional comments and two or three other states 
were still planning to send comments. | 

Tue Srcrerary noted that at the opening of the Conference the 
chairmen of the different delegations would be given opportunities 
to present their views. This matter, he added, was now under dis- 
cussion, but he was recommending that, following the opening of 

the Conference by the President at 4:30 p. m., the next two days 
would be used to give each delegation 15 minutes to present their 
views. In this way within two days all 46 states would have an op- 

@ See progress report on Dumbarton Oaks Conversations submitted by Under 
Secretary Stettinius to the Secretary of State on September 19, 1944, Foreign 
Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 824.
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portunity to present their positions. He asked the Delegation to 
think over whether this would be a good procedure. 

Chapter IT: Principles 

Mr. Duuzs questioned what this chapter was intended to accom- 
plish and said that he did not understand what the principles were. 
In part they were long-range purposes and in part, specific under- 
takings by the member governments. He thought that they were 
extremely dangerous in their present form, and he did not see what 
role they were supposed to play. In particular, he said, the looseness 
of the commitments bothered him; e.g., all members undertake to give 
every assistance or they undertake not to give any assistance. What, 
he asked, does this mean? He thought it was most important to 
clear up the confusion involved in this chapter. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what the difference was between the 
purposes and principles of the Organization. Mr. PasvorsKy ex- 
plained that the principles were rules of action, whereas the purposes 
were the aims of action. Mr. Pasvorsxy added that paragraph 5 
needed to be redrafted since all members would give every assistance 
in accordance with the provisions of the charter. Mr. Dutizs re- 
marked that he did not know what was meant by the term “principle” 

and that he thought the rather generalized and vague commitments 
in that chapter might jeopardize getting the charter through the 
Senate. He referred in particular to the obligation to settle disputes 
by peaceful means. Mr. Pasvorsky said this meant that states 
would use none but peaceful means in the settlement of their disputes. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy added that the next paragraph obligated members 
of the Organization to refrain from the use of force no matter what 
happened in settling their disputes. Smnaror ConnaLiy thought 
this was just another statement of the Kellogg-Briand Pact.7° Mr. 
Douttxs thought that this statement was already implicit in the pre- 
ceding paragraph. Mr. Pasvotsky commented that there were two 
obligations: the positive one to settle disputes by peaceful means and 
the negative one not to use force in settling disputes. 

Mr. AcHEson pointed out that there were two types of principles 
included in this chapter, e.g., the basis of the Organization on the 
principle of sovereign equality and the enumeration of the obligations 
of members. He felt that the chapter needed to be very carefully 
considered. Mr. Duis agreed and pointed out that he was afraid 
that this chapter would be taken as just another chapter of principles 
in the French meaning of the term, to accept “en principe”. This 

” Treaty between the United States and other Powers, signed at Paris, August 
27, 1928, Foreign. Relations, 1928, vol. I, p. 153.
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in effect, he said, meant that one was not getting anything. If it 
was intended to make these principles substantial, then he thought 
they should be gone over very carefully and made specific under- 
takings. Otherwise he thought the chapter would be open to a flood 
of criticism. Mr. Pasvousky explained that these principles were 
in fact basic obligations both of the members of the Organization 
and of. the Organization itself. He referred to the opening paragraph: 
“In pursuit of the purposes mentioned in Chapter I the Organization 

and its members should act in accordance with the following 
principles”. 

It was agreed that the further detailed discussion of these para- 
graphs under Chapter II would be postponed until the next meeting. 

THe Srcrerary suggested that the Delegates read through their 
books in preparation for the meeting the next day. 

| NEXT MEETING 

It was decided to meet on Tuesday, April 10, at 10 a. m., to continue 
the discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p. m. 

500.CC/4-945 

Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State™ 

Szconp Suaczstions Concernina ALLOCATION OF COMMISSION AND 

Commitrer Positions av THE CONFERENCE 

Pursuant to the ideas tentatively set forth in our memorandum of 
April 3 on this subject, it is suggested that the Conference sponsors 
agree that the officers of the Commissions and Committees should be 
representatives of the countries indicated on the attached sheet.” 

In the matter of secretariat, the host Government will supply a 
skilled professional organization, into which will be incorporated any 
skilled secretarial personnel which, in spite of the shortage of time, 
may be made available from the staffs accompanying the delegations 
of other sponsors and participating countries. . 

Wasuineton, April 9, 1945. . 

@ Marginal notation on the original: “This memorandum was approved in draft 
form and was handed to the Chinese Ambassador by the Secretary on April 10, 
toe Copies were handed to the Soviet and British Ambassadors on the same 

~? Attachment not found in Department files,.but see “New List,” infra. Dis- 
cussion, of the memorandum took place at the second meeting of the Informal 
Organizing Group on April 10, but the minutes do not explain the advantages of 
ub} oistribution of offices over that proposed in memorandum of April 3 on this



226 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

New List ” | 
1. Executive Committee: | 

Unchanged. 
2. Presidents of the Commissions: : 

Unchanged. | 
3. Rapporteurs: | 

I. Peru Philippine Commonwealth; II. Heuader Cuba; III. Phil- 
ippine Commonwealth Egypt; IV. Henduras Ethiopia. 

4. Assistant Secretaries-General : a 
I. Syria Lebanon; II. Liberia; III. Niesragua Panama; IV. Ethi- 
epia Dominican Republic. 

5. Chairmen and rapporteurs of Committees: | 
I IT ITI IV 

1. Bolivia 1. Paraguay 1. Furkey 1. Indie 
R. Nicaragua Ecuador Australia Luxembourg 
2. FYugeslavia Iraq Costa Rica Paraguay 

Peru 9. Chile 2. Uruguay 2. Beypt 
RK 3. Celembia Syria Turkey 

India 38. New Zealand Haiti _ 
R. Guatemala Yugoslavia 
4, Australea Honduras 

New Zealand 4. Greece | 
| R. El Salvador © Colombia = 

6. Miscellaneous: | 
~ Committee on Credentials: Saudi Arabia. a 

500.CC/4-945 | | ee, | oe , 3 

Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State 

Records oF THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE CONFERENCE 

The following suggestions are submitted regarding the records to 
be made of the proceedings of the plenary sessions, commissions, and 

committees of the Conference. | oo 
1. No stenographic transcript of proceedings will be kept except at 

plenary sessions of the Conference and at public meetings of the 
commissions. : 

*® List copied from a 5-volume history by Bernadotte BE. Schmitt, “The United 
Nations Conference on International Organization” (mimeographed, Depart- 
ment of State, 1948), vol. 1, p. 22. The names crossed out on this list are those 
of countries appearing in the list contained in the memorandum of April 3 to 
the British Embassy, p. 181, which were replaced by the names of countries 
underlined in this new list. | 

* Marginal notation on the original: “This memorandum was approved in draft 
form and was handed to the Chinese Ambassador by the Secretary on April 10, 
1945.” Copies were handed on the same date to the British and the Soviet 
Ambassadors.
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2. For all other meetings the Secretariat will prepare a brief sum- 
mary of the discussion and of the decisions reached. 

3. Both stenographic transcripts and summaries of proceedings will 
be prepared first in provisional form for clearance, prior to general 
distribution, with the appropriate members of the bodies concerned. 
After corrections have been made the transcript or summary will be 
issued in final form. | 

| | CHAPTER ITI: APRIL 10-APRIL 24, 1945 

Review of Dumbarton Oaks Proposals completed by United States dele- 
gation and report submitted to the President; meeting of Committee 
of Jurists concluded and report submitted to the President; inter-De- 

‘partmental consultations on international trusteeship resulting in a 
policy directive and its presentation to President Truman for approval 
before its submission to U.S. delegation; issuance of invitations to five 
inter-Governmental organizations; Premier Stalin’s decision for Mr. 
Molotov to head Soviet delegation; consultative meetings of Foreign 
Ministers of sponsoring Governments on questions of organization 
and admission. 

IO Files: US Cr Min 6 . | 

Minutes of the Sixth Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held 
: at Washington, Tuesday, April 10, 1945, 10:15 a. m. 

ty; . {Informal Notes—Extract] 

- [Here follows list of names of persons (19) present at meeting. ] 

, . ' Press Ponicy | 

Tue Srorerary stated that any statement to be made would be by 
the Delegation as a whole after agreement upon it. Mr. ArmsTrone 
considered that it was better to hold off the issuance of any statement 
until the end: of the preliminary discussions because of changes which 
might take place in the position of the Delegation. Moreover, he 
thought it was advantageous not to give our hand away by releasing 
statements to the press. SeNaToR VANDENBERG thought that the Dele- 
gation would be better off by giving a brief report. Tu SECRETARY 
suggested that the Delegation review its work at the end of the week 
and see whether a statement should be made to the press at that time 
and suggested that a further review be made at the conclusion of the 
discussions for the:same purpose. Senator Connauxy observed that 
the Delegation would be better off if no evidence of division among 
various delegates were revealed and publicity given thereto.” He 
thought that as much as possible should be kept from the press. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE Eaton stated that he had not made any statement what- 
ever to the press. Mr. Pasvorsry stated that leaks would interfere 

® Reference had been made in a news article to the lack of unanimity in the 

delegation.
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in negotiations with other countries and said that at Dumbarton 
Oaks the leaks had interfered with the work and created pressures. 
He thought that leaks now would cause more difficulties in getting 
our ideas adopted at San Francisco. 

CoMMITTEE OF J URISTS | 

Tue Secretary reported that Mr. Hackworth had been elected 
Chairman of the meeting ® and that the French representative ™ had 
been elected rapporteur. Tuer Srecrerary added that the Committee 
had decided to accept the Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice as a basis for its work. 

Discussion oF THE DocuMENT ON PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS 

(Edition of April 9, 1945 **) 

Chapter [II—Principles 

Paragraph 1 
Mr. Pasvousxy stated that there had been criticism of the term 

“peace-loving states” and suggested that the phrase “its members” 
be substituted. With reference to the additional underscored phrase, 
Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that it was important only in placing emphasis 
on the voluntary association of nations. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed his satisfaction in the use of the 
word “sovereign” and stated that it was “dear to our hearts”. Szn- 
aTor ConNALLY stated that it was useful to use the phrase “sovereign 
equality” as long as it did not affect voting. Mr. Armsrrone consid- 
ered that the term “equality” was incorrectly used in terms of voting. 

The Delegation agreed that the phrase “its members” should be sub- 
stituted for “peace-loving states”. It also decided that the clause, 
“who voluntarily accept obligations to cooperate in the furtherance 
of their common purposes,” should be deleted at the end of the sug- 
gestion for Paragraph 1. | 
Paragraph 2 
Mr. Pasvotsky called attention to the suggestion for a new para- 

graph 2 which would accord to the middle-sized states a special posi- 
tion. It was designed particularly to divide the. members not having 
permanent membership on the Security Council into two categories. 
REPRESENTATIVE Eaton inquired why this provision should not be put 

in Chapter VI. Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that certain criteria had been 
proposed for the election of members to the Security Council, as 

follows: 

1. Their ability to contribute to the maintenance of international 
peace and security; 

® Jurist 36 (11), G/26, April 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 52. 
™ Jules Basdevant. 

In Book 2. Not printed.
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2. Their geographical location; 
3. Their contribution to the war; and 
4, Their willingness to conclude agreements for the supply of forces. 

He added his belief that the General Assembly should not be bound 
by any rules in the election of non-permanent members of the Security 

Council. 
SENATOR ConNALLY considered that some limitation should be placed 

on the election of the non-permanent members of the Security Coun- 
cil. He had in mind particularly the Latin American countries. Mr. 
PasvotskKyY recommended that no provision be inserted in the Charter 
specifying rules to be followed by the General Assembly in the election 
of non-permanent members to the Security Council. The suggestion 
for a new paragraph 2 was accordingly deleted. 
Paragraph 3 | 
Mr. Pasvotsxy called attention to the alternative proposed by Chile 

under which states of other regions would not be obligated to partici- 
pate in military action if a conflict affected only one region.” ‘Tux 
Secretary stated that the Latin American countries were worried 
about the possible use of Soviet troops in the Western Hemisphere. 
Mr. Tarr suggested that this matter could be taken care of by the 
special agreement for the supply of forces. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated 
that it would be possible for us to prevent the use of non-American 
forces in this hemisphere if we wanted to. He added that Chile would 
not want to contribute any forces for use outside of the hemisphere. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that the Chapter on Principles 
might well be eliminated since they are taken care of in other parts 
of the document. Senator Connatxy thought that repetition might 
be avoided. Mr. Pasvoisxy, in replying to these observations, stated 
that such a proposal would encounter considerable opposition. He 
thought it desirable for the Delegation to concentrate on the question 
of whether or not the ideas contained in the Chapter were to be 
supported. 

The Delegation agreed to retain the text of this paragraph provi- 
sionally and to defer fuller consideration to a later meeting. 
Paragraph 4 
Mr. Duutzs considered that the obligation contained in this para- 

graph was a dangerous one and raised the question as to what would 
happen if a member refused to accept a method of pacific settlement. 
Mr. Pasvousxy replied that a definite obligation on members was 
necessary and that this obligation should be distinguished from the 
procedures for pacific settlement which were set forth in Chapter 
VIII. Senator VaANDENBERG wondered whether this text precluded 
the right of self-defense, and asserted that this right would need to 

” Doe. 2, G/7 (i), May 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 284.
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be identified. Senator ConNnaLuy observed that there could not be 
any self-defense until there had been resort to arms. Senator V:AN- 
DENBERG Offered the hypothetical case of an attack upon our Embassy 
in Argentina. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that the right of self-defense 
existed but that there was an obligation to notify the Council. If 
the Council failed to act immediately then a country was free to act. 
He considered that self-defense was implicit in the document but 
inquired how it could be spelled out. He stated that no suitable 
language had yet been found. 

Mr. Dutxzzs considered that both paragraphs 3 and 4 were too broad 
in scope and that they gave the illusion of security through sweeping 
commitments. He thought that from the standpoint of keeping the 
peace we must not give commitments that create a false illusion. Mr. 
Pasvo.sky pointed out that this was the only place in the document 
where a positive obligation is placed on members to settle their dis- 
putes by peaceful means. Mr. Duuizs stated that we weren’t prepared 
to settle all disputes by peaceful means and pointed out, for example, 
the case of our immigration laws which were claimed by China to 
be insufficient. Mr. Pasvousxy replied that immigration was a mat- 
ter of domestic concern. Mr. Duties raised the question as to what 
would happen if China threatened to use force in case the immigra- 
tion question were considered to be an international dispute rather 
than one of domestic concern. Representative Bioom raised the 
question whether any domestic law would be subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of the Organization as long as it was recognized by international 
law as a question falling within the domestic jurisdiction of a country. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested the addition of the words “pursu- 
ant to all the terms of this document” as a possible limitation of the 
obligation. Mr. Tarr suggested that the limitation of this principle 
might be effected by the addition of the phrase “subject to paragraph 
7, Chapter VIII, Section A” which excepted from the jurisdiction 
of the Organization disputes arising out of matters which by inter- 
national law are solely within the domestic jurisdiction of the state 
concerned. Mr. PasvorsxKy stated that the question was whether this 
paragraph should be read as an obligation on states to settle their 
disputes or whether it should be interpreted to mean that they be 
settled only by peaceful means. , 

Mr. Dutizs suggested the possible use of the negative form, “shall 
not settle their disputes by other than peaceful means”. Mr. Pas- 
votsky then suggested the following text to which the Delegation 
agreed : 

‘All members of the Organization shall refrain from using any but 
peaceful means in the settlement of their international disputes and 
shall use these means pursuant to the provisions of the Charter 
in such a manner that international peace and security are not 
endangered.”
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Paragraphs & and 6 a 
Paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Proposals were considered separately 

after the Suggestion for Paragraph 6 of the document combining these 
paragraphs had been set aside. With respect to Paragraph 5 of the 
Proposals, it was decided that the text should make clear that the 
obligation of members to give assistance to the Organization should be 
in accordance with the provisions of the Charter. The following text 
was proposed, subject to subsequent refinement in drafting: 

“All members of the Organization shall give every assistance to 
the Organization in accordance with the provisions of the Charter in 
any action undertaken by it in accordance with the provisions of the 
Charter.” 

The Delegation agreed that Paragraph 6 of the Proposals should 
be modified along the following lines, the precise drafting of which 
would be left to the Drafting Committee: 

“All members of the Organization shall refrain from giving to 
any state against which enforcement action is being undertaken by the 
Organization assistance which would interfere with or nullify the 
action of the Organization.” 

Paragraph 7 
Following Mr. Pasvotsky’s explanation that the Suggestion for 

Paragraph 7 was to bring this principle into line with the Purposes, 
the Delegation approved the Suggestion for Paragraph 7 without 
change. 
Paragraph 8 
The Delegation agreed to delete the Suggestion for Paragraph 8 

in view of the fact that provision for the promotion of human rights 
had been incorporated in the Chapter on Purposes. 
Paragraph 9 
Tue Secretary suggested that the Delegation need not consider the 

Suggestion for Paragraph 9 because the provisions on trusteeship 
had not yet been submitted. Dr. Bowman expressed the view that a 
provision of this character did not belong in the Chapter on Principles. 
It was agreed to delete the Suggestion for paragraph 9. 

Paragraph 10 

Mr. Tarr considered that the Suggestion for paragraph 10 tended 
to repeat that section of the Chapter on purposes relating to the 
development of international law. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that 
this Suggestion actually supplemented the text in the Chapter on 
Purposes. SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that the Senate would sup- 
port a provision such as that proposed. Tue Srecrerary thought that 
the text should stand without change. ReerrsenTatTive BLoom pro- 
posed that the word “needs” be substituted by the word “conditions”. 
REPRESENTATIVE Eaton thought that a provision of this nature would 

723-681—67-_19
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be welcomed by the little states as a hopeful measure. Both Mr. Arm- 
sTRONG and Dr. Bowman considered that this provision might be 
taken by the small states as an excuse for aggression against their 
neighbors. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy observed that the use of the word “treaties” might 
cause trouble and considered that there would undoubtedly be oppo- 
sition to the acceptance of an obligation to uphold both good and bad 
treaties. Dr. Bowman observed that if the word “treaties” were 
left in, it would mean the acceptance of treaties between the present 

time and the time at which the International Court begins to function, 
and that such treaties would have to be voted by the Court. He 
thought that the reference to treaties should be omitted. Mr. Pas- 
votsKyY thought that a distinction might be made between treaties 
and treaty obligations. Senator ConNnALLy said that he could not 
agree to let the Security Council have authority to change treaties. 

The Delegation then agreed that Paragraph 10 should be revised 

as follows: 

“All members of the Organization shall respect international law 
and treaty obligations and promote their development and adaptation 
to changing conditions.” 

It was further agreed that this paragraph should be reviewed at a 
later time in the light of Senator Vandenberg’s proposed amendment 
for Chapter VIII A.*° 

PRESS STATEMENT 

Tue Srcrerary interrupted the discussion of the document to read 
a, draft statement to be made to the press if the Delegation approved. 
After brief discussion and the acceptance of several drafting changes, 
the following statement was approved by the Delegation: 

The Delegation will be engaged for the next few days in a con- 
tinuing examination of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and all sug- 
gestions concerning them. It is the aim of these meetings to develop 
unified opinion on the part of the Delegation on all points which may 
come up at San Francisco. It is not possible to give day-to-day 
information on the trend of these discussions because tentative views 
reached today must be reviewed in light of subsequent discussion of 
other subjects. Towards the end of the week we will review the 
developments of the week to determine whether we can give you an 
overall picture of our progress. 

In view of the foregoing I cannot confirm or deny the story in this 
morning’s press concerning yesterday’s meeting of the Delegation. 

© With respect to paragraph 7, an alternative amendment by Senator Vanden- 
berg proposed: “If a situation involves injustice, the Security Council shall 
recommend appropriate measures of adjustment, which may include revision of 
treaties and of prior international decisions.” (Book 2)
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‘While we hope to attain complete unanimity, I can tell you, however, 
that the Delegation has decided to take decisions'by a simple majority 
vote.* : 
Paragraph 11 a : 
Senators ConNaLLy and VANDENBERG expressed concern with the 

phraseology of Paragraph 11 concerning the obligations for non- 
member states. SeNaToR VANDENBERG proposed that this paragraph 
be stated in a negative rather than a positive form along the following 
lines: — , ~ | | 

“The Organization should ensure that states not members of the 
“Organization should not interfere with action taken by the Organiza- 
tion in accordance with these principles for the maintenance of peace 
and security.” —— | 

The refinement of the text was referred to the Drafting Committee. 

Additional Alternatives for Chapter II 

_- The Delegation rejected all of the additional alternatives which had 
been proposed for Chapter II. Wiuth regard to the proposal concern- 
ing freedom of information, Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested that this could 
be dealt with under the provisions for economic and social cooperation 
in Chapter TX. Tue Secrerary proposed that the Mexico City Reso- 
lution on this subject * might be condensed and placed in the Charter. 
Mr. PasvoisKy considered the Mexican City resolution impractical. 
He thought it would be necesary either to have something real on this 
subject or a meaningless platitude, and suggested that no provision be 
made. After further discussion it was agreed that while something 
would need to be done at San Francisco with regard to freedom of 
information, it was not appropriate to incorporate a provision on this 
subject in Chapter IT. | 

Chapter [1I1—Membership ; , ' 
Paragraph 1 | . 
Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that the question of membership rested 

on two theories: (1) whether it should be universal to start with; or 
(2) whether initial members should be those of like mind and that 
provision be made for the admission of others who are willing to accept 
the obligations of membership. He stated that the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals were based on the second theory and that there had been no 
serious disagreement with that provision. He also pointed out that 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals had made no provision for initial 

* An off-the-record statement along this line was made by the Secretary at his 
press conference on April 10. on . 

For text of Resolution XXVII, “Free Access to Information’, adopted by 
the Inter-American Conference, see Department of State, Report of the Delega- 
tion of the United States of America to the Inter-American. Conference on 
Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City, Mexico, February 21—March 8, 1945 
(Washington, 1946), p. 99. :
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members and that the formula suggested would make it possible to in- 
clude Poland as an original member if it were not represented at San 
Francisco. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom suggested that the word “nations” rather 
than “states” be used so that there would be no confusion concerning 
the definition of a state. Dr. Bowman suggested that it might be 
necessary to include a definition of a state. Senator VANDENBERG 
inquired how India would qualify if the term “state” were employed. 
Mr. Savace pointed out that India was a signatory to the Declaration 
by the United Nations and could qualify under that classification. 

Tue SECRETARY proposed and it was agreed that the provision for 
initial members should be limited to those states signatory to the 
Charter which would be listed in the Annex of the Charter and that 
the second sentence of paragraph 1 on initial members should. be 
deleted. 

_ Mr. Pasvorsxy then called attention to the suggestion for paragraph 
2 of the Suggestion and contrasted it with the alternative submitted 
by the French Government which would tend to restrict membership 
in the Organization. It was then agreed that paragraph 2 should 
be changed to read as follows, refinement in the text being left to the 
drafting committee: 

- “Other states should be admitted in accordance with the procedure 
provided in Chapter V, Section C, when they have demonstrated their 
willingness and ability to fulfill their obligations under the Charter.” 

Tue SEcrerary requested that a list of states be prepared showing 
the members of the United Nations, other states and political units 
of uncertain status.** Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that a memorandum 
would also be prepared on the qualifications for membership which 
would include the discussions at Dumbarton Oaks and the Soviet pro- 
posal on non-fascist states.® | 

Chapter IV—Principal. Organs 

._ Paragraph 1 
Mr. Pasvonsxry, stating that this paragraph merely listed the prin- 

cipal organs of the Organization, thought that it was desirable to 
retain it. He also proposed that if this Chapter were retained in the 
Charter, it would be desirable to list all of the organs included in the 
Suggestion rather than to restrict the list to those organs named in 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Paragraph 2 
SENATOR CoNNALLY considered that the second paragraph on other 

organs and agencies might be objected to by the Senate because it 

* Doc. 2,G/7 (0), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 383. 
Not printed. | 

* Memorandum of April 16, not printed. .
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implied that many other types of agencies could be created by the 
Organization. He recommended that it be omitted. It was agreed 
that this paragraph should be deleted. | : 

oe STRATEGY ON PROPOSED CHANGES 

“Tum SEcRETARY proposed that a list be prepared of additional pro- 
visions which the Delegation wished to msist upon and that another 
list be drawn up showing provisions which the Delegation was pre- 
pared to accept. Mr. Pasvoitsxy suggested that a single list of addi- 
tional proposals be drawn up, and that the Delegation then review 
the list to determine which of those items should be put forward and 
urged by the Delegation and which of them would be accepted, if 
proposed by other delegations. 
~The meeting was adjourned at 12: 00 noon. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99 

Minutes of the Second Meeting of the Informal Organizing Group 
on Arrangements for the San Francisco Conference, Held at Wash- 
ington, Tuesday, April 10, 1945, 3 p.m. | 

. “ [Informal Notes] | 7 | 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including representa- 
tives. of the United States (7); United Kingdom (2); Soviet Union 
(2); and China (2).] : 

a I. Minvres or tan First Meerine | 

The minutes of the first meeting ®* were distributed. 

II. Matrers, UNFINIsHED, CARRIED OvER FROM THE First Merrine 

A. Organization of the Conference . | - 
1. It was reported that the British and Chinese Governments had 

approved the suggestions made in the Department’s memorandum of 
March 30, but that no word had been received thus far from the Soviet 
Government. The Soviet Ambassador was urged to seek the views 
of his government urgently, and he replied that he would do so. 

2. Lorp Hatirax pointed out that his Government’s approval of 
the memorandum of March 30 was subject to more precise delimita- 
tion at a later date of the functions of the various committees. He 
also said that the Foreign Office wished to know to which committee 
of the Conference would fall questions concerning the winding up of 
the League of Nations. It was replied that in the first instance this 
problem might be expected to be taken-up in the Steering Committee. 

® Minutes of meeting of April 8, p.189. OO | 7
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It was also pointed out that the Governments’ members of the League 
of Nations which are participants in the Conference might wish to 
discuss this problem among themselves. Presumably all that the 
Conference should do would be to authorize the future international 
organization to enter into discussions with the League of Nations 
regarding the liquidation of the League or the merger of the League 
with it. 

38. AmpassaDdor Gromyko asked for a definition of the Executive 
Committee. It was replied that, according to the Department’s con- 
ception, the Steering Committee would be made up of the chairmen 
of all delegations represented at the Conference, and that the chair- 
men of 11 of the delegations, including the sponsoring powers and. 
7 others, would comprise the Executive Committee. The Executive 
Committee would, as its name implies, provide in effect a working 
group of the Steering Committee. 

4. Lorp Harrrax raised the question of the chairmanship of the 
Conference, saying that his Government felt that the natural pro- 
cedure would be for the Secretary of State, as chairman of the host 
delegation, to take the chair at the start of the Conference and to 
remain in the chair; if he were not able to be present at a certain 
meeting, he would invite one of the vice-chairmen to take his place. 
Tue Secretary thanked Lord Halifax for his statement, and said 
that he wished to make it clear that the United States Government 
has no ambition in this matter, but that it does feel strongly that in 
the interests of efficient management of the Conference, there should 
be but one president of the Conference. Tum Cuinesz AMBASSADOR 
said that his Government would like to see the chairman of the United 
States delegation be president of the Conference, and that in the 
absence of the president, the vice presidents should rotate. Ampas- 
sapor Gromyxo reiterated his Government’s proposal that there be 
four chairmen, saying that in respect of this important position it 
would be desirable to follow the principle of the equality of the 
sponsoring governments. Mr. Gromyxko added that the Soviet Union 
does not ask for any privileges at the Conference and would refuse, 
if invited, to have the chairman of its delegation be the sole president. 
In reply to the Secretary’s point, he stated that he felt that the Con- 
ference could be organized just as effectively with four chairmen as 
with one as the work of the Conference would be carried on by the’ 
single secretariat. Lorp Hauirax asked if the Soviet Government: 
would feel it possible to agree to there being four presidents, all equal, 
thus preserving the principle of the equality of the sponsoring gov- 
ernments, subject to agreement that the British, Soviet and Chinese 
presidents invite the American president (the Secretary of State), 
as the chairman of the host delegation, to be the active president of
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the Conference. THe Srcrerary said that he assumed that this pro- 
posal would in substance provide for one regular president and three 
honorary presidents. After further discussion it was agreed that 
the Soviet Ambassador would refer the suggestion to his Government, 
that the Secretary would take it up with the President, and that Lord 
Halifax (who had offered this course as a purely personal suggestion ) 
would refer it to the British Government. 

B. Allocation of Conference Positions 

The Department’s memorandum of April 9 on this subject was 
submitted and explained, and it was pointed out that the Department 
felt that a list giving the allocation of the Conference positions should 
be submitted to the Steering Committee at its first meeting as the 
joint recommendation of the sponsors. Lorp Hatrrax suggested that 
this matter might be left open until San Francisco when the Secre- 
taries General of the delegations of the four sponsoring governments 
should meet and agree on a list. In reply to this suggestion, THE Sxc- 
RETARY pointed out that it would be easier to agree on a, list in advance 
than under the pressure certain to exist during the opening days of 
the Conference. Mr. Gromyxo agreed with the Secretary. Lorp 
Hatirax said that he would communicate the Secretary’s views to his 
Government. 

C. Problem of Official Languages | 

Lorp Harirax stated that his Government agreed with the United 
States’ suggestions subject to the proviso that this decision with re- 
spect to the Conference should not prejudice the decision as to the 
official language or languages of the international organization. Tue 
Curnese Ampassapor also agreed. Mr. Gromyrxo stated that he had 
received no word from his government on this point. : 

D. Unofficial Representation of Certain International Organizations 

1. The draft communication prepared by the Department was 
read.°? In reply to Tux SecretTary’s question as to why the Red Cross 
had been omitted, it was pointed out that that organization is not 
intergovernmental. As to the five organizations in question it was 
stated that the British, Soviet and Chinese Governments had indi- 
cated to the Department that they agreed that these organizations 
should be invited to send unofficial representatives to the Conference. 
Soviet approval had been given by the Soviet Government to the 
United States Embassy in Moscow. : 

® See. UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 3, for text of message which was sent to 

the following inter-governmental organizations: League of Nations, Permanent 

Court of International Justice, International Labor Organization, United Na- 

tions Interim Commission on Food and Agriculture, and United Nations Relief 

and Rehabilitation Administration. 
® Telegram 999, April 1, 1 p. m., from Moscow informed the Department of 

Soviet approval; see last portion of footnote 22, p. 153. )
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2. Lorp Hatrrax said that, because of its tri-partite nature the 
International Labor Organization has a special character making it 
somewhat different from the other bodies.®® He, therefore, suggested 
that while the other bodies might be invited to send two or three rep- 
resentatives, it would be preferable in the case of the ILO to invite 
it to send four or five representatives. Tue Secretary and Tue 
Cuiness Ampassapor agreed. [The Sovrer Ampassapor said that he 
would like to consult his Government on this subject. | °° 

Amendments 

Mr. Hiss stated the Soviet position that no amendments should be 
either proposed or supported without the agreement of the sponsors. 
Mr. Hiss also reported that the Chinese Ambassador had asked 
whether the American proposal referred only to matters brought up 
before the Conference as a whole or whether it also applied to dis- 
cussions in the committees. To that question Mr. Hiss had replied 
that the Department’s feeling was that the four sponsoring powers 
should consult regarding formal proposals put forward by any one 
of them in any organ of the Conference, but that this suggestion would 
not apply to informal statements in commission or committee dis- 
cussions. Lorp Hauirax said that his Government agrees with the 
general purpose behind the United States and Soviet proposals, but 
that in the British view it would be preferable that there should be no 
rigid rule. The four sponsoring governments should not feel obliged 
to consult and agree on unimportant proposals for changes in the 
Dumbarton Oaks drafts, but they should feel bound to consult before 
making any major proposals for change, or before accepting any 
major changes suggested by others. Mr. Gromyxo amplified this 
thought by stating that the delegations of the four sponsoring powers 
should consult on proposals made by any country (a) which would 
change [directly or would affect indirectly] ? the character of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, or (6) which were important in other 
respects. With this statement Tur Secretary, Lorp Harirax and the 
Cutnese Ampassapor agree. Tu Srcrerary added the thought that 
this is not an advance agreement to agree but simply to consult. Mr. 
Gromyxo said that he hoped that the sponsors would always work in 
close accord. 

® The International Labor Organization affords direct representation to Gov- 
ernments as well as employers and workers. 

“Insertion within brackets, written on original copy, made in accordance 
with a request by the Soviet Ambassador in his letter of April 12 (not found in 
Department files) ; see minutes of the third meeting of the Informal Organizing 
Group, April 13, p. 283. 

* See memorandum by the Department of State to the British Embassy (copies 
to the Soviet and the Chinese Embassies), March 28, and memorandum by the 
Soviet Embassy, March 31, pp. 162 and 179, respectively. 

* Bracketed corrections throughout remainder of this document made at re- 
quest of Mr. Gromyko. ;
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III. Apprrions Presenrep sy CHINA TO THE DuMBARTON Oaks 
_ Proposas - 

Tux Sovrer Ampassapor said that he would do his best to obtain an 
answer from his Government in the near future.” 

IV. PRocepures aT THE OPENING SESSION AND THE INITIAL PLENARY 
| SESSIONS | 

Tun Secretary read the Department’s memorandum of April 9 
on this subject. A short discussion followed as to whether the chair- 
men of all delegations should be given an opportunity to speak at the 
opening plenary sessions of the Conference, and it was agreed that 
they should. This procedure, THe Secrerary observed, would give an 

opportunity to bring all views out into the sunlight at an early stage 
of the Conference. 

| V. Recorbs oF THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE CONFERENCE 

It was agreed that members would study the Department’s memo- 
randum of April 9 on this subject. 

VI. It was agreed that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and the 
Yalta agreement on voting procedure should be issued in English as 
the first document of the Conference. [Russian, French, Spanish and 
Chinese would be provided if the appropriate delegation so requests. ] 
A slight difference of thought was manifest as to the languages in 
which important documents of the Conference in general should be 
issued. ‘The Department’s suggestion was that important documents 
would be issued in Russian, Chinese, French and Spanish only when 
a request was made for them in one or more of these languages. The 

Soviet view was that important documents should as a matter of course 

be made available in all of these languages unless the secretariat were 

told, in an individual case, that issuance in a certain language was 

not necessary or desired. While this matter was not formally settled, 
the Sovier AmBAssapor indicated that the demands of his delegation 

for documents in Russian would be modest. [and he believed that such 

requests could be met, having in mind the request for printing all 
principal documents in Russian] so that as a practical matter there 

appears to be agreement on this matter. 
It was agreed that the next meeting would be held on Saturday, 

April 14 at 2:45 p. m. unless called earlier. 

* See telegram 619, March 16, 11 p. m., to Moscow, p. 126. 
p. oatinutes of the third meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, April 13,
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500.CC/4-1045 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt * 

- [Wasuineton, April 10, 1945.] 

Sidney Hillman is urging that we somehow arrange to have his 
World Trade Union Conference * represented at San Francisco as 
advisers to the San Francisco Conference. We have explained to him 
that we do not see how a private organization, or for that matter any 
organization, could have a status of adviser to a conference and we 
pointed out to him that even international organizations like the 
ILO” and the League of Nations, which are directly interested in 
the formation of the United Nations Organization, are not being in- 
vited to participate and will have no official status. We suggested 
that the views of his group could be gotten before the Conference 
if he would submit them to the Secretary General of the Conference 
with the request that they be distributed to the participating delega- 
tions. Green and Meany,? of the A. F. of L., yesterday expressed 
strong opposition to erroneous reports they had had that we plan to 
accord some official status to the World Trade Union Conference. Do 
you approve of the position we have taken with Hillman ?? 

§00.CC/4—1045 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to President Roosevelt® 

[Wasurneron, April 10, 1945.] 

The Soviets have been pressing all this week for four Chairmen at 
San Francisco representing each of the sponsoring nations. The 
British, the Chinese and ourselves have strongly resisted this on the 

"Transmitted by the White House Map Room to President Roosevelt at Warm 
Springs, Ga. 
*The World Trade Union Conference (WTUC) which opened at London on 

February 6, voted to ask for representation at the United Nations Conference, 
and Mr. Hillman submitted a formal request to Mr. Eden to support the position 
that the World Trade Union Congress should be represented at the San Fran- 
cisco meeting. See Minutes of third meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, 
April 13, p. 283. 

* As the Soviets were not represented in the International Labor Organization, 
it was assumed that for that reason alone they would oppose ILO participation 
and would prefer WTUC representation. In telegram 841 of March 21, the 
Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) cited a statement which was the 
first indication the Embassy had noted concerning official attitude of the Soviet 
Government on this subject to the effect that the Government was favorably dis- 
posed toward proposal that trade union representatives participate in the Con- 
ference with advisory vote (500.CC/3-2145). 

7 William Green and George Meany, President and Secretary-Treasurer, re- 
spectively, of the American Federation of Labor. 

7In a memorandum of April 11 President Roosevelt indicated his approval of 
the Secretary’s message (500.CC/4-1145). 

‘Transmitted by the White House Map Room to President Roosevelt at Warm 
Springs, Ga.
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grounds that the responsibility would not be placed on any one person, 
that it would lead to great confusion and lack of clear-cut direction. .. 

' Moreover, the Department feels that this would set a precedent for 
future international conferences and might even be the opening wedge 
for a proposal to be made of joint chairmanship of the World Security 
Organization. Halifax, Ambassador Wei and myself are endeavoring 
to find some sort of middle ground that we can propose to the Soviets 
that will recognize the prestige of each of the heads of the delegation of 
the four sponsoring nations, perhaps along the lines of honorary chair- 
men who would preside in rotation in the absence of the Chairman of 
the Conference. Moreover, we feel that to accept the Soviet proposal 
would be to emphasize before the other nations attending the special 
position of the four sponsoring powers. | 

Because of the importance that we attach to this issue from the 
standpoint of the successful administration of the Conference, may I 
have your instruction for me to stand out for a single chairman of the 
Conference, to be selected from one of the sponsoring nations? ¢ 

EK. R. Srerrinivus, JR. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 7 - - 

Minutes of the Seventh Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held 
at Washington, Wednesday, April 11, 1945, 9 a. m. 

a, _ {Informal Notes] - , 

_ [Here follows list of names of persons (22) present at meeting. ] 

Review oF ProposaLs AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION. 
CuapTer V, THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Tue Secretary then inquired as to whether there was any miscel- 
Janeous business. There being none, the Delegation turned to consid- 
eration of the subject of this session, namely, Chapter V of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, The General Assembly. 

Section A—Composition 
Mr. Pasvorsky, at the Secretary’s request, presented the Proposals 

and Suggestions for Consideration, Book 2, commencing with Sec- 
tion A—Composition. He said the changes proposed were not very 
important and involved principally matters of drafting, which in any 
case would be taken care of in drafting the actual Charter. SmnatTor 
ConnaL_y observed that a number of points could come up under this 
section, especially the problem of the number of votes for member 

*In a memorandum of April 11, President Roosevelt indicated his approval 
of the Secretary’s message (500.CC/4-1145). |
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states. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that this was not a question for the 
American Delegation to bring up, and the only question was whethér 
the number of representatives should be determined in the Charter, this 
question having been left open at Dumbarton Oaks. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked why the number should not be specified. 
‘Mr. Pasvotsxy said he thought the matter was of no consequence 
as far as we were concerned and could be left for the Conference to 
decide. a oo 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said that the number of representatives 
might just as well be put in but Mr. Pasvonsxy felt that it was a 
matter on which the United States did not need to make any specific 
proposal. ) 

Section B—Functions and Powers | 
Paragraph 1—On the request of the Secretary, Mr. Pasvoisxy 

turned to Section B—Functions and Powers. He stated that Para- 
graph 1 is very important since it relates to the security functions of 
the General Assembly and that a great many questions have been 
raised about it. He pointed out that several ideas are included in 
this paragraph and said that perhaps the Charter would have to be 
drafted so that these ideas would be dealt with in separate paragraphs. 
Referring to the first sentence he drew attention to the proposed 
change of wording, namely, that instead of the phrase “The General 

Assembly should have the right to consider the general principles of 
cooperation and the maintenance of international peace and secu- 
rity ...”, it was proposed that the statement read: “The General 
Assembly should have the responsibility for the formulation of general 
principles of cooperation in the maintenance of international peace 

and security ...” 
REPRESENTATIVE Eaton said it was not stated how such questions 

and principles would be brought before the General Assembly for 
consideration. a | 7 

Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that they could come up in a number of 
ways: the matter could originate in the Assembly itself, and any 
member state, the Secretary-General, or the Security Council could 
bring it to the General Assembly. The important point in this para- 
graph, he thought, was whether the Charter should make explicit the 
right which those who drafted the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
thought was inherent in the set-up of the Organization, namely the 
right of the General Assembly: to discuss and formulate conventions 
for submission to the member states for ratification. The question 
was really whether the General Assembly would have to recommend 
and bring about the calling of a special conference for the drafting 
of such conventions ‘or whether it could itself formulate conventions 

for approval by the member states. -
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Senator CoNNALLY asked if it would have to have the sanction of 
the Security Council. - 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that would not be required. | 
REPRESENTATIVE Buioom asked whether the Security Council would 

have to be informed of such action and Mr. PasvousKy said that noti- 

fication would undoubtedly. be given in the normal course. 

-- Mr. Pasvotsxy said he. believed there would be strong insistence 
at the Conference that the power of the General Assembly be specified 

more fully. . bo | 7 

. Senator Connauty thought it would be correct to include the 
suggested provision in the Charter because the drafting of a conven- 
tion for submission to the member states would be an expression of 

what the General Assembly thought should and ought to be done. 
Mr. Pasvousxy replied that.this was the real point... - 
Mr. Dutzes commented that the original language seemed better, 

and that the use of the word “right” was adequate. He thought there 
was some danger that assigning the responsibility to the General 
Assembly might look exclusive and give the impression that the 
General Assembly was to be the sole organ dealing with such matters 
and others were to.be excluded.. He was sure there was no intention 
to. exclude the possibility of holding a convention to codify inter- 
national law. Perhaps taking out the word “responsibility” would 
make that clearer. , - . 

Mr. Bowman thought that the word “the” before “responsibility” 
should come out. . | : cs 

Mr. Pasvotsxy asked whether the Delegates agreed on supporting 
the inclusion of a statement that the General Assembly should be 
empowered to adopt general conventions for submission to the member 
states for ratification. He thought this would be spelling out what 

_ is inherent in the powers of the Assembly but he recalled that there 
had been some question in the League of Nations as to whether the 
‘Assembly had this power. Mr. Gertie confirmed this impression and 
added that the International Labor Organization specifically provided 
that the Conference should be able to draft conventions for submission 
to the member states. oe : 
' Mr. Bowman said he thought it could be argued both ways. It 
might be argued that members of the Assembly by reason‘of.the way 
in which they were chosen would not necessarily be the best qualified 
persons to conduct negotiations on specific questions. On the other 
hand, it could be argued that it would be advantageous for the Gen- 
eral Assembly to formulate the proposals on which they agree and 
to give expression to what they stand for. They could, of course, 
bring in specialists from their own governments to assist in the actual 
negotiations. He thought it- would be preferable to specify that the 
Assembly had the powers suggested..
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Tue SEcRETARY asked whether the Delegation agreed with this 
position. They assented and he reminded them that this was a tenta- 
tive approval and that the proposals that were to be made or supported 
by: the United States Delegation would have to come up for review 
once more aiter the group had gone through the whole document. 

Mr. PasvorsKy, taking up the second sentence of paragraph 1, re- 
minded the group that the original language of the Proposals is “any 
question on which action is necessary”, and he stated that the next 
sentence has a qualifying and restricting force. [The General As- 
sembly should not on its own initiative make recommendations on 
any matter relating to the maintenance of international peace and 
security which is being dealt with by the Security Council.]5 There 
had been much discussion about both of these sentences and in the 
final drafting it would be necessary to modify the wording. How- 
ever, the basic idea is that when a dispute reaches the point where 
action 1s necessary, it must be immediately referred to the Security 
Council. It is clear from the whole paragraph, however, that the 
Assembly has the right to discuss any question or dispute at any time. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he did not think this last point was 
clear from the wording. He thought it could be interpreted : that 
when the Security Council takes jurisdiction over a dispute, the Gen- 
eral Assembly has no further right to deal with it in any way. Mr. 
Pasvotsky replied that the right of the General Assembly to consider, 
discuss, and make recommendations with regard to general principles 
of cooperation in the maintenance of peace and security was un- 
abridged. Moreover, the right to discuss any question relating to 
maintenance of peace and security as distinct from the making of 
recommendations remained unabridged. The right to make recom- 
mendations, however, was limited by the last sentence. Another 
important point is that if the Security Council refuses to handle a 
question and votes that it is not a case for its consideration, then the 
Assembly is completely free. The only requirement is that there 
should be no simultaneous action on a dispute by the General As- 
sembly and the Security Council. Senator VANDENBERG commented 
that there was a lot to be interpreted under this paragraph. Mk. 
Dues said that he agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky’s interpretations. His 
own interpretation was that the Assembly could discuss up to the 
point of making concrete recommendations. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he had no objection to the principle 
that the General Assembly should not attempt to deal concretely 
with the dispute when it was before the Security Council, but it 
seemed to him, according to this wording, that all the Council had 
to do would be to pass a resolution taking jurisdiction over a dispute 

before the Assembly and thereby shut out the General Assembly 

* Brackets throughout remainder of this document appear in the original.
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from any further consideration of the matter. Mr. Pasvotsxy said 
this was not the intention of the Proposals, and he felt that the 
language was clear on this point. | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked whether the General Assembly should 
refer a dispute with or without recommendations. Mr. Pasvotsky 
replied that reference could be made either with or without recom- 
mendations and either before or after discussion if it is not already 

being handled by the Council. 
Mr. Bowman said he thought that “any matter relating to” could 

mean “every matter relating to”. On that basis, the Council could 
take jurisdiction over everything because every kind of subject might 
have a bearing on the maintenance of international peace and se- 
curity. He suggested that the last sentence be rephrased to read: 
“The General Assembly should not on its own initiative make specific 
recommendations with respect to the maintenance of international 
peace and security.” 

Senator ConnaLLy remarked that the general policy was sound, 
and he agreed that while the Council deliberates, 1t would be better 
for the Assembly to remain quiet. Senator VANDENBERG said. he did 
not want the Council to be able to take jurisdiction pro forma, merely 
to eliminate the Assembly from considering it. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said he thought that it was all a question of lan- 
guage, and Mr. Bowman asked what language could be agreed upon. 
Mr. Pasvotsxy said this could be taken up later when the Charter 

was actually being drafted. Mr. Bowman suggested that it should 
be written into the Charter that when the Council states that a specific 
case is being considered, then the General Assembly should not be 
able to take action on it simultaneously. 

Mr. Dutzzs pointed out that there were certain discrepancies in 
the language defining who might put a case before the General As- 
sembly. In the present text, Paragraph 1 of Section B, Chapter V, 
states that the General Assembly may discuss any questions relating 
to the maintenance of international peace and security “brought be- 
fore it by any member or members of the Organization or by the 
Security Council”. On the other hand, Paragraph 2, Section A, 
Chapter VIII declares: “Any state, whether member of the Orga- 
nization or not, may bring any such dispute or situation to the atten- 
tion of the General Assembly or of the Security Council.” He asked 
whether it was intended that non-members should be entitled to bring 
questions to the General Assembly. Mr. Pasvousky said it was so 
intended and that the language should also be amended to include 
the Secretary-General among those who might bring cases before the 
General Assembly. 

Paragraph 2.—Tux Secretary requested Mr. Pasvolsky to present 
the next important matter for the consideration of the Delegates.
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- Mr. Pasvorsxy said that Paragraph 2 is very important and had 

been subjected to much criticism from many quarters. There had been 

numerous suggestions that the General Assembly acting alone should 
be able to. admit new members to the Organization. He believed that 
a possible alternative to the present formula would be to empower the 
‘General Assembly to admit new members to the Organization unless 
the Security Council objects. Senator ConnaLLy commented that 
this would turn the procedure around. Srnaror VANDENBERG added 
that it would give the Security Council veto power. Mr. Armsrrone 
queried whether it was important that the Council should have veto 
‘power in this matter, and Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that it was important 
because questions of security might be involved. Smnator ConNALLY 
said that the Security Council should, of ‘course, be advised of the in- 
tention of the General Assembly to admit new members. — | 

Tum Srcretrary asked whether the Delegates agreed that the alter- 
native suggested by Mr. Pasvolsky should be adopted, andthe Dele- 
gates gave their assent to substituting the following statement for the 
present text of Paragraph 2: 

_ “The General Assembly should be empowered to admit new members 
to the Organization unless the Security Council interposes an 
objection.” . | 

Paragraph 3—The Delegates then turned to consideration of Para- 

graph 8. Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that the question that arose most 
‘frequently in connection with this paragraph was why expulsion 
should be provided for, but not withdrawal. He commented that it 
was logical that suspension and expulsion should take place on the 
recommendation of the Security Council since these would be enforce- 
‘ment measures. He believed it logical also that rights and privileges 
of membership should be restored on decision of the Security Council 
alone, because it would be the Security Council that would determine 
when the cause for enforcement action had ceased to exist; and when 
that point had been reached, cause for suspension of membership priv- 
ileges would automatically cease to exist. A state should not have 
to wait until the Assembly could meet in order to have 
the rights and privileges of membership restored after-a period of 
suspension. An alternative provision would be to have the rights 
and privileges of membership restored by the same procedure as sus- 
pension, except when the General Assembly is not.in session. Then 
the Security Council could take action alone. | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy said that the next important point in Paragraph 3 
relates to expulsion. He stated that the United States did not par- 
ticularly like this provision. The American attitude was that suspen- 

sion was a more effective means of enforcement than expulsion. How- 

ever, the Soviet Government had insisted on the inclusion of this
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provision,® which seemed rather significant in view of the fact that 
Russia was the only country that had ever been expelled from the 
League of Nations.” Mr. Duries commented that perhaps the 

U.S.S.R. did not want to be unique. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that he did not. 

think it necessary for the Delegation to agree now on a position with re- 
gard to expulsion. There might be very strong objections to this pro- 
vision in the Conference, and it would be wise to wait and see how 
strong they were before deciding what position the American Delega- 
tion should take. 

_ Spnator ConNALLY commented that suspension is surely as strong 
a measure of enforcement as expulsion, and Mr. Pasvotsxy replied 
that it is actually stronger. He recommended, however, that this 
question be left subject to future development. _ : 

Senator ConNALLY asked whether there should not be a provision 
for withdrawal from membership. Mr. Pasvousxy said no provision 
had been made in the Proposals because there was some fear that the 
statement about withdrawal might give an impression of instability. 
SENATOR CONNALLY said, however, that a state should know before it 
joined the Organization what procedures would be necessary if it 
wanted to get out. Mr. Pasvorsxy said it might be useful to discuss 
this point, although it had not-so far been insisted upon by other 
governments. : 

Tur Secretary asked what a government would do if it wanted to 
withdraw from the Organization. RerpreseNTATIvE Bioom replied 
that he thought it could denounce the treaty under which it had ac- 
cepted the Charter. Senator ConNaLLy commented that the Con- 
stitution of the United States had no provision for withdrawal and 
that when some of the states tried to secede, they had not been per- 
mitted to do so. , 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether we could admit that a state 
can withdraw by denunciation, and Mr. Pasvorsxy replied in the 
affirmative. SeNaTOR VANDENBERG replied: “Why not say so?” and 
he asked Senator Connally whether it would not help in the Senate 
to have this clearly stated. Senator ConNnaALLy said he was doubtful 
whether a signatory to a treaty could denounce it when there was no 
clause in the treaty providing for denunciation. 

Mr. Bowman said there were really two questions involved. One 
was what our attitude should be if the matter is brought up in the 
Conference, and the other is what points the American Delegation 
should insist upon having included in the Charter. 

* See progress reports on the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, August 25, 1944, 
section (d), and September 7, 1944, section (c), Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, 
pp. 732 and 776, respectively. 

"For resolution on this subject, adopted by the Council of the League on 
December 14, 1939, see telegram 324, December 14, 1989, 9 p. m., from Geneva, 
Foreign Relations, The Soviet Union, 1933-1939, p. 804. 

723--681---67-—-29
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SENATOR CONNALLY suggested that it would help if the authority 
to amend the Charter were to be liberalized. He said that the Senate 
would want to know what the obligations of the member states were 
to be and would not want to take the risk of possible violation of 
these obligations by denunciation of the treaty if there was no clause 

permitting such denunciation. 
Mr. Duress thought that the present arrangement, that is, main- 

taining silence on the subject of withdrawal, was better than any 
attempt to describe procedures for withdrawal. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG replied that if nothing was said in the Charter about withdrawal 
the Senate would be sure to make a reservation on that point, and he 
thought it would be better to give some indication as to what would 
be the lawful procedure for getting out of the Organization. 

Mr. Armstrone said that an important reason for leaving out any 
statement about withdrawal was that the threat to withdraw could 
be used for blackmailing the Organization, especially by a would-be 
aggressor state. | | 

Tue Srcrerary said that he thought that the Delegation must be 
guided by the political judgment of the Senators on a point like this. 
Mr. Pasvotsky stated that further thought could be given to finding 
a satisfactory formula. Mr. Buoom commented that “withdrawal” is 
a harsh word and perhaps some better word could be found. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said that under the League of Nations Covenant, a 
state that did not wish to accept an amendment could cease to be a 
member of the League. He suggested that the question of withdrawal 
be held in abeyance until the provisions for amending the Charter were 
discussed. 

_ ‘Tue Secretary said that this question would be taken up later with 
the discussion of the amending process. 

Mr. Pasvotsky suggested further consideration of the expulsion 
provision, especially the qualification that such action could be taken 
against “any member of the Organization which persistently violates 
the principles contained in the Charter.” He asked whether the Dele- 
gation would agree to amend this to read that any member could be 
expelled “which persistently fails to fulfill its obligations under the 
Charter.” 

Mr. Dues questioned the use of the word “persistently”. 
_ Representative Broom asked whether withdrawal by a member 
would release it from all obligations under the Charter. Mr. 
Pasvousky referred to the League experience and to the possibility of 
enforcing basic obligations on non-member states. 

Mr. Bowman stated that he thought the present wording [“the prin- 
ciples contained in the Charter” ] was pretty vague. 

Mr. PasvorsKy said he thought it would be better to permit expul- 
sion for violating both the principles and the purposes, and he added
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that the word “persistently” had been used in order to avoid light- 
hearted expulsion. 

Mr. Dunn commented that if a state violated the Charter one time, 
it could be suspended. Mr. Tarr thought that the present text left 
a loop-hole. Mr. Armstrone said that when a state is suspended, its 
rights and privileges could be restored, and he thought it important 
to give the General Assembly the right to take such action. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that the right of suspension is restricted 
and that a state can be suspended only for definite cause when the 
Council institutes enforcement action. He added that the restoration 
of rights and privileges should be automatic when the Security 

Council declares that the cause of this action no longer exists. 
Mr, Armstrong said that it was wise to bring the General Assembly 

in wherever possible, although there might be no difference in actual 

fact. | : | — 
Mr. Pasvousxy said that states that had been expelled could be re- 

instated by the same process through which new members were ad- 
mitted. He suggested that 1f the proposal 1s made in the Conference 
that an expelled state can'be reinstated by the General Assembly on 
recommendation of the Council unless the General Assembly is not 
in session, then the United States should support the proposal. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG urged that the word “persistently” be deleted. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy replied that it was important to include this idea be- 
cause it was not desirable to have frequent expulsions, although sus- 

pension might be used very often. Senator ConNALLY suggested the 
word “willful”, because a state might violate its obligations one time, 
but that violation might be very serious. 

Mr. PasvoisKy said there would undoubtedly be a demand at the 
Conference to eliminate the provision for expulsion, and he recom- 
mended that if the demand is made, the United States should go along 
with it. He thought it might still be possible to induce the Russians 
to agree to dropping this provision. Then it would be possible to 
write strong suspension measures into the Charter. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG said he was willing to wait to see what would happen at the Con- 
ference, and the Secretary said that would be the American position 
for the present. 

Paragraph 4.—Mr. Pasvousxy took up Paragraph 4 and said that 
no change was suggested in the present text. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said there might be a question about defining 
conditions for election of the non-permanent members of the Security 

Council, and he asked whether any provision should be made re- 
garding the qualifications of states to be so elected. | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy thought it would be better not to make any proposals 
as to criteria for the choice of states to serve as non-permanent mem-
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bers until we run into the problem in the Conference. Undoubtedly, 
the middle states would bring up some proposals along this line. 

Tum Secrerary remarked that the American Delegation should 
know what position to take toward the Australian proposal.®. Mr. 
Pasvousky believed that the decision should be not to bind the General 
Assembly ahead of time but to leave it to that body to decide how to 
choose the non-permanent members of the Security Council. However, 
if pressure develops in the Conference, he believed it-would be possible 
to agree on several criteria, which the General Assembly might apply 
in making its choices. - a - 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he would like to be able to get in a require- 
ment for adequate regional representation, but he did not know quite 
how it should be done. | | , . 

Paragraph 5—Twue Srcrerary asked Mr. Pasvolsky. to take up 
Paragraph 5. Mr. Pasvousxy read the alternative proposal which 

had been made by Norway ® [add to the statement on budgetary and 
financial powers the provision that the voting rights of states that 
do not pay their contributions to the expenses of the organization may 
be suspended]. He said that we should not make any recommenda- 
tion on this point because it was a very ticklish question. 

Senator ConnaLLy remarked that under the present: text, giving 
the General Assembly the power to apportion the expenses among the 
members, that body would be free to make quite inequitable assess- 
ments, and it might possibly make the permanent members pay most 
of the expenses. Mr. Pasvortsxy replied that a scale of contributions 
would certainly be established and that it could be done either at the 
Conference if pressure had developed there for it, or by the Assembly 
itself. Mr. Grerig reminded the group that the League of Nations 
had apportioned expenses according to an established scale. SENATOR 
ConnaL_y thought that this was not an insuperable difficulty. 
Tue SECRETARY suggested expanding the statement somewhat. Mr. 

DvuLies pointed out that it should be made clear that the apportion- 

ment of expenses would not be an arbitrary matter. . 
Tue Secrerary said that we might need a statement of the principle 

on which the expenses would be apportioned. Mr. Bowman suggested 
the phrase “on an agreed principle”. SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested 
inserting “pro-ration”. It was agreed that the text should be re- 
phrased to read: “The General Assembly should apportion the ex- 
penses among the members of the Organization according to an agreed 
pro-ration.” oe | 

Paragraph 6—Tuer Secretary asked Mr. Pasvolsky to present 
Paragraph 6. Mr. Pasvousxy replied that this was a very important 

® Doe. 2, G/14(1), May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 545. 
°Doe. 2, G/T (n) (undated), ibid., p. 356.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 251 

paragraph and said that the Delegation should decide whether to am- 
plify it and, if so, how. OO re 
Mr. Srerrinrvus asked that Mr. Pasvolsky read the suggested revised 

paragraph, and Mr. Pasvorsxy did so. [The General Assembly 
should promote international cooperation in political, economic, social, 
and cultural fields, and in measures to establish justice; foster the 
observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms; encourage 
the development of rules of international law; and recommend meas- 
ures for the peaceful adjustment of situations likely to impair the 
general welfare or to violate the principles of the United Nations as 
declared by them on January 1, 1942.1 | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he was willing to endorse it 1000 percent 
and said he believed it would do more good than anything else to gain 

support of the Charter. , 
Tue SECRETARY said that he thought it might throw some light on 

the attitude of the British Government. The Foreign Office had been 
most helpful in developing plans for economic and social cooperation, 
but the Prime Minister tended rather to think of the Organization 
exclusively in terms of keeping the peace in times of crisis. The Sec- 
retary himself thought that these proposals were most important and 
that the United States should support them energetically. 

_ Mr. Pasvorsxy drew attention to the reference to the Atlantic 
Charter 1? implied in the statement with regard to the United Nations 
Declaration. 

Miss GILDERSLEEVE asked what position the Russians took with re- 
gard to arrangements for economic and social cooperation. 

Tue Secretary ‘said that the Soviet Government liked the provi- 
sions, and Mr. Pasvousxy added that the Russians had not wanted to 
enumerate the subjects that might be dealt with under the arrange- 
ments of economic and social cooperation, | | 

Tue Secrerary said that the Soviet Government was very much in 
favor of the Economic and. Social Council and that this approval had 
been stated when he was in Moscow. Dean GitpErsLEZEve said that 

For text of: Declaration by United Nations, January. 1, 1942, see Foreign 
Relations, 1942, vol. 1, p. 25. 

u For an exchange of views on economic and social questions during the Dum- 
barton Oaks Conversations, see informal minutes of meeting No. 5 of the Joint 
Steering Committee, August 25, 1944, 11 a. m., ibid., 1944, vol. 1, p. 734. 

4 Joint statement by President Roosevelt and British Prime Minister Churchill, 
August 14, 1941, ibid.; 1941, vol. 1, p. 367. 

#8 See progress report by Under Secretary Stettinius on Dumbarton Oaks.Con- 
versations, September 8, 1944, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 783, concerning 
agreement reached with Ambassador Gromyko and Sir Alexander Cadogan on 
the provision for an Economie and Social Council, along the lines of the American 
proposals; the Joint Steering Committee approved the chapter, September 9. 
Secretary Stettinius, after attending the Yalta Conference, went to Moscow and 
held meetings there with Foreign Commissar Molotov (see Department of State 
Bulletin, February 25, 1945, p. 291).
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she liked the suggested revision of the text. Representative Bioom 
asked what was meant by the word “cultural”.  ... . ..- ... 

Senator ConnaLLy said that he was in sympathy with the purposes 
of the revised text, although he had to recognize that 1t might seem to 
go too far in the eyes of some members of the Senate who were willing 
to accept a peace organization but did not want a world. W.P.A.* 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that such opposition might develop, .but 
he thought that if the text were tied to the principles of the United 
Nations Declaration, it would get the support of a great many people 
who otherwise would find nothing forward-looking in the Charter. 

Mr. Bowman queried whether it would weaken the statement to 
leave out the word “justice” since that would be included in the state- 
ment of purposes and would be implied in the clause on international 
law. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that the British and Russian Governments 
had not wanted to include a reference to the observance of human 
rights and fundamental freedom in the Chapter on the General 
Assembly. - 

THe Secrerary asked who would object to including the phrase 
“establish justice”. Mr. Pasvotsky commented that it was a rather 
vague phrase in any case. Mr. Bowman thought the question was 
really whether it ought to be included at this point. , 

Tue Secretary said he believed the United States should support 
this paragraph all the way through. Mr. Pasvousxy suggested that 
we should be willing to take out the phrase “establish justice” if it 
were necessary. 

Mr. Bowman commented that there are many different systems of 
law in the world and that there are different concepts of justice, so that 
some countries might object that the inclusion of the phrase “establish 
justice” here could be interpreted as an invasion of their own customs 
and traditions. He believed that a reference merely to the United 
Nations Declaration and to international law would make it clear that. 
every step would have tobe taken on the basis of agreement among the 
member nations. | 

Senator VANDENBERG suggested leaving the phrase in and waiting to 
see whether it collides with any real opposition. THe Srcrerary 
agreed that we should try it. 

Mr. Armstrone questioned the reference to the United Nations 
Declaration. He said that it did not add anything substantial to 
the document and that it was essentially a war-time declaration, 
setting forth an agreement to strive together for the defeat of the 
Axis Powers. | : , 

Mr. Pasvotsxy read the preamble to the Declaration of the United 
Nations, pointing out that it contains a reference to the Atlantic 
Charter. 

4 Works Progress Administration.
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Mr. Armstrong said he feared that a reference to the United Na- 
tions Declaration would make it difficult for former enemy states, 
for example, Italy, to join the Organization. Mr. Tarr said he 
thought that would not be a very serious problem and that as a 
matter of fact, Italy right now was trying to be permitted to sign 
the United Nations Declaration and to come into the Organization 
immediately. : 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said he could see some difficulty arising out of this 
reference. REpreseNATIvE Bioom said he thought there would be 
some objection to including a reference to cultural relations and 
education, and he wondered whether this would weaken possible sup- 
port of the Charter.. He was sure that some members of Congress 
would object. The Secretary commented that the State Department 
had probably done an ineffective job of explaining what it means 
by international cooperation in cultural and educational fields but 
that it hoped to do much better in the future. , 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom wished that another word could be found. 
Mr. Tart said he believed there already had been a considerable de- 
velopment of international cultural relations and that the League of 
Nations had found it necessary to encourage this development through 
the Committee on Intellectual Cooperation. Miss GiLpERSLEEVE re- 
marked that the phrase “intellectual cooperation” unfortunately had 
little meaning to Americans. 

Tue Secretary said he would like to leave this wording undis- 
turbed and try to get it accepted. If it is impossible to get accept- 
ance, then the Delegation can consider what compromises might be 
necessary. | | 

Mr. Tart said that the principles stated here could be expanded 
in the chapter on the Economic and Social Council. Senator Con- 
NALLY said that it was important to make it clear that the use of the 
phrase “establish justice” did not imply any intention to encroach 
upon traditional systems of law within various countries or any 
interference with domestic politics. 

Mr. Bowman said that in the experience of the permanent Court 
of International Justice, cases involving domestic jurisdiction had 
not really played a major part even though that was a matter that 
had concerned a great many people in the beginning. 

Tue Secretary suggested that the discussion should move on from 
this paragraph. Before proceeding with the text of the proposals, 
however, he wanted to bring up some other matters. First, the men- 
tion of Italy reminded him that he wished to distribute a list of the 
United Nations and other states that might be invited later to join 

the Organization and suggested that this list be put in the notebooks."® 

He said there had been some question about India and that he had 

* Not printed.
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@ memorandum prepared with regard to the inclusion of India in the 
United Nations.'¢ | | 

| Roz oF ADVISERS . | 

... LHe Secretary said that Mr. Sweetser of the O.W.I. was 
working with the State Department and that it was agreed that the 
Delegation itself would have the final word as to approval or dis- 
approval. He told Mr. Gerig to see to it that the Delegates should be 
informed as to what statements the State Department would approve 
their making. : 

SENATOR CoNNALLY said that:the O.W.1. should also be straight- 
jacketed. Tum Srcrerary said that he had talked with Elmer Davis 
and that there had been a clear understanding about the use of state- 
ments by the Delegates. He said further that the restriction in the 
memorandum applied to questions of substance before the Conference. 

[Senator Connally left with apologies for having to attend a Com- 
mittee meeting at the Senate. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the advisers would not have 
to sit in on some meetings for the Delegates. Tuer Srcrerary, sec- 
onded by Mr. Dunn, said that the Delegates would have to decide 
how to make use of the advisers as the work developed. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that each Delegate would be 
assigned to several committees and commissions and that he could 
not possibly attend all the meetings of all these groups. 

REVIEW OF PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION. 
CuaptTer V, Toe GENERAL AssemBity— (Continued) 

Tue Secretary suggested that the group should continue with the 
discussion of the proposals and suggestions with regard to Chapter V. 

Paragraph 7.—Mr. PasvotsKy read Paragraph 7 
[“The General Assembly should make recommendations for the 

coordination of the policies of international economic, social, and 
other specialized agencies brought into relation with the Organization 
in accordance with agreements between such agencies and the 

Organization.” ] - 
He said that proposals had been made to modify this text because 

of a feeling that it was too weak in its present form. He thought 
that this was probably true. Also, it was not clear whether the Gen- 
eral Assembly should recommend to other organs of the Organization, 
to specialized agencies, and to the Governments, or should act itself. 
He said that in the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations this text probably 

*® Memorandum entitled “Qualifications for membership in the United Nations” 
(US Gen. 24), April 16, 1945, not printed. ; 
“Elmer Davis, Director, Office of War Information.
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would have been strengthened if there had been time to work out a 
desirable formula. He suggested amending the text to read: 

“The General Assembly should take action to bring about coordi- 
nation of the policies of international economic, social, cultural, and. 
other specialized agencies . . .” 

Tus Secretary asked whether there were any objections to this 
amendment and since there were none, he stated that it was approved. 
New Paragraph—Mr. Pasvotsky read the proposed New Para- 

graph (for Section B) and said this had been discussed widely. [The 
General Assembly should be empowered to act, within the limits of 
the Charter, on matters of concern to the Organization which are not 
allocated to other agencies.| It was in the United States Proposals 1* 
before the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations and had been left out in 
drafting the Proposals because it had seemed undesirable to over- 
burden the Charter. However, the inclusion of such a provision 
regarding the residual power of the Organization strengthens the 
General Assembly in appearance. Actually, the General Assembly 
has this residual power anyhow. | 

Tue Secretary thought that inclusion of the proposed new para- 
graph would help with the small nations. 

Section C. Voting 

Paragraph 1.—The group turned to consideration of Section C, 
and Mr. Pasvotsky read paragraph 1: : 

[“‘1. Each member of the Organization should have one vote in 
the General Assembly.’ 

Mr. Duties commented that there was no provision for a Com- 
mittee on Credentials, and he thought it would be most important. 
to have some procedure for passing on credentials of representatives, 
because of changing conditions. It would sometimes be necessary 
to decide whether a given state was independent or not and whether 
the representatives who claimed the right to sit for that state were, 
in fact, entitled to do so. He thought it most important to state 
who should pass on the eligibility of the delegates, because there 
might be a fluctuating situation. — CS | 

Mr. Pasvoitsky said that the General Assembly would have such 

power. In any case, it had the power to create the agencies it needed 
to discharge its functions. Mr. Durzzs said that the problem took 
on special urgency because of the fact that the Soviet Russian Repub- 
lics had been given autonomy in foreign affairs. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
said that their status was rather a problem. of membership than a 
question of powers of the General Assembly to seat delegates of 
member states. : : 

For the United States tentative proposals for a General International Or- 
ganization (II B 1.), July 18, 1944, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 653.
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Mr. Duties asked what would happen if a state ceased to be 
independent. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that the question would then 
come up in the Assembly and would be settled by that body. Rup- 
RESENTATIVE Bioom thought it would be better to say so specifically. 

Mr. PasvoitsKy rejoined that it should not be stated under the pro- 
visions about voting. 

Mr. Doutxes said that it should be made clear that the General As- 
‘sembly has the power to determine whether a given political unit has 
or has not the characteristics that entitle it to representation or whether 
it may have had them and has lost them. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy said the matter should be dealt, with under member- 
ship. Mr. Dutxzss said that might be the way to resolve the problem. 
He thought that the question of the Soviet Union and its component 
parts could be dealt with reasonably. It would be a question of fact 
as to whether the Assembly considered them independent states. 
Placing that decision in the hands of the Assembly might avoid com- 
plicating the politics of the great powers. 

Mr. Pasvotsxky said that the decision with regard to the status of 
members was something that the General Assembly would never dele- 
gate to a subordinate agency, even though it would have the power 
“to set up such bodies and agencies as it may deem necessary for the 
performance of its functions.” 

Mr. Tart and RepreseNTATIVE Broom said simultaneously that they 
wanted some specific statement in the charter on this point. 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy said there were two problems here. First of all, 
there was the question of credentials of Delegates and a decision as to 
whether certain Delegates should be seated and accorded the right to 
represent the countries that they claimed to represent. There might 
easily be a revolution in some country and two delegations might ar- 
rive and present credentials. In that case, the Assembly would have 
to decide between them and would undoubtedly use a committee to 
investigate the credentials and recommend what decision should be 
taken. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom commented that the problem of credentials 
affected those countries that were already members. Mr. Pasvorsky 
agreed that it would affect the initial members and that those mem- 
bers would normally send their delegates, who would be seated if there 
was no question about the status of their governments. If there was 
a question, then the General Assembly would have to pass upon their 
status. Any new political units would have to be admitted separately 
asmembers. Another case would be the raising of a claim in the Gen- 
eral Assembly that a certain state had lost its independent status and 

was no longer entitled to membership. The General Assembly would 
undoubtedly establish rules regarding credentials of delegates.
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REPRESENTATIVE Broom said he thought this did not apply to what 
Mr. Dulles had in mind. Mr. Tarr said that it might be necessary to 
define the word “state”. Mr. Duties asked who would have the power 
to define it,—the General Assembly ? 

Mr. Pasvorsky said it could not be put exclusively in the hands of 
the General Assembly because of security considerations. 

Mr. Bowman referred to the history of Newfoundland, which had 
been a Dominion within the British Commonwealth and which later 
gave up its Dominion status. He said that if there was not a defini- 
tion of the exact basis on which the U.S.S.R. was to be allowed three 
votes in the General Assembly, then the Soviet Government might 
come back-again urging the acceptance of additional Soviet Republics 
asmembers. If we have to accept the Soviet demand, then we should 
define itin such terms that they could not come back and ask for more. 

Mr. Broom stated that it is necessary to say in the Charter who 
decides such matters. Mr. Tarr suggested that it be put in Para- 
graph 2 of Section B and that the General Assembly be empowered 
to pass on the qualifications for membership. Mr. Pasvoisky agreed 
that this could be spelled out. 

Mr. Sterrinrvs said there has to be machinery for dealing with the 
problem of credentials. Mr. Pasvotsky said he did not believe that 
anything short of the General Assembly could determine this matter 
in the last analysis, and he doubted whether the small nations or any 
other nations would be willing to delegate this decision to a small 
group. 

Mr. Dvuutzs said that the small nations had the power to act through 
recommendations, and he thought. that if the General Assembly had 
the power to decide on the status of the members of states, it could 
take this kind of decision out of the hands of the big powers. 

REPRESENTATIVE Buoom said that membership and credentials were 
two different matters. | 

Mr. Tarr said that any body has the power to pass on the creden- 
tials of those who claim to vote within it and that the General As- 
sembly would therefore have the power to decide on the status of the 
states whose representatives claimed the right to vote. He pointed 
out that if Paragraph 2 of Section B were amended as suggested, the- 

Security Council would have veto power over the decisions with regard 
to the qualifications of members. | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested the following formula to be incorporated 
in Paragraph 2 of Section B: 

“The General Assembly should be empowered to determine the quali- 
fications of membership and admit new members unless the See 
rity Council interposes objections on security grounds.” |
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THe SECRETARY commented that nobody except ‘the General Assem- 
bly has the power to pass on the credentials of its members, and he 
suggested that the amendment be left in the form that Mr. Pasvolsky 
had proposed. Mr. Duties agreed that this would be satisfactory, 
and the other members of the group concurred. 

Mr. PasvoitsKy reminded the group that there were still some ques- 

tions to discuss under Section C. 
THe Secretary said he wanted to hold an executive session with 

the Delegates on the question of voting in the General Assembly. 
Mr. PasvorsKy said there had been some proposals for weighted 

voting in the General Assembly, but he thought that was impossible; 
and it was agreed by the group that this idea was to be left out com- 
pletely. | 7 

Paragraph 2—Mr. Pasvoisxy called attention to the suggested 
revision of Paragraph 2 of Section C. He said that the suggestion 
involved merely verbal changes except for the proposal that it should 
take a two-thirds majority to decide on additional categories of deci- 
sions that would require a two-thirds majority. He believed, however, 
that it would be better to leave this decision to a simple majority and 
not make it more difficult to add new categories. 

Tue Secretary agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky and said that it was im- 
portant to keep in mind that the Soviet Government would question 
the introduction of any amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said there was a question as to whether the American 
Delegation was going to push for certain changes or simply agree 
among themselves to support changes if pushed by others. 
Tue Secretary said that in the meeting of the steering committee 

of the Sponsors, there had been a proposal that none of the four Gov- 
ernments should propose changes without consulting the others.” The 
British and Chinese representatives seemed especially anxious on this 
point. It had been agreed not to advance proposals without advising 
the other Sponsors, and he had made it very clear that this would con- 
stitute consultation but would not necessarily require agreement before 
such changes could be proposed. | 
Mr. Armstrong said there should be different classes of proposals 

that the United States Delegation would support and as few red- 
letter amendments as possible. : 

Section D. Procedure - 
Paragraph 1.—Mr, PasvousKy read Section D, Paragraph 1: 
_[“The General Assembly should meet in regular annual sessions and 

in such special sessions as occasion may require.” ] _ : 

1? See note of March 28 to the British Embassy, note of March 31 from the 
Soviet Embassy, and minutes of the second meeting of the Informal Organizing 
Group, April 10, pp. 162, 179, and 235, respectively.
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He said that a question had arisen as to who could call special ses- 
sions of the Assembly, and he believed that some statement should be 
included on this point. This proposal was approved. 

Additional Paragraph.—Mnk. Pasvotsxy read the suggested Addi- 
tional Paragraph: [p. 4 in Section D of Chapter V, Proposals and 
Suggestions for Consideration. | : 

He asked whether a paragraph of this sort should be included in 
the Charter. He thought that it might be possible to add a descrip- 
tion of ways by which the General Assembly acts, in connection with 
the statements of the various powers of the General Assembly, and he 
pointed out that in connection with Section B, Paragraph 1, the group 
had already agreed on the inclusion of the power to adopt draft con- 
ventions for submission to the member states. 

_ Tuer Secrerary suggested that the word “consider” would be better 
than the word. “debate”. | 

_ Mr. Pasvousxy said that the initiation of studies making recom- 
mendations, etc., was already covered and that the only new point 
was the adoption of draft conventions. He pointed out that some 
countries had raised the question as to what was involved in dis- 
cussing reports submitted to the General Assembly. 

Tuer Srcrerary said that the General Assembly would discuss the 
reports anyhow. He thought it very important to build up the Gen- 
eral Assembly, to recognize its powers and add strength and said that 
he liked the ideas suggested for improvement, 

_. Tum Secrerary asked Mr. Taft if the advisers concerned with the 
Economic and Social Council were on the way to attend the meeting, 
and Mr. Tart said that they would soon arrive. 

Tur Srcrerary called a 5-minute recess and said that the group 
would reconvene for a discussion of the arrangements for economic and 
social cooperation. | 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 8 

Minutes of the Eighth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at Washington, Wednesday, April 11, 1945, 11 a. m. 

. | [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (19) present at meeting.] 
The principal business of the meeting was to consider Chapter IX 

on Economic and Social Arrangements in the document on Proposals 
and Suggestions for Consideration. 

The Secretary opened the meeting at 11:00 a. m.
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PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION
: 

©: 

Section A: Purposes and Relationship
s 

— oe 

Paragraph 1. OB 
_ At the request of the Secretary, Mr. Tarr presented the recom- 

mendations of the Executive Committee on Economic Foreign Pol- 

icy ® proposing an elaboration of the objectives of the Organization:
 

in the economic and social fields. | oe | 
Mr. Tarr stated that the purpose of the detailed objectives was 

to bring out more clearly the functions of the Organization in pro- 
moting economic and social programs, which in the long run would 

be essential if the Organization
 

were to be successful in maintaining
 

peace. He pointed out that the paragraph in Chapter IX of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals setting forth the functions of the Organ- 

ization in these fields was very brief and general and seemed to 

minimize this area of international cooperation in which much public 

interest had been expressed both in this and other countries. Mr. 
Tarr then proceeded to go over briefly the main objéctives recom- 

mended by the Executive Committee, pointing out that much of the. 
language had been drawn from international

 
documents such as the 

Atlantic Charter, Article VII of the Mutual-Aid Agreements,”
 

and 

the League Covenant. - 
- With regard to the language drawn from the Article VII of the 

Mutual-Aid Agreements (for the reduction of tariffs and elimination 

of discrimination
s), 

Senator VANDENBERG remarked that that Article 

had been unanimously denounced by the Senate Committee on For- 
elon Relations. Mr. Broom stated that on the other hand the same 

Article had received the approval of the House Committee on Foreign 

Affairs. / 
With particular reference to Senator Vandenberg’

s 
statement re- 

garding the action of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 
respect of Article VII, Mr. Tarr pointed out that the inclusion of 
this and other objectives in the Charter of the Organization would. 

in no way commit the United States, that they would be merely. goals. 

toward which all countries should work. L | 
Mr. Wuire thought that the point made by Mr. Taft did not 

answer the question which Senator Vandenberg had in mind, namely, 

© Wor information
 

on the work of this Committee, see Postwar Foreign ‘Policy 

Preparatio
n, 

p. 436. : 
1 Article VII of the preliminar

y 
agreement between the United States and the 

United Kingdom regarding principles applying to. mutual aid in the prosecutio
n 

of the war against aggression,
 

signed at Washington
, 

February 28, 1942. For 

text, see Departmen
t 

of State Executive Agreement
 

Series No. 241; or 56 Stat.. 

(pt. 2) 1433. For documenta
tion 

on economic discussions
 

on article VII ques- 

tions, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 111, pp. 61-80, passim.
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whether the objectives themselves were desirable, even as objectives. 
SenaTOR VANDENBERG stated that he might agree with these objec- 

tives in the abstract and in so far as they relate to the internal devel- 
opment of each country. He doubted, however, that we could safely 
spell out in an international document this.enormous field. of unlim- 
ited operations. He stated that if these objectives were included the 
whole program could be successfully attacked on the ground that it 
was intended to organize the earth, and millions of people in this 
country would be scared off. | : 

Mr. Wuntre inquired whether or not it would be desirable to ex- 
amine the objectives in detail and determine which of them might 
be acceptable. | 

SENnaTOR VANDENBERG did not feel that a detailed examination of 
the objectives would be helpful. He thought that the issue lay in 
the division between what are international and what are domestic 
matters. He stated that what various governments ought to address 
themselves to is one thing, but that whether this should be an inter- 
national function is quite another thing. 

Tue Secretary stated that we should keep in mind the main ob- 
jective at San Francisco, and that we should be sure that we do not 
reach out for too much or involve ourselves in too long a period of 
negotiation on these matters in the economic and social field. 

Mr. Tart thought that an unduly large negotiating problem might 
not be involved since the objectives under consideration were not new: 
for the most part they merely restated objectives already agreed to 
internationally. With reference to Senator Vandenberg’s fears that 
the Organization might invade the domestic sphere, Mr. Tarr em- 
phasized that the Organization would merely promote the adoption 
of measures by the nations and that 1t would not of course undertake 
to do the job itself. | . | 

Mr. Broom inquired what would be the result if the nations refused 
to adopt the programs proposed by the Organization. Mr. Tarr 
replied that of course if the nations were not going forward in the 
field of economic and social cooperation it would be a grave handicap. 
He then called attention to the objective for the promotion of full 
employment, stating that this objective was of special significance 
and importance because it involved not only the question of measures 
directed specifically at the employment problem but also the activities 
of all the specialized economic organizations which would be brought 
into relationship with the Organization. The inclusion of this ob- 
jective in the Charter would provide a framework within which the 
activities of these specialized organizations could be coordinated. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that.this country is split wide open 
on the issue of full employment. He questioned whether the Ameri- 

can people would delegate to an international organization the right
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to advise the United States as to the methods it should use in main- 
taining’ full employment. , 

Mr. Tart stated that many foreign countries did not think that the 
matter of employment was a matter solely for domestic concern and 
that we had received several requests from other countries for the 
holding of a conference on full employment. 

Mr. Eaton remarked that some people had even gone so far as to 
request that we should arrange at San Francisco for the maintenance 
of minimum wages, an 8-hour day and a 40-hour week, etc. etc. 

Mr. Wuire stated that he was impressed that the main purpose of 
the San Francisco Conference would be security. He thought that 
there would be enough problems involved in that without injecting 
other matters. He wondered whether we could not have more gen- 
eral language dealing with the economic and social fields and leave 
it to subsequent conference to spell those objectives out. 

Tue Secretary agreed with Mr. White’s view. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG remarked that if we thrust these objectives into the San Francisco 
Conference the result would be the November election all over again. 
He repeated that he did not oppose these objectives in the abstract but 
that as a practical matter, so far as the San Francisco Conference was 
concerned, the faster we could reach agreement on the economic and 
social side of the Organization and get it out of the way the better 
off we would be. : 

Mr. Tart pointed out that even though the United States should 
not propose these objectives it is probable that other countries would 
bring them up. He mentioned that the Latin American countries 
were particularly interested in these fields and had expressed a defi- 
nite desire for the inclusion of specific proposals. Also, in recent 
discussions with the British and Russians regarding an Advisory 
uropean Economic Committee,” to deal with pressing wartime prob- 
Jems, the Russians had first indicated a willingness to establish such a 
Committee but had later taken the position that nothing should be 
done until the San Francisco Conference. We had received the defi- 
nite impression from the Russians that they would make detailed 
proposals at San Francisco with regard to economic and social mat- 
ters. In the light of these developments it could be anticipated that 
a great deal of pressure would come from other countries for the 
inclusion in the Charter of detailed objectives such as those which had 

been recommended by the Executive Committee. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that the arguments presented by 

Mr. Taft made it all the more necessary that in so far as these objec- 

2 Hor documentation on Anglo-American-Soviet discussions regarding the estab- 
lishment of a European Economic Committee, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 
11, pp. 614 ff.; see also ibid., 1945, vol. m1, pp. 1411 ff.
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tives were concerned the initial position of the United States delegates 
should be pretty close to the zero line. 

Tue SecreTary was of the opinion that if the gates are open to 
detailed negotiation on all these questions that would prejudice our 
getting the Economic and Social Council at all. 

Mr. Wurre felt that there might be some danger that these eco- 
nomic and social questions would dominate the time of the commit- 
tees at the Conference. For example, the Australians would bring 
up proposals on the employment question and fight tooth and nail to 

have them adopted. 
In the light of the discussion the Secretary proposed that, in lieu 

of the detailed objectives, the general reference to economic and social 
questions in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals should be adopted, pos- 
sibly with some expansion within reasonable limits. : 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE agreed with the Secretary. She thought how- 

ever that there would be tremendous disappointment in this country 
unless some constructive step is taken at San Francisco in the eco- 
nomic and social fields. She thought therefore that something, some 
general phrase of a constructive nature should be included in the 

Charter. At the same time we should hold down the pressure which 
would come from other countries to spell out all these questions in 

detail. 
Tue Secrerary and Mr. Broom agreed with Dean Gildersleeve’s 

statement. 
Mr. Eaton said that his position on this whole question was in 

accord with that of Senator Vandenberg. | 
~ In connection with the point raised by Mr. White, that it would be 
an error to have language in the Charter which would seem to limit 
the subsequent development of the Organization in the economic and 
social fields, Taz Secrerary and Mr. Broom agreed that there should 
be flexibility for future developments and that some clause should be 
included in the objectives which would leave such flexibility and which 
would indicate a general direction in which the economic and social 
functions of the Organization might develop. 

Mr. Tarr doubted that it would be possible to make a limited expan- 
sion of the economic and social purposes of the Organization, that 
these purposes would need to be either brief and general, as in the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, or comprehensive and in some detail, as 
in the Executive Committee recommendations. Tuer Secrerary asked 
the economic advisers to reexamine the question with a view to seeing 

whether something in the way of a moderate expansion of the Dum- 

barton Oaks Proposals would not be possible. 

~ In reply to a question from the Secretary, Mr. Strnesowenr stated 

that it was his view that the main question with regard to the Economic 
723-681-—67-—21
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and Social Council was not one of spelling out in detail the objectives 
which it should pursue. The main point, he thought, was to make sure 
that the Economic and Social Council will have such objectives as will 
enable it to keep the specialized organizations on a consistent track. 
He pointed out in this connection that the Economic and Social Coun- 
cil is not intended to be an action body, but rather an advisory and 
coordinating body. 

With regard to the general view of the Delegation that the Charter 
of the Organization should be in broad general terms, Mr. Cox sug- 
gested that if pressure should develop at San Francisco for the in- 
clusion of detailed objectives, we should take the position that the 
Charter, being a constitution, should be general, and that detailed 
questions should be handled in a separate document which would be 
analogous to a statute. If the pressure is very great it might be pos- 
sible to reach agreement at San Francisco on such a statutory docu- 
ment, which might be appended to the Charter. 

Mr. Wuirs remarked that for the reason that they deal with details, 
statutes need careful consideration by a special body. It did not seem 
wise to attempt to negotiate such statutes at San Francisco. He agreed, 
however, that it would be a good idea to resist the pressure which might 
develop at San Francisco by insisting on the constitutional approach. 

In response to a question from Mr. Taft, Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that 
it was the President’s plan to set up a commission at San Francisco 
which would prepare for the first meeting of the General Assembly. 
This commission would be purely preparatory and recommendatory 
and would not have the powers necessary to make it a satisfactory 
mechanism through which agreement might be reached on detailed 
statutory agreements of the kind referred to by Mr. Cox or provided 
for in the recommendations of the Executive Committee. 

Mr. Warine remarked that if the anticipated pressure does in fact 
develop at San Francisco the rest of the world may be disappointed 
if the American Delegation does not. have some detailed views on the 
Economic and Social Council. He thought that we should be pre- 
pared to meet the views of other countries half way if we cannot make 
our own prevail entirely. 

Mr. Tarr thought, with regard to the preparatory commission re- 
ferred to by Mr. Pasvolsky, that it might be possible to establish 
a, subcommission to which might be entrusted the job of reaching agree- 
ment on detailed objectives in economic and social matters. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG, referring to the question of pressures from 
other countries at San Francisco, thought that these would be less 
important than the pressures which would come from groups at home. 
He stated that the CIO intended to present a detailed program at San 
Francisco and that our only defense would be the constitutional ap- 

proach suggested by Mr. Cox and Mr. White. |
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Mr. Broom pointed out that our own Constitution is in general 
terms, the power-granting clauses being in brief and simple language. 
He thought that if we depart from this principle of simplicity and 
generality and tried to enumerate the various details, the negotiating 
task would be impossible. | 

In response to the Secretary’s question, Mr. Brannan stated that 
he was in agreement with the views expressed by the Secretary, Mr. 
Bloom and others on the question of detailed vs. general objectives. 

In response to the Secretary’s question, Mr. Duttzs stated that 
the Protestant church groups with which he was affiliated have a tre- 
mendous interest in this whole economic and social field, but that they 
have all felt that the present proposals regarding economic and 
social cooperation set forth in the Dumbarton Oaks documents are 

fully adequate. : 
Tue SECRETARY summed up the prevailing view of the Delegation: 

That the United States should support a brief and general statement 
of objectives along the lines of that set forth in the opening paragraph 
of Chapter LX of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, to which might be 
added a general phrase designed to cover broadly the constructive 
goals represented by the detailed objectives suggested by the Executive 
Committee. He requested the economic advisers to draft language on 
this point for the consideration of the Delegation.?* In closing the 
discussion on this subject THe Srcretary remarked that the economic 
advisers should not be discouraged by the action which the Delegation 
had taken. He wished to assure them that the Delegation fully ap- 
preciated the need for economic and social cooperation and fully sup- 
ported the proposals for an Economic and Social Council. 

Suggested Paragraphs 2 and 3. 
Mr. Tarr then discussed paragraphs 2 and 8 of Section A of 

Chapter TX as recommended by the Executive Committee. These 
paragraphs would 1) specifically authorize the Organization to ini- 
tiate negotiations for the establishment of specialized organizations 
in the economic and social fields and 2) make it clear that. the special- 
ized organizations, as well as the Organization itself, would have 
responsibilities in these fields. In discussing these paragraphs Mr. 
Tart referred to the need for having an adequate mechanism to coordi- 
nate the activities of the various specialized international organiza- 
tions, within the limits imposed by the fact that these specialized 
organizations, just as the General Organization itself, are the instru- 
ments of the governments. In this connection he referred to certain 
views recently expressed by people connected with the International 

Labor Organization that the ILO should be co-equal with the General 
Organization. 

** Memorandum of April 12 entitled “Suggested Revision of Chapter IX, Sec- 
tion A, Paragraph 1”, not printed.
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Mr. Pasvoisky laid special emphasis on the clause in the suggested 
revision of paragraph 1 which would authorize the Organization to 
initiate negotiations for the creation of specialized organizations. 
He thought it was essential that such a clause be included in view of 
the fact that there were many fields of economic and social cooperation 
in which the assistance of the specialized organization would be 
necessary in the future and for which no specialized organization 
exists. Mr. Pasvotsky went on to say that, moreover, there was 
a special reason why this clause should be included: according to 
Mr. Evatt, Australian Minister for External Affairs, the Australians 
will not press for detailed objectives in the economic and social field 
if the inclusion of this clause is agreed to.” 

The Delegation approved paragraphs 2 and 3 as recommended by 
the Executive Committee, without change. 

Mr. Tarr then discussed the suggested revision of the paragraph 
dealing with the establishment of relationships between the general 
Organization and specialized organizations (see page 4 of the paper 
on Section A). He stated that, under the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, 
relationships between the General Organization and the specialized 
organizations would be established by agreements to be negotiated 
between them. The Proposals do not mention, however, where these 
agreements should originate. The purpose of the suggested revision 
is to make it clear that the Economic and Social Council, rather than 
the specialized organizations, would have the authority to initiate 
such agreements. 

In the light of the foregoing discussion the Delegation approved 
the proposed revision of paragraph 2 of the D.O.P. without change. 

Section B: Composition and Voting: 

The Delegation approved the proposal that this section of Chapter 
LX should remain unchanged, and specifically that no change should 
be made, as proposed by France, to provide that permanent. seats 
on the Economic and Social Council should be accorded to member 
states of chief economic importance.”* In discussing this question 
Mr. Tarr pointed out that the interdepartmental committee which 
had considered the matter was of the opinion that provision for per- 
manent seats would not be essential, since the Great Powers would 
certainly be appointed as a matter of course. Mr. Pasvoitsxy added 

that this whole question had been gone into at Dumbarton Oaks and 

* A resolution on general international organization; adopted at the Australia- 
New Zealand Conference, Wellington, November 10, 1944, stated in this connec- 
tion: “The specialized bodies set up separately for various purposes of interna- 
tional welfare should be brought within the framework of the Organization.” 
(Report by the Australian delegates on the United Nations Conference on Inter-: 
national Organization, 1945, p. 60.) 

* Doc. 2, G/7(e), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 388. a
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was settled on the basis indicated on the ground that the Economic 
and Social Council would be merely an advisory body. 

Section C: Fumetions and Powers of the Economie and Social 
Council | 

Mr. Tarr then presented recommendations for the amendments of 

points 5, d, and g of paragraph 1 of this section. 
With regard to point 0, the proposed amendment, in addition to 

making certain minor drafting changes, would require that any rec- 
ommendations made by the Economic and Social Council to special- 
ized organizations or to gqvernments be consistent with those adopted 
by the General Assembly. Mr. Tarr explained that in connection 
with this point there had been considerable discussion in the inter- 
departmental committees concerned regarding the powers of the 
Council to make recommendations directly to governments on ques- 
tions involving jurisdictional or other conflicts between two or more 
specialized organizations. The conclusion resulting from this dis- 
cussion was that in all such cases the Council should make its recom- 
mendations directly to the Assembly which, after hearing the 
organizations concerned, could then make any necessary recommen- 
dations directly to governments. While this procedure is not spelled 
out in the proposed amendment to point 6, it would seem to follow as 
a matter of course if the amendment is adopted, since any specialized 
organization would be free to address the General Assembly. 

Mr. Waite referred to the language in 0, reading “to make recom- 
mendations ... with respect to international economic, social, 
cultural, and other related matters ...”. He wondered whether 
there might not be need for some qualification in this language which 
would assure that such recommendations would be confined only to 
those questions that are proper subjects of international action and 
which would prevent the Council from recommending in respect of 
purely domestic matters. | 

Tue Secretary suggested that the economic advisers might look 
into the point raised by Mr. White with a view to seeing whether there 
was any real danger of that kind. : 

With regard to d, the proposed amendment would remove a limita- 
tion, implied in the present text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, 
that in so far as the budgets of specialized organizations are concerned 
the Economic and Social Council could make recommendations only 
to the specialized organizations involved. Mr. Tarr stated that there 
had been suggestions from some quarters that the budgets of spe- 
cialized organizations should be directly voted by the General Orga- 
nization. It was the view of the interdepartmental committees, how- 
ever, that the powers of the General Organization in respect of the
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budgets of specialized organizations should be purely advisory, for 
a number of reasons. In the first place budgetary control is not in 
and of itself likely to be an effective device for the coordination of 
functions. Secondly, the specialized organizations will have definite 
and agreed-upon responsibilities assigned to them by their basic in- 
struments, and centralized budgetary control might improperly in- 
fringe on the jurisdiction of the specialized organizations. Finally, 
some of the specialized organizations might have a different member- 
ship, or might have a different voting pattern, than the General 
Organization. 

With regard to point g, Mr. Tart stated that the proposed amend- 
ment is designed to make the functions of the Economic and Social 
Council more flexible by leaving the way open for additional func- 
tions to be assigned by later intergovernmental agreements, subject, 
of course, to the approval of the General Assembly. 

In the light of the discussion the Delegation approved the amend- 
ments to points 5, dand g, without change. 

Section D: Organization and Procedure 

Mr. Tarr read the proposed amendment of paragraph 1 of this 
section, which was designed to remove, as a constitutional require- 
ment, the provision in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals for an Eco- 
nomic Commission and a Social Commission and, in lieu thereof, to 
provide that the Economic and Social Council should be authorized 
to establish such commissions, committees, or other bodies of experts 
as may be necessary. 

Mr. STINEBOWER called attention to the fact that although the new 
language omitted the provision in the original paragraph 1 for, a 
permanent staff to constitute a part of the Secretariat of the Organiza- 
tion, this omission was merely a drafting matter and provision for 
permanent staff in the economic and social fields would be taken care 

of under the Chapter of the Charter dealing with the Secretary- 
General and the Secretariat. 

The Delegation approved the proposed amendment of paragraph 1 
without change. 

Mr. Tart then read the proposed amendment to paragraph 2 of this 
section, the effect of which would be to make it clear that the question 
of representation by specialized organizations on the Economic and 
Social Council, or on bodies established by it, should be handled on a 
reciprocal basis. 

The Delegation approved the proposed amendment to paragraph 2 

without change. 
The meeting was adjourned at 11: 50 a. m. 

& Ae : ,
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500.CC/4-1145 | 

The Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, April 11, 1945. 
Exce.tuency : I have the honor to bring to your attention that when 

the question on the organization of the work of the Jurists’ Com- 
mittee was under consideration the Soviet Government set forth a 
proposal to elect four chairmen from representatives of the four na- 
tions 7” in whose name invitations to the Conference and to the meet- 
ings of the Jurists’ Committee were sent out.2 The proposal of the 
Soviet Government was based on the principle of equality of position 
of the four nations. This proposal, however, was not accepted.” 

The Soviet Government considers such a decision wrong and ex- 
presses its disagreement with the decision as it violates the principal 
of equality of position of the four nations, in whose name invitations 
to the Conference were sent out to other governments. 

Accept [etc. ] A. Gromyko 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 9 

Minutes of the Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held 
at Washington, Thursday, April 12, 1945, 9 a.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (15) present at meeting. ] 

Renations oF THE DELEGATION WirTH THE Press, Rapio, AND 
BroapcastTiIng SYsTEMS 

Tue Secretary convened the meeting at 9 a. m. and announced 
that Mr. MacLeish had a policy statement © to present to the Dele- 
gation on its relations with the public at San Francisco... . 

QuEsTIons ARISING From DISCUSSIONS IN THE COMMITTEE OF J URISTS 

Tue SEcretTary requested Mr. Hackworth to present certain mat- 
ters that had arisen in connection with the discussions of the Com- 
mittee of Jurists. 

Mr. HackworrH said he would make a very brief statement and 
that he was glad to tell the Delegation that the discussions of the 

* See memorandum of conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, April 9, p. 214. 
* For text of invitation to the conference of the United Nations at San Fran- 

cisco, see telegram 1409, February 23, midnight, to London, p. 89; for text of 
invitation to the meeting of the United Nations Committee of Jurists at Wash- 
ington, see circular telegram of March 24, midnight, p. 154. 

” Jurist 11, G/8, April 9, revised as Jurist 36(11), G/26, April 18, UNCIO Doe- 
uments, vol. 14, pp. 42 and 52. 

* Draft statement not printed.



270 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

Committee of Jurists were going very well. Thirty-three articles, 
he explained, had already been covered, a number of which were 
now under discussion in subcommittees. He added that there were 
about four outstanding problems that he felt should be presented to 
the Delegation so that he could have their guidance in further 
negotiations. 

Mr. Hacxworrtu said the first problem was the method of election 
of judges_to the court." According to the present “method of the 
Court, judges are nominated by panels of judges on the Hague Court 
of Arbitration and are elected by the Council and the Assembly of 
the League of Nations. He said the British were now proposing that 
judges be nominated directly by governments and that instead of the 
nine members of the present Court, fifteen should be elected. He 
pointed out that this government doubted whether nine members 
would be sufficient and that our tentative view was that the Court 
should be kept at fifteen and that the present method of election 
should be retained. Our primary objection to the British sugges- 
tion, he added, was that it would throw the whole matter into poli- 
tics. Senator Conna.iy asked whether states not members of the 
Hague Court of Arbitration could participate in the election of judges 
to the Court. Mr. Hackworrs replied in the affirmative and added 
that where a state is not a member of the Hague Court, it may set 
up a panel of four to prepare a nomination. 

Tue Secretary asked what decision Mr. Hackworth wished from 
the Delegation. Mr. Hackxworrs replied that he wished to know 
whether we should adhere to our present tentative position or go 
along with the British. Senator Connauiy favored retaining our 
present position. Rrpresenrative Bioom thought that any change 
trom the present system would permit states to gang up and pack the 
Court. Mr. HackwortsH strongly recommended sticking to the pres- 
ent method of election, adding that this position was widely supported 
by the American Bar Association. Mr. Broom pointed out that while 
under the British proposal states would tend to nominate judges of a 
particular political conviction, this same weakness was also present 
m the existing system since governments put men on the Hague tri- 
bunal that they considered “sound”. Mr. Bowman recommended 
that we stick to the old method for the time being, but recognize that 
we would prefer, a better method if it could be developed. 

Tue Srcretary questioned whether the Delegation was in a position 
to make a decision on this matter and wondered whether it would not 
be wise to reserve our position until further study could be given to 

* For official comments on the Statute of proposed Court respecting the election 
of judges (articles 8, 10-12, Statute of the Permanent Court of International Jus- 
tice (P.C.I.J)), see Conference Series No. 84: The International Court of 
Justice: Selected Documents Relating to the Drafting of the Statute (Depart- 
ment of State publication No. 2491), p. 24.
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this question. He added that it would be well to have Chief Justice 
Stone’s point of view. Sznator ConNnaLiy suggested that former 
Chief Justice Hughes might also be consulted.*? It was then gen- 
erally agreed that the Delegation would reserve its position and that 
former Chief Justice Hughes and Chief Justice Stone would be 
consulted. = ) 

Mr. Hackworts said he had a further point to raise—the question 
of compulsory jurisdiction.* He explained that some countries 
wanted compulsory jurisdiction, but that the United Kingdom and the 
Soviet Union were opposed.* Among those countries favoring com- 
pulsory jurisdiction in particular were the Latin American countries. 
SmnAToR Connatxy said that he could not agree to compulsory juris- 
diction unless the cases that could come before the Court were very: 
restricted. | SO : | 

Mr. Hackwortu explained that the American Bar Association was 
very much in favor of compulsory jurisdiction and that they would 
like to see compulsory jurisdiction adopted. They recognized, how- 
ever, that it would be necessary to permit any government to make a 
reservation when approving the treaty. SrNatTor VANDENBERG com- 
mented that the Permanent Court did not get by the Senate, even 

with its present jurisdiction. Mr. Hackworts agreed that probably 
compulsory _jurisdietion. would not be acceptable. Mr. Pasvorsxy 
noted that there already was compulsory jurisdiction under the op- 
tional clause and Mr. Hackwortu agreed that it was possible to have 
compulsory jurisdiction under the present statute. : 

Tue Secrerary said it was then agreed that this government did 
not favor the proposals of the Latin American countries for compul- 
sory jurisdiction. 

Mr. Hackworts explained that a third point he wished to discuss 
was that of advisory opinions.» He noted that the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals providé that the Security Council may ask for advisory 
opinions but that there was now some feeling that both the Assembly 
and other international organizations should also be allowed to ask 
for advisory opinions. Senator ConnaLLy said he had no particular 

“In accordance with the request of the United States delegation, the views 
of Chief Justice Harlan F. Stone and former Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes 
(appointed in 1980 and retired in 1941) were obtained. “Both indicated strong. 
preference for the maintenance of the present system as perhaps offering greater 
assurance of the judicial character of the Bench’, according to a memorandum 
on the Court for the delegation, April 28, not printed. — . 
“For opinions of various governments on the question of jurisdiction of the 

Court (article 36, Statute, P.C.I.J.), see The International Court of Justice, 
pp. 33—45. | 

“For opinions expressed by delegates of the Soviet Union and the United 
mangiiom, see Jurist 34, G/25, April 12, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, pp. 151, 153, 

"s For official comments regarding the question of advisory opinions (article 65, 
‘Statute, P.C.I.J.), see The International Court of Justice, pp. 51-52.
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objection to empowering the General Assembly to ask for advisory 
opinions except that such a provision might pose conflicts of juris- 
diction between the General Assembly and the Security Council. 
Mr. Hackwortu thought empowering the General Assembly to ask 
for advisory opinions would be in line with our general desire to 
strengthen the Assembly. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked what an advisory opinion was. Mr. 
HackworrsH replied that it was a request to the Court on a question 
of law. 

Mr. Bowman noted that after elaborate discussion of this whole 
matter in Mr. Hull’s office over a period of a year, the conclusion 
in the end was that the General Assembly should be empowered to 
ask for advisory opinions. SEnatTor ConNnaALLy said he had no objec- 
tion whatever to the Assembly asking for advisory opinions on 
questions that lay within the jurisdiction of the Assembly. “Mr. 
Bowman commented that of course the Court was free to decide 
whether it wished to give an opinion in a case or not. Mr. Hacxk- 
WoRTH agreed that the Court on a number of occasions had in fact 
decided not to give an opinion. REPRESENTATIVE Broom said what 
he objected to was the phrase “advisory opinion”. Why could not 
just the word “advice” be adopted? The term “opinion” suggested 
that the Court would be bound by its decision and that to escape a 
prior decision it would have to reverse itself. SENaToR CONNALLY 
commented that a reversal had frequently taken place in the history 
of courts. 

Mr. Hackwortu asked if it was the sense of the meeting that the 
Assembly should be allowed to request advisory opinions along with 
the Security Council. Mr. Geric noted that in the case of the League 
where both the Council and the Assembly could request advisory 
opinions there had been some thirty cases where the Council had 
requested such opinions and only one case in which the Assembly 
had requested an opinion. He noted that there was the possibility 
of losing control over the vote requesting an advisory opinion if the 
matter was handled by the Assembly, since the major powers would 
not have a veto on the decisions of the Assembly. 

It was the general agreement of the Delegation that the Assembly 
should be allowed to request advisory opinions. 

Mr. Hacxworrs asked whether international organizations such 
as the International Labor Organization should be allowed to request 
advisory opinions also. Smnator Connatiy thought this would be 
most inadvisable since these bodies were not in the same category 
with the Security Council and the General Assembly. It was gen- 
erally agreed that it would be undesirable for international organi- 
zations like the I.L.O. to request advisory opinions.
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Senator ConNALLy said he would like to make it clear that he 
was reserving his views on these questions for later study and THE 
SEcrerary suggested that these matters be raised again at a later time. 

The meeting was recessed at 10: 10. 
At 10:15 the meeting was reopened by the Secretary .... 
[Here follows list of names of persons (28) present at meeting. 
Following the list is a paragraph referring to a memorandum 

which was distributed to the delegates setting forth the voting record 
of members of the British Commonwealth in the League of Nations. ] 

REVIEW OF PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION— 
Cuaprer VI 

Tue CuHarrman then asked Mr. Pasvolsky to open the discussion 
of Chapter VI of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Section A 

With reference to Section A, Mr. Pasvotsky reviewed the changes 
in the composition of the Security Council proposed by other gov- 
ernments. These included proposals for abandoning the category of 
permanent members, for increasing the number of permanent mem- 
bers and, likewise of non-permanent members, and for providing 
for regional representation. Mr. Pasvotsxy drew particular atten- 
tion to the desire of the “Middle Powers” for special consideration 
with respect to membership on the Security Council. He recom- 
mended that this Government should be prepared, if necessary to 
enumerate various criteria which it would consider a suitable basis 
for use in selecting the non-permanent members of the Council, but 
that such criteria should not be incorporated in the Charter itself. 
It was agreed by the Delegates that this was the proper position to 
take. 

Section B | 

Paragraph 1—Mr. Pasvousky said that paragraph 1 of Section B 
incorporated a principal feature of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, 
namely that the Security Council should have primary responsibility 
for the maintenance of international peace and security. SENATOR 
ConNALLY thought it unwise to grant to the Assembly the right of 
review of Council decisions in this field, as a number of governments 
have proposed. SENATOR VANDENBERG and REPRESENTATIVE HaTon 
concurred with this view. It was agreed that this paragraph is satis- 
factory as it stands. 
Paragraphs 2 and 8—With respect to the following paragraph (2), 

which Mr. Pasvotsxy explained had been incorporated at British 
insistence, it was agreed that the phrase “and the provisions of this 
Charter’ = should be appended at the end. 

a Passages printed in italics in this document are underlined in the original.



274. FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

_ Paragraph 3 was agreed to in its present form without discussion. 
Paragraph 4—The vital importance of paragraph 4 was recog- 

nized in that it obligates all members of the Organization to accept 
the decisions of the Security Council. In response to a question from 
SENATOR ConNALLY, Mr. Pasvotsxy said that it refers only to meas- 
ures of enforcement. » : 
_ Generat Empicx and Srcrerary Srerrinrus thought the para- 
graph should stand. as it is, whereas SeNaTor VANDENBERG said that 

he could appreciate the Canadian point of view. With reference 
to Canada’s proposal that decisions of the Council be binding only 
on-its members and that only they be obliged to take enforcement 
action unless by virtue of a concurring vote in the Assembly all 
members of the Organization were similarly bound, Mr. Pasvoisxy 
said that the implications of such a provision had been discussed in 
conversations with the Canadians and that it had been pointed out 
to them that their proposal would have the effect of limiting enforce- 
ment measures to the action of the great powers. He said that the 
Canadians were somewhat shaken in their position by this argument 
and that it had been used with similar effect in conversations at 
Mexico City with representatives of Latin American countries. 

- Mr. Hickerson raised the question as to whether the Canadian 
proposal applied only to the supply of forces or applied as well to 
the making available of facilities. Mr. Srerrinius anticipated that 
there would be complications about the use of bases if concurrence by 
General Assembly were made to apply to facilities and assistance as 
well as to armed forces. ADmiraL Witison agreed with General 
Embick that a modification of paragraph 4 in the direction of the 
Canadian proposal would slow up action and would make planning 
difficult. At this point Senator Connatty left the meeting, stating 
that he favored leaving the provision in its present form. This was 
the position adopted by the Delegates. 
Paragraph 5—Paragraph 5, relating to the regulation of arm- 

aments, was considered acceptable in its present form. Mr. Pasvot- 

SKY said that the negotiations at Dumbarton Oaks would indicate that 
this provision goes as far as is practicable.*¢ 

Section C | | 

With reference to Section C, relative to voting in the Security 
Council, Mr. Pasvoisxy took note of the French proposals which would 
have the effect of placing under paragraph 2 disposition of all matters 
arising under Section A of Chapter VIIT.. In support of the present 
text. he made the point that unanimity among the great powers was im- 
portant in order to give greatest possible weight to recommendations 

* See progress reports on Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, September 8 and 
19, 1944, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 783 and 824, respectively.
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for pacific settlement. It was agreed to stand by Section C in its 

present form. 

Section D 

Mr. PasvotsKy explained that paragraph 1 of Section D, relative: 

to procedure in the Security Council, was the result of a compromise 

between two views. The British had wanted the Council to be a 

meeting place of foreign ministers; at the same time, this Government. 

had desired the Council to be a continuous organ. It was agreed that. 
the paragraph is satisfactory as it stands. 

The Secretary left the meeting and asked Senator Vandenberg to 
act as Chairman. 

In accordance with a recommendation of the Committee on Security 

Aspects of Preparation for the United Nations Conference, Mr. Pas- 
voLsKY proposed the dropping of the last clause from paragraph 2, 
and this was agreed to. He explained that the British had asked for 
the inclusion of this reference to regional subcommittees of the Mili- 
tary Staff Committee in order that the control of Germany might be 
made a special case under the Charter. The subsequent decision 

embodied in paragraph 2 of Chapter XII in the Proposals made this 
reference necessary [unnecessary]. | 

Paragraph 3 was agreed to without discussion. 
Mr. Pasvoisxky stated that two alternatives had been proposed by 

other governments in substitution for the procedure envisaged in para- 
graph 4: (1) that the participation in the discussion of any question 

before the Security Council should be a right to be exercised on the 
decision of any member of the Organization, and (2) that the privilege 
night be accorded to any member of the Organization by a specified 

minority vote in the Security Council. Senator VanDENBERG thought 
that if only the right of discussion were involved it might be left 
unrestricted. Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested, however, that many would 
clamor to be heard and that it was in the interest of more orderly pro- 
cedure to put such participation on a restricted basis. It was decided 
to let paragraph 4 stand as it is, but the opinion was expressed that, 
if pressure develops at the Conference to liberalize its terms, no serious 
objection should be interposed. The same conclusion was reached 
with reference to paragraph 5. | 

| Review or Proposats AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CoNSIDERATION— 
, OO Cuaprer VIII 

Chapter VIII, Section A 
_ With reference to Section A of Chapter VIII, the next item on the 

agenda, S—NAToR VANDENBERG proposed to add the following sentence 
to paragraph 1: “If the Security Council finds that any situation
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which it shall investigate involves injustice to peoples concerned, it 
shall recommend appropriate measures of adjustment which may in- 
clude revision of treaties and of prior international decisions.” SEn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG said that he wanted to make the fundamental point 
that the Security Council must look backward as well as forward. 
He felt that, if the Charter were to be a rigid guarantee of the status 
guo, there would be difficulty in securing the approval of the Senate. 
He wanted to find language which would result in the least friction, 
but which would constitute a reference to this point in the Charter. 

Mr. Pasvorsky took the view that the investigatory powers of the 
Council should be concerned exclusively with situations the continu- 
ance of which might endanger the peace and that this was not the 
appropriate place to introduce broad language of this kind. He sug- 
gested, therefore, that the possibility of incorporating such a provi- 
sion in the Chapter on the General Assembly should be further 

examined. This was agreeable to Senator Vandenberg, and it was 
decided to defer consideration of this matter to another time. 

Paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 were found satisfactory in their present form. 
Paragraph 5 gave rise to considerable discussion. Mr. Pasvotsky 

pointed out that it involved the important issue as to whether the 
Council’s powers of pacific settlement should be limited to the recom- 
mendation of procedures or methods of adjustment, as provided for 
in the present text, or whether they should be broadened to include 
recommendations relating to terms of settlement. RrpresENTATIVE 
Broom asked where this power resided if not in the Council, and Repr- 
RESENTATIVE Eaton thought that the Council would have to take cog- 
nizance of measures of settlement. Mr. Bowman stated that it had 
been the desire at Dumbarton Oaks to give disputants a wide freedom 
of action as to the manner of settling disputes and he favored leaving 
paragraph 5 in its present form. Mr. PasvotsKy’s suggestion that 
the phrase “or, settlement”? be added at the end of the paragraph was 

agreed to. 
Paragraph 6 was accepted as satisfactory without discussion. 
‘With reference to paragraph 7, Mr. Pasvousky said that two im- 

portant changes had been proposed: (1) to limit the applicability of 
paragraph 7 to paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of Section A and (2) to desig- 
nate the international court of justice as the agency to determine 
whether a dispute arose out of matters solely within the domestic juris- 
diction of the state concerned. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that these 
changes would constitute an improvement over the present text. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that it was important to examine this 
juestion carefully in the light of the attitudes expressed in the Senate 

on those occasions when the question of adherence to the Statute of
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the Permanent Court of International Justice was before that body.*" 
He said he wanted to go as far as it was practicable to go in the Senate. 
There was discussion of specifying the Security Council rather than 
the Court, but it was pointed out that the United States would not 
have a veto on the Council if it were a party to a dispute of the kind 
covered by VIII, A. Senator VANDENBERG then suggested that con- 
sideration of this very important paragraph be deferred until Senator 
Connally was present. It was agreed to do this. 

Chapter VITT, Section B 

With respect to paragraph 1 of Section B, Mr. Pasvousxy suggested 
that the phrase “and the provisions of this Charter” be added, thus 
making the drafting in this paragraph conform to the language sug- 
gested for paragraph 2 of Section B of Chapter VI. It was agreed 
that it should be adopted as a general drafting rule that this change 
should be made elsewhere at the appropriate places in the Charter. 
With this additional phrase, paragraph 1 was considered to be 
satisfactory. 

Paragraphs 2 and 3 were approved in their present form. With 
respect to the latter, RepresENTATIVE Buioom said he did not like the 
enumeration of measures not involving the use of armed force, but 
did not suggest any revision in view of Mr. Pasvolsky’s statement 
that the enumeration had been in response to Soviet insistence. 

It was recognized that some clarification of paragraphs 4 and 5 
might be in order. Accordingly, it was agreed that, in the event of 
dissatisfaction on the part of other Governments, the following re- 
visions would be agreeable to the United States Delegation: 

With respect to paragraph 4, the redrafting of the last sentence to 
read: “Such action may include demonstrations, blockade, and other 
operations by air, sea or land forces made available to the Security 

ouncil by the members of the Organization. 
With respect to paragraph 5, the redrafting of the last sentence to 

read: “The negotiations concerning the special agreement or agree- 
ments should be initiated by the Security Council as soon as possible. 
The agreement or agreements should be subject to approval by the 
Security Council and to ratification by the signatory states in accord- 
ance with their constitutional processes.” 

Paragraph 6 was approved. SENATOR VANDENBERG said that it was 
his understanding of this paragraph that the forces would be supplied 

On January 27, 1926, the United States Senate gave its advice and consent to 
the ratification of the protocol of signature subject to five reservations; on 
September 14, 1929, a protocol for the accession of the United States was opened 
for signature by a conference of states signatories to the protocol; on January 29, 
1935, by vote of 52 to 36, the Senate failed to adopt a resolution approving rati- 
fication of the protocol of accession by the United States. For documentation 
during this period on the question of United States adherence to the Statute of 
the World Court, see Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.; ibid., 1929, vol. 1, 
pp. 1 ff; and ibid., 1985, vol. 1, pp. 383 ff.
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under the agreements referred to in paragraph 5. GENERAL EmBIcK 
said that this was the correct view. Mr. Pasvoitsky explained that 
the paragraph had developed from the proposal of the Soviets for an 

international air force. 
Mr. Pasvotsxy explained that paragraph 7 provides that the Secu- 

rity Council may decide in each case whether contributions of armed 
forces, facilities and assistance shall be required of all members of 
the Organization or of a smaller number, and that the second sentence 
thereof refers to a situation in which the Organization calls for action 

in which it is desirable for the specialized international organizations 
toconcur. This paragraph was considered satisfactory. 

Paragraphs 8, 9, 10 and 11 were approved in their present form. 

Section A, Paragraph 1 

At this point SENaToR VANDENBERG reverted to paragraph 1 of 

Section A of Chapter VIII and proposed that investigation of a dis- 
pute be made a rigid obligation on the Security Council. He suggested 
that this might be done by substituting “shall investigate” for “should 
be empowered to investigate.” Mr. Pasvousky said that this ques- 
tion had come up at Dumbarton Oaks and that it had been decided 
not to make investigation mandatory because too much investigation 
would provoke difficulties. Mr. Bowman thought that the Council 
should not be obliged to take up every case, many of which would be 
trivial. Mr. Pasvotsky made the further point that, in view of the 
discretion still remaining in the Council to judge whether international 
peace and security were actually in danger, no device could give as- 
surance that the Council would in any particular instance exercise its 
investigatory powers. It was decided to let the paragraph stand 
as it Is. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11: 45 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 9 (Exec.) 

Minutes of the Ninth Meeting (Executive Session) of the United 
States Delegation (A), Held at Washington, Thursday, April 12, 
1945 : 

{Informal Notes] 

CHAIRMANSHIP OF THE CONFERENCE 

Tue SrcreTary explained that the Soviets:had requested that there 
be four Chairmen, one from each sponsoring government, who would 
serve in rotation. He pointed out that the British, the Chinese, and 
ourselves have expressed dissent to such a proposal on the grounds 
that it would be cumbersome, impractical and unrealistic. SENATOR 
ConNnaLLy moved that we adhere to the custom of the host govern-
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ment having the Chairmanship. Tue Secrerary pointed out that in 

addition to the factors enumerated above, it might set an undesirable 

precedent for future international conferences and even for the Or- 

ganization itself. He indicated that the President feels we should 

stand firm on our position. Dean GILDERSLEEVE inquired if the other 
sponsors would not be given due recognition if their heads of Delega- 
tion were named Vice Chairmen. THe Secretary replied that was 
exactly what we had in mind. The Delegation approved our main- 

taining a firm position on this matter. 

Soviet REPUBLICS 

Tue SEcrerary opened this discussion by repeating clearly that the 
President had made a commitment at Yalta to support a proposal for 
the admission of two Soviet Republics as initial members of the inter- 
national organization if the Soviets proposed this at San Francisco. 
THE SECRETARY explained that we must find some way to handle this 
without embarrassment to the President or to the Delegation. He 
said we had been considering the possibility of having the President 
send a note of instructions to the Secretary which could be read at the 
Conference. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what the word “support” 
meant, pointing out that he would be our spokesman on the Commis- 
sion involved. Tur Secretary expressed the view that we will have 
discharged our commitment if we cast our vote at San Francisco for 
the proposal. 

Dr. Bowman felt there should be some definition of the basis on 
which it was done, otherwise a precedent would be set and the door 
wide open for later admission of the remainder of the 16 Soviet Repub- 
lics, suggesting that perhaps, if politically feasible, a declaration of 
three as the limit might be the way to handle it. Congressman BLoom 
expressed the opinion that voting for three would not set a precedent 
for 16. | 

Dr. PasvotsKy pointed out that at the Conference a list of the ini- 
tial members of the organization must be agreed upon and that pre- 
sumably the Soviet proposal will be framed so as to request inclusion 
of the two Republics in that list. He said this undoubtedly at San 
Francisco should be handled in the Steering Committee, reciting the 
example of Denmark’s request for participation at Bretton Woods 
being so handled.** He thought we should be absolutely certain that 

* See Proceedings and Documents of the United Nations Monetary and Finan- 
cial Conference, Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, July 1-22, 1944 (Department 
of State publication No. 2866), vol. 1, pp. 101, 598, and 933. For documentation 
on the Bretton Woods Conference, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 11, pp. 106 ff. 

723-681—67——22
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the question is handled in the Steering Committee and that we should 
receive clarified instructions on voting “yes” in the Steering Com- 
mittee and then stop. 

At the request of the Secretary, Mr. Dunn explained that the 
Soviets had requested that the two Republics be invited to send dele- 
gates to San Francisco and that we have refused this request. Con- 
GRESSMAN EATON inquired what the “Quzd pro quo” was for the agree- 
ment at Yalta and the Secretary replied vaguely that there were mili- 
tary and other considerations which could not be discussed. Senator 
Connally expressed the opinion that it was an unfortunate situation 
but that the Delegation must vote for the proposal. 

Dr. Pasvoisky expressed the opinion that there was a bare chance 
that the Soviets might withdraw from this position. He said that 
when the question comes up it is probable that the collateral question 
will be raised as to what constitutes a national unit and if this is 
raised sharply with indications that a sharp debate will ensue they 
might possibly withdraw their proposal and raise it after the estab- 
lishment of the organization. 

In answer to Congressman Bloom’s inquiry, Messrs. Dunn and 
Pasvotsky stated that this was not a matter of the Soviet Union itself 
having three votes. Dr. Pasvotsky suggested that the Assembly 
would have to pass on the admission of additional Soviet Republics 
if that question were later raised. 

At this point Dr. PasvotsKy stressed the importance of having a 
no voting’ rule at the Conference, that instead of asking for a vote 
the Chairman should inquire if any country raised objections and if 
they had objections inquire if they would make reservations or if 
they would place the matter before their legislative body for approval 
as is. It was indicated that if certain countries had objections these 
could possibly be negotiated out at the Conference. 

On the proposal that the President send a letter of instruction which 
the Secretary could read at San Francisco, Senator VANDENBERG said 
that this course of action would be the most powerful aid we could 

give to the Soviet proposal and Dr. Bowman said it would look as if the 
Delegation had a whip held over it. It was decided unanimously that 
if the Soviets raise the point the Delegation would vote for it but 
say nothing on the question and that there should be no letter from 
the President for public use although it might be well for the Secretary 
personally to have a letter of instruction on it.
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500.CC/4~1845 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Truman * 

[Wasuineton,| April 13, 1945. 

Subject: United Nations Conference on International Organization 
at San Francisco. 

1. Delegation—The Delegation as appointed by President Roose- 
velt under my Chairmanship consists of Mr. Hull, Senior Adviser, 

Senator Connally, Senator Vandenberg, Congressman Bloom, Con- 
gressman Eaton, Commander Stassen and Dean Gildersleeve. 

2. Its Activity—The Delegation has been meeting with me daily 
to review the substance of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals which have 
been agreed upon with the other sponsoring governments of the Con- 
ference (United Kingdom, Soviet Union and China) as the basis for 
drafting the Charter of the Organization at San Francisco. The 
Delegation has been considering what changes if any, which have been 
suggested by other governments or have evolved through discussion 
in this country, should be advanced by us at San Francisco or supported 
by us there if advanced by others. 

Generally speaking there will be only a few changes of substance 
which the Delegation will recommend. For instance, it is probable 
that the proposal which Senator Vandenberg has stressed so much 
publicly (and which the Chinese have also in effect proposed) of add- 
ing certain references to justice and international law in the Charter *° 
will be accepted. We have not yet considered his other proposal that 
the Organization should be empowered to review treaties and prior 
international obligations. 

Our analysis of the document will be completed before we leave for 
San Francisco and the final recommended changes of the Delegation 
submitted to you for your consideration and approval. After that 
step is completed we are obligated to submit them to the other sponsor- 
ing governments as we have agreed to consult with them on such pro- 

posed changes. 

* For President Truman’s comments on this memorandum, see Memoirs by 
Harry S. Truman, vol. I, pp. 278-275. Vice President Harry 8S. Truman suc- 
ceeded to the Presidency after the death of President Roosevelt at the Little 
White House, Warm. Springs, Ga., on the afternoon of April 12, 1945, and within 
an hour after taking the oath of office, announced that the San Francisco Con- 
ference would proceed. Secretary Stettinius announced on April 138 that Presi- 
dent Truman had authorized him to say that there would be no change of pur- 
pose or break of continuity in the foreign policy of the United States 
Government. 

* Senator Vandenberg issued a press statement on March 5 in which he ex- 
pressed his anxiety about the failure of the Dumbarton Oaks formula to men- 
tion “justice” as a guiding objective or a rule of conduct, except in the chapter 
providing for an International Court of Justice, and he indicated that he would 
submit concrete proposals to his colleagues on this subject. (Arthur H. Vanden- 
berg, Jr., (ed.), The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, p. 154.) See also 
the memorandum of March 16 by the Secretary of State to President Roosevelt, 
p. 125.
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3. I think it is important that you meet with the Delegation on Mon- 
day or Tuesday of next week. 

4, I attach a copy of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals hereto. If 

you wish to review them in detail I would be glad to meet with you 
with several of our technical experts. 

5. Presidency—We are having some difficulty with the Soviet Union 
as to the Presidency of the Conference. They have proposed that the 
Heads of the Delegations of the four sponsoring Governmexts should 
be co-chairmen with rotation in office. Our position, which Presi- 
dent Roosevelt had instructed us to maintain, is that this is cumber- 
some, impractical and unrealistic. We also feel that if we yield to 
the Soviet position it might set an undesirable precedent for future 
Conferences and even for the organization itself. Our position is 
that there should be a single President for the Conference and that 
the other sponsoring powers would hold the positions of Vice Presi- 
dents and would preside in rotation in the President’s absence. 

6. Lrusteeships—Another important open question relates to ter- 
ritorial trusteeships. It was agreed at Yalta that there should be 
discussion among the five proposed permanent members of the Secu- 
rity Council (United States, United Kingdom, Soviet Union, China 
and France) prior to San Francisco as to the machinery and prin- 
ciples of a trusteeship system to replace the League of Nations mandate 
system, and that machinery to create such a system should be made 
a part of the Charter of the International Organization. It was also 
agreed that there should be no discussion prior to or at San Fran- 
cisco of specific territories to be placed under the system, this subject 
being left for later agreement. 

Because of the importance of certain strategic areas in the Pacific 
to our future security a question has arisen as to the wisdom of dis- 
cussing the subject at all at this time. This matter was referred to 
President Roosevelt a few days ago with the recommendation that 
he review the matter with the Secretaries of War, Navy and me on 
his return. Hehad agreed to do this on the 19th. 

President Roosevelt has had the trusteeship system importantly in 
mind for some time and his latest thought on it is evidenced by his 
last Press Conference in which he specifically stated that “the United 
States and the other United Nations must accept trusteeships over 
Japanese mandate islands, build new naval and air bases and help 
the Philippines rebuild, economically, after the Commonwealth be- 
comes a. self-governing nation.” (As reported by today’s Vew York 
Times.”) I feel it is vitally important that you meet. with Secre- 

* For text, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 890. : 
* April 13, 1945, p. 4, col. 4. See also extracts from President Roosevelt’s press 

and radio conference, April 5, ante, p. 196.
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taries Stimson, Forrestal and me to discuss this at the earliest pos- 
sible opportunity. You may also wish to invite the Secretary of the 
Interior to this meeting as Secretary Ickes is extremely interested. in 
the subject and recently submitted a memorandum to President 
Roosevelt on it. 

7. Tuesday ** will be the last day the full Delegation is in Wash- 
ington. .~ | . a, 

8. The Soviet Republics—At Yalta this Government and,the United 
Kingdom agreed to support at San Francisco a Soviet proposal that 
two Soviet Republics, the White Russia and the Ukraine, be admitted 
to initial membership in the International Organization.4* As you 
know, there has been considerable discussion of this. The position 
of the United States Delegation, in which I concur, is that we should 
interpret support to mean voting at San Francisco for the proposal 
if and when the Soviets make it and that no other action on our part 
is required to carry out the commitment. 

The Soviets are now taking the position that by interpretation the 
commitment extended to giving these two Republics the right to be 
represented at the San Francisco Conference itself should their mem- 
bership in the Organization be approved by the Conference. No 
commitment was made by the United States and the British with 
respect to participation by the two Soviet Republics in the Conference 
at San Francisco. That is a matter for the Conference to decide. 
The Soviets, however, are still insistent and at a meeting this morn- 
ing *© refused to agree to a list of proposed Commission and Com- 
mittee Chairmen for the Conference pending clarification of the right 
of these Republics to be present. 

: E. R. Srerrinivs, JR. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99 

Minutes of the Third Meeting of the Informal Organizing Group on 
Arrangements for the San Francisco Conference, Held at Wash- 
ington, Friday, April 13, 1945, noon 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including representa- 
tives of the United States (7); United Kingdom (2); Soviet Union 
(2); and China (2).] 
The minutes of the second meeting were distributed.** 

“See letter of April 5 from the Secretary of the Interior to the Secretary of 
State, and enclosed memorandum, p. 198. 

“ April 17. 
“For President Roosevelt’s comments on the Soviet proposal at his press 

conference, April 5, see pp. 197-198. 
* See minutes of the third meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, April 18, 

noon, infra. 
* Minutes of meeting of April 10, p. 235.



284 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

Mr. Hiss read the Soviet Ambassador’s letter of April 12, 1945 #5 
proposing corrections to the minutes of the April 3 meeting. The 
corrections were accepted by the Secretary and the British and Chi- 

nese Ambassadors. 
Tue Secretary suggested that each Ambassador give any report. 

he might be in position to make. 
Tue Brrriso Ampassapor reported that his Government has indi- 

cated assent on all proposals previously referred to it from the In- 
formal Organizing Group with the exception of two: first, the allo- 
cation of Executive Committee positions and officerships of the 
Commissions and Committees and, secondly, the [personal suggestion 
which he had made at the last meeting concerning the] *° Conference 
chairmanship. Lorp Hatirax indicated that the British Govern- 
ment is in general agreement with the proposed allocations but that 
it suggests that no strictly final agreement be undertaken at this time 
because of the fact that fuller information regarding delegations and 
related questions will probably be available at San Francisco before 
the Conference convenes. He said that his Government has one or 
two suggestions not worth going into at the present time, which could 
better be cleared in the period just before the Conference. [THE 
SEcRETARY asked whether Lord Halifax means agreement by April 20 
or April 21 and Lorp Hatirax indicated that it ought to be possible 
by that time. ] °° 

With regard to the second point Lorp Ha1arax said that he has 
no answer from his Government on the question of chairman of the 
Conference. [With regard to the second point, Lorp Hatirax said 
that he had not yet received the comments of his Government on the 
personal suggestion which he had made.|™ [THe Srcrerary said 
that unless this question is definitely solved the confusion would be 
hopeless. | °° 

. Tse Secrerary then called on Tur Sovier Ampassapor who took 

up first the question of languages in which the Conference proceed- 
ings should be published. He requested on behalf of his Government 
that all main documents of the Conference and the official journal 
be published in five languages, English, French, Spanish, Russian 
and Chinese. [In answer to the question as to what he means by 

*Not found in Department files. 
“Insertion within brackets made in accordance with a request by the Coun- 

selor of the British Embassy (Makins) in his letter of April 22 to Mr. Cabot 
Coville, Foreign Service Officer, temporarily assigned to the Office of Special Po- 
litical Affairs; letter not printed. 

Addition within brackets copied from the record of the meeting for the De- 
partment’s files, not printed. 

“In his letter of April 22, Mr. Makins indicated that the second paragraph 
should read as indicated within the brackets.
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the journal, he said that the journal is simply the journal.]°? Mr. 
Hiss asked whether the need for the use of documents in the Russian 
language might not be met by the translation into Russian of the 
order of the day without any attempt at printing the official journal 
in Russian. Tur Srcrerary asked whether the Soviet Ambassador 
really meant the publication in printed form of the daily record in 
Russian. 

[Mr. Hiss asked the Soviet Ambassador whether the translation 
into Russian of only conference papers would be suflficient.] °? Dis- 
cussion on this subject was closed by the Secretary’s instructing 
Mr. Ross to determine the facilities at San Francisco for printing 
in the Russian language and instructing further that the resultant. 
information be discussed with the Soviet Embassy. 

Tus Sovier Ampassapor expressed the view of his Government. 
that invitations for unofficial observers from governmental inter- 
national organizations to attend the Conference should be limited 
to persons who are nationals of the countries participating in the 
Conference. Mr. Hiss stated that invitations have already gone out 
to the five agreed organizations on the basis of previous clearance 
with the Soviet Government and that this condition was not previ- 
ously expressed and therefore not incorporated in the invitations.** 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO asserted that his orders in this regard had 
arrived since the last meeting and that they are specific regardless 
of an apparent discrepancy between them and what the Department 

understood from the United States Embassy in Moscow as having 
been stated by the Soviet Government. Mr. Hiss was instructed to 
look into whether any official organization invited would be sending 
observers who are not nationals of participating countries.°* Lorp 
Hauirax indicated that his silence in this discussion should not be 
construed as consent, and that he must reserve the position of his 
government. Tur Srcrerary reserved the position of the American 
Government. 

Tue Sovier Ampassapor suggested that Yugoslavia be given mem- 
bership on the Executive Committee to displace the Netherlands. 
[Lorp Hazirax asked in what position, and when Amsassapor GRo- 
MYko stated that his Government proposed that Yugoslavia displace 

the Netherlands on the Executive Committee, Lord Halifax’s expres- 
sion and manner showed serious doubt and he] *? reserved the position 

Addition within brackets copied from the record of the meeting for the De- 
partment’s files, not printed. 
152 See portion of telegram 999, April 1, from Moscow, quoted in footnote 22, p. 

«The question involved the representatives of the League of Nations and the 
International Labor Office, Sean Lester and Edward J. Phelan, respectively, who 
were British subjects of Irish nationality.
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of his Government.®” The Secretary and the Chinese Ambassador also 
reserved their positions. 
Ampassapor Gromyko stated that the Soviet Government cannot 

give its consent either to the first proposed allocation or to the second 
proposed allocation of officerships of Commissions and Committees, 
because the Ukrainian Republic and the White Russian Republic are 
not allocated chairmanships. | 

Tue SECRETARY reviewed the agreement reached at Yalta on the 
subject of votes for the Soviet Republics and pointed out that there 
was agreement that a Soviet request for membership in the General 
Assembly of such international organization as may be established 
would be supported by the United States and the United Kingdom, 
but that there was no agreement whatever for participation in the 
Conference by those Republics and that participation is limited to 
countries who have signed the United Nations Pact.5* [Lorp Hatirax 
confirmed this statement. | ® 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO asserted that it was previously agreed that 

the two Republics would be initial members of the organization and 
that membership from the beginning must inevitably entail their 
being participants in the Conference. He stated that his Govern- 
ment had in mind that at the first or at an early session of the Con- 
ference the two Republics would be admitted and that their 
participation would become immediately effective thenceforth. 

[Tue Secretary again described what had happened in the matter. 
He said that, according to the arrangement arrived at, the Soviet 
Union would propose at an appropriate meeting the admission of 
the two Soviet Republics as members of the General Assembly; that 
the United Kingdom and the United States would support this pro- 
posal at that time; and that nothing further in the matter was agreed 
to. Tuer Sxrcrerary pointed out that there had been no previous 
reference whatever to the subject now raised by the Soviet Ambassa- 
dor in requesting participation by the Republics at the San Francisco 
Conference. Copy of the March 20 note to the Soviet Ambassador 

was produced in confirmation. | © 

"The British had proposed membership of India on the Executive Committee 
and at the same time questioned the proposed membership of Czechoslovakia. 
The Department thereupon suggested substituting Chile for Czechoslovakia. 
The British did not concur but continued to press for a seat for India. (Memo- 
randa of conversations, April 10 and 12, not printed.) 

In a telephone conversation of April 14, the Counselor of the Soviet Embassy, 
Alexander Kapustin, informed Mr. Hiss that he had been instructed by Am- 
bassador Gromyko to say that his Government did not agree to the proposal to 
exchange the positions of Chile and Czechoslovakia in the San Francisco Con- 
ference allocations (500.CC/4-1445). 

* Declaration by United Nations, January 1, 1942. 
° Addition within brackets copied from the record of the meeting for the De- 

partment’s files, not printed. 
® Addition within brackets copied from the record of the meeting for the De- 

partment’s files, not printed. Reference in last sentence is apparently to note of 
mercy 29 from the Secretary of State to the Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko), 
p. 163.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 287 

Lorp Hatirax and Mr. Hiss were called upon and indicated general 
agreement with the Secretary’s account of the background of the 
subject. 

Tur Curnese Ampassapor was called upon for his report and 
stated that the proposed allocations of Commission and Committee 
officerships are generally agreeable to the Chinese Government. He 
added that, if subsequent questions of alteration come up, the Chinese 
Foreign Minister will be here to consider suggestions. 

[Tue Secretary stated that if the sponsoring powers cannot go to 
the Conference in agreement, questions at issue will regrettably have 
to go before the Conference. Lorp Hauirax stated that the view of 
the United Kingdom will be the same unless subsequent diplomatic 
interchange clears up questions before the 20th or 21st.]} 

Mr. Huuman’s proposal that the World Trade Union Conference 
send a delegation as advisers to the San Francisco Conference was 
brought up. [It was indicated that the view of the American Gov- 
ernment was that the suggestion is impracticable.|* AmBassaDOoR 

Gromyxo said he will consult his Government. 
[Tue Sovrer Ampassapor in reply to a question again stated that 

his Government has not given instructions on questions previously 
referred, even as early as the March 30 memorandum on Conference 

organization. | ° 
Tue Srcrerary stated that because of lack of progress, the Informal 

Organizing Group should adjourn permanently and be disbanded; 
that he is greatly disturbed and disappointed; and that there would 
be no more meetings of the Informal Organizing Group unless one of 
the members wishes that a meeting be called. [Tue Srcrerary stated 
that the Informal Organizing Group is making no progress what- 
ever because of inability to arrive at decision; that the Soviet Am- 
bassador’s lack of instructions and his opposition to proposals agreed 
by all the other sponsors make for an impossible state of affairs; ] ° 
that on that account he feels that the group should adjourn permanent- 
ly and be disbanded; that he is greatly disturbed and dis- 
appointed; [that there is apparently no point in attempting to de 
anything before we actually go to San Francisco;] and that there 
would be no more meetings of the Informal Organizing Group unless 
one of the members wishes that a meeting be called. [He raised the 
question of whether it is possible to run the Conference if we cannot 
at this stage agree on anything and said that every effort must be 

made to make the Conference a success. As the meeting rose the 

* Addition within brackets copied from the record of the meeting for the De- 
partment’s files, not printed. 

* Addition within brackets copied from the record of the meeting for the 
Department’s files; not printed. For memorandum from the Secretary of State 
to Ambassador Gromyko, March 30, see p. 174. . 

8 Additions within brackets in remainder of this document copied from the 
record of the meeting for the Department’s files, not printed.
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Soviet Ambassador also stated that we must go to San Francisco 
with the determination to make the Conference a success. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224 

Memorandum by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the 
Secretary of State * 

[Wasuineron,] April 18, 1945. 

TRUSTEESHIP PROBLEM 

1. The Yalta decision on trusteeship covered the following points: 

(1) That there will be included in the Charter provisions for the 
establishment of a trusteeship system covering principles and 
machinery ; a 

(2) That the question of the precise territories to be placed under 
that system will be discussed later ; 

(3) That, in any event, the system would apply only to the former 
mandates, the newly detached territories and such areas as might vol- 
untarily be placed under the system ; 

(4) That, prior to the Conference, consultation would take place 
between the five sponsoring powers for the purpose of agreeing upon 
proposals to be placed before the conference. 

2. Pursuant to this agreement, we have invited the British, Soviet, 

Chinese and French governments to send representatives to par- 
ticipate in such consultation. All four have accepted the invitation. 
It is, therefore, necessary for us to go through with the consultation, 
either in Washington or in San Francisco—in the latter case, prior 
to the organization of the Committee on Trusteeships. 

8. The consultation can result in one of the following three 
proposals: 

A. To have no discussion at the Conference itself but rather to 
postpone the consideration of the whole matter to some future date. 

B. To include in the Charter a provision that, after its creation, 
the organization would undertake to set up a trusteeship system. 

C. To include in the Charter the substance of the material con- 
tained in our paper, thus setting up the machinery of trusteeships, 
stating the objectives of the system, defining the powers and basic 

“The substance of this memorandum was presented by Mr. Pasvolsky at a 
meeting on trusteeships on April 18, with the Secretary of State, the Under Sec- 
retary of the Interior (Fortas), and Messrs. Taussig and Raynor, which was 
held to attempt to develop some proposal which might have a chance of breaking 
the existing deadlock. It was finally decided that the best course of action would 
be to place this problem before the United States delegation to the San Fran- 
cisco Conference, to invite the Secretaries of War and Navy to be present at a 
meeting of the delegation on April 17, and, after the delegation had reached a 
decision, it would then be submitted to President Truman for approval. Memo- 
randum by Mr. Raynor, summarizing the decisions of the meeting, April 13, not 
printed (RSC Lot 60-D 224). 

*® See telegram 2049, March 16, midnight, to London, p. 128.
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procedures in this respect of the various organs of the Organization, 
and leaving to future determination the following questions to be 
handled by means of special agreements : 

a. Territories to be placed under trusteeship ; 
6. Designation of strategic areas; 
e. Precise terms under which each particular territory 

would be placed under trusteeship ; oo 
d. Selection of the country to be the administering power 

of each particular territory ; 
é. Definition, in each case, of the respective rights and re- 

sponsibilities of the administering power and of the Organi- 
zation. 

033.6111/4—-1345 : Telegram 

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

Moscow, April 18, 1945—11 p. m. 
[ Received April 13—7: 50 p. m.] 

1161. This evening I called on Marshal Stalin. Stalin was ob- 
viously deeply distressed at the death of President Roosevelt. He 

asked many questions about the situation in the US resulting from 

his death. He assured me that it was his desire to work with Presi- 

dent Truman as he had with President Roosevelt in the past. I will 

report in more detail in a later telegram on this aspect of the con- 

versation.®* I proposed to Stalin that the most effective way to assure 

the American public and the world of the desire of the Soviet Gov- 
ernment to continue collaboration with us and the other United Na- 

tions would be for Mr. Molotov to go to the US at this time. I sug- 

gested that he might stop at Washington to see the President and then 

proceed to San Francisco, even though he might be able to remain there 

only a few days. If it would assist I felt sure that arrangements 

could be made to place one of our latest planes at his disposal such 

as the one used by President Roosevelt. 

Stalin inquired whether I was expressing my personal views. I 
made it clear that I was, but added that I felt completely confident 

that I was expressing the views of the President and yourself and 

that you would be ready to confirm this. 

After a brief discussion between Molotov and Stalin the latter 

stated categorically that Molotov’s trip to the US, although difficult 
at this time, would be arranged. He made it clear, however, that 

this decision was based on my assurance that you would authorize me 

with the approval of the President to renew the hope that it would 

~ ® See memorandum of conversation, by the Ambassador in the Soviet Union, 
April 138, 8 p.m., vol. v, p. 826.
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be possible for Mr. Molotov to come to Washington and San Francisco 
as you considered his presence there at this time of real importance. 

I hope that you will send me immediately instructions so that I may 
confirm without delay what I said to Stalin this evening. 

I hope also you will bear in mind that I have promised a suitably 

equipped C—54 to take him to the US via the North Atlantic Scandi- 
navian route if he so desires.®? 

HarrIMAN 

RSC Lot 60-D 224 

Memorandum by the Seeretary of State ® 

[Wasuineron,| April 14, 1945. 

Early this morning at the railroad station while waiting for the 
funeral train to arrive,” I had a private talk with Forrestal, King 7 
and Marshall. 

I told them that we must find a solution at San Francisco to compose 
the trusteeship issue and it was impossible for us to go into San 
Francisco with the policy of annexation which representatives of the 
armed forces had publicly enunciated. 

I also said that we in the State Department were willing to meet 
them half-way, but we could never agree to a policy of annexation. 

All three of the gentlemen listened sympathetically and obviously 
appreciated the importance of the point I was making. 

Forrestal stated that he had drafted a memorandum on the whole 
subject. 
Would it not be possible, before throwing the entire issue to the 

Delegation on Monday,” for our people to have a round-up with 
Bundy and Correa tomorrow 7 to see whether or not some suggestion 
could be made now by the Army and Navy which I could propose to: 
the American Delegation and which could later be endorsed by 

President Truman. 
K. R. S[verrintus, Jr. } 

% In telegram 863, April 13, 10 p. m., to Moscow Secretary Stettinius confirmed 
Ambassador Harriman’s expression of views concerning Mr. Molotov’s attendance 
at the Conference and promise of a C-54 for his trip (033.6111/4-1345). 

® Addressed to the Assistant Secretary of State (Dunn) and to Mr. Leo Pas- 
volsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State. 

The funeral train bearing the body of President Roosevelt was to arrive 
from Warm Springs, Ga.; after lying in state at the White House during that 
day, the body was returned to the train about 9:30 p. m. for the trip to Hyde 
Park and burial the next morning. 

7 Fleet Adm. Ernest J. King, Commander in Chief, United States Fleet, and 
Chief of Naval Operations. 

7 April 16; see minutes of executive session of the delegation on Tuesday, 
April 17, 9 a. m., p. 311. 

3 See extracts from the Diary, 15-23 April, p. 292, and Postwar Foreign Policy 
Preparation, p. 482, for references to Departmental and inter-Departmental 
discussions on April 15 and 16; a memorandum of conversation by Major Correa, 
April 16, is not printed.
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500.CC/4-1145 

The Secretary of State to the Soviet Ambassador (Gromyko) 

. Wasuineton, April 14, 1945. 

ExcreLLency: I acknowledge your note of April 11 relative to the 
proposal of the Soviet Government to elect four chairmen of the 
Jurists’ Committee from representatives of the four nations sponsor- 
ing the United Nations Conference on International Organization and 
the meetings of the Jurists’ Committee. The United States Govern- 
ment accepts the decision of the Jurists’ Committee to elect one chair- 
man,” since this decision does not appear to violate in any way the 
principle of equality of position of the four governments sponsoring 
the San Francisco Conference. 

Moreover, it is the view of the United States Government that the 
proposal of the Soviet Government to elect four chairmen would, if 
it had been accepted, inevitably lead to great confusion and a lack of 
clarity in the direction of the work of the Committee. 

Accept [etc. ] Epwarp R. Srerrinius, JR. 

500.CC/4-1445 oo , 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Cabot Coville of the Office of 
Special Political Affairs 

| | | Wasuineton,] April 14, 1945. 

Participants: Mr. Kapustin of the Soviet Embassy : 
SPA—Mr, Hiss : 

Mr. Coville | , 
Mr. Kapustin called at 6:00 p. m. at his request to discuss several 

matters growing out of the work of the Informal Organizing: Group. 
In connection with the Soviet proposal regarding rotation of the 

chairmanship of the Conference, he said that his government proposes 
also that the chairmanship of the Steering Committee and of the 
Executive Committee rotate in the same way. He was asked whether 
his government’s proposal in this matter would be that the person 
who in rotation would under the Soviet proposal become chairman 
of the Conference at a particular time should at that time also be 
chairman of the Steering and Executive Committees. He said that 
he was not clear on that point. He left the impression simply that 
the Soviet Government desires that there be rotation among the 
‘sponsoring powers of the chairmanships of the Conference Steering 
‘Committee and Executive Committee as well as of the Conference 
itself. | 

* Jurist 36(11), G/26, April 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 52. See also 
-discussion in minutes of April 12 meeting of the United States delegation, p. 269.
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Mr. Kapustin expressed Soviet agreement with the Department’s 
memorandum dated April 9 entitled “Records of the Proceedings 
of the Conference”.’* 
With regard to the Department’s memorandum of April 9 entitled 

“Procedures Anticipated at the Opening Session for the Reception 
of Delegates and at the Initial Plenary Sessions of the Conference”,’*” 
Mr. Kapustin said that his government agrees except to (1) and (2) 
under paragraph 2 c, which have to do with the president and vice 
presidents of the Conference. He again referred to the desire of his 
government that there be four presidents serving in rotation. Mr. 
Hiss incidentally mentioned that point 1 c of the memorandum has 
undergone change in that it is not President ‘Truman’s intention to 
attend in person. 

Mr. Kapustin stated that the Soviets agree to the April 8 draft 
communication from the Department to the five governmental inter- 
national organizations provided that such organizations be not rep- 
resented by nationals of any state not participating in the Conference. 
His attention was called to the fact that, on the basis of a letter dated 
March 31 from Mr. Molotov, the substance of which had been com- 
municated to the Department by the American Embassy in Moscow,’ 
the Soviet Government had not attached this condition to its previous 
approval of the matter and the invitations had therefore been sent 
out without the condition now suggested by the Soviet Government. 
It was also mentioned to him that two organizations, the League of 
Nations and the International Labor Organization, have an Irish 
national ameng the persons whom they are likely to send to the 
Conference.”® . : 

On the subject of languages to be used in the Conference papers, 
Mr. Kapustin promised to have further information for us by Mon- 
day morning, April 16. | 

RSC Lot 60 D 224, Box 100 

Eatracts From the Diary of Edward FR. Stetiinius, Jr., Secretary of 
State, December 1, 1944-July 3, 1945 

15-23 April, 1945. 
(Section Ten) 

RELATIONS: 

~ 48 Ante, p. 226. 
7 Not printed. 
® Telegram 999, April 1, from Moscow; see footnote 22, p. 153. 
* See footnote 54, p. 285.
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At 11:30 a. m. on Saturday I held a meeting in my office” with 
Anthony Eden”? and Sir Alexander Cadogan. Messrs. Grew and 
Dunn were with me. ... 

To Eden and Cadogan I reported Ambassador Harriman’s view 
that Molotov had not wanted to come to San Francisco at all and 

had objected when Stalin first suggested it.” He had also “made 
difficulties” when Stalin authorized him to discuss the Polish ques- 
tion.®° Mr. Eden optimistically remarked that, since Ambassador 
Harriman and Molotov had left Moscow,® the joint message of the 
President and the Prime Minister *? had been received, Mikolajezyk ** 
had accepted the Yalta compromise, and undoubtedly a cable would 
be awaiting Molotov in Washington advising him of Stalin’s 
reaction. ... 

Returning to the Polish question, we called in Mr. Bohlen. Ac- 
cording to Mr. Eden, progress on this problem was essential before 
San Francisco if the Conference was to be a success. Final solution 
was not to be expected, but we should be able to make “a step for- 

ward”. I reported that I had discussed the matter that morning 
with President Truman, who was prepared to tell Molotov that 
failure to reach an early agreement on the Polish Government would 
jeopardize the Conference and would react adversely on American 
public opinion. Furthermore, there would be little chance of a treaty 
on world organization being approved by the Senate. Truman felt 
that continued failure to settle this question endangered the entire 
U.S. position in taking its place at the world council table. Mr. 

™ No memorandum of meeting of April 21 found in Department files. 
7% Mr. Eden’s arrival date was April 15, according to his message of that date 

to Prime Minister Churchill reporting on his conversation with Secretary Stet- 
tinius, in Winston S. Churchill, The Second Worid War: Triumph and Tragedy, 
p. 483. 7 

” See telegram 1189, April 16, 4 p. m., from Moscow, vol. v, p. 223. 
© For memoranda of conversations with Mr. Molotov, April 22 and 23, regard- 

ing the Polish question, see ibid., pp. 235 and 256, respectively. 
* Ambassador Harriman informed the Secretary of State in his telegram 1189, 

April 16, 4 p. m., ibid., p. 223, that Mr. Molotov was planning to leave for Wash- 
ington at dawn on April 17 and that he had insisted on taking the northern route 
across Siberia and Alaska to the United States as it was a Soviet route, al- 
though it would take two days longer than across the Atlantic. 

83 See draft message from President Truman to the Ambassador in the Soviet 
Union quoting text of the proposed joint message, ibid., p. 219; see also 
Memoirs by Harry 8S. Truman, vol. 1, pp. 38-39. 
The United Kingdom and the United States had suggested that Stanislaw 

Mikolajezyk, former Prime Minister of the Polish Government in London and 
subsequently leader of the Polish Peasant Party (in exile), participate in the 
hoped-for consultations in Moscow regarding the reorganization of the Polish 
Provisional Government. For documentation on this subject, see vol. v, pp. 110 ff.
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Eden said this was fine. We should stand on the general lines of 
the joint message from Truman and Churchill. 

Mr. Bohlen saw considerable significance in the delay in Molotov’s 
arrival, because the head of the Polish Lublin Government had been 
called to Moscow. He suspected the Russians were going to announce 
their mutual assistance pact with the Lublin Government ** before 
Molotov arrived. Mr. Eden felt announcement of the pact would 
have a bad effect on British opinion. 

. . - Molotov actually arrived at the Washington airport a little 
before six o’clock.*® Messrs. Dunn, Harriman, Clark-Kerr * and 
Gromyko were with me when I met him. The rest of the plans 
worked out as scheduled. After our talk with the President,®’ Molotov 
went across the street with me to the State Department, where we were 
joined by Anthony Eden for a conference which lasted about an hour 
and a half. 

Various DreveELopMENTS ABROAD 
Soviet Onion. 

In my meeting with Anthony Eden and Sir Alexander Cadogan 
in my office on the twenty-first, I asked Mr. Eden for his interpreta- 
tion of our agreement at Yalta to “support” the Soviet request for 
the Ukraine and White Russia to be initial members of the interna- 
tional organization. He felt that, while we had agreed to support 
the Soviet request, we were not obliged to insist on approval of it to 
the extent of breaking up the Conference if the other nations would 

not go along. The vote itself, and a short statement of the reasons 
for our position, would suffice. I said we were in agreement on this 
issue. | — 

“Treaty of friendship and mutual assistance, signed in Moscow, April 21, 
1945 (United Nations Treaty Series, vol. 12, p. 391; Department of State, 
Documents and State Papers, vol. 1, p..231). See telegram 1289, April 21, 
4 p.m., from Moscow, vol. v. p. 234. 

® Sunday, April 22. | _ | 
* w. Averell Harriman, and Sir Archibald Clark Kerr, American and British 

Ambassadors in the Soviet Union, respectively, had come to Washington for 
consultation on matters concerning the Soviet Union, and to serve as advisers 
to their delegations at the United Nations Conference at San Francisco. - 

* President Truman received each of the Foreign Ministers of the three spon- 
soring Governments of the San Francisco Conference and. Foreign Minister 
Bidault of France, during their stay in Washington, en route to the Conference. 
For President Truman’s account of meetings with Mr. Eden on April 16 and 22, 
Mr. Soong on April 19, Mr. Bidault on April 19, and Mr. Molotov on April 22 and 
23, see Memoirs by Harry S. Truman, vol. 1, pp. 37-88, 66, and 74-82. 

® For minutes of discussion regarding Poland at the meeting of Mr. Stet- 
tinius, Mr. Eden and Mr. Molotov, April 22, 9:50 p. m. to 11:40 p. m., see vol. v, 
p. 237.
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500.CC/4-1645 | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
(Dunn) 

[Wasuineton,| April 16, 1945. 

The Soviet Ambassador came in this-afternoon at 6:30. He said 
that on March 18 Ambassador Harriman had addressed a note to Mr. 
Molotov in which he informed him that the United States Govern- 
ment desired to initiate consultations prior to the San Francisco Con- 
ference on the subject of trusteeship and that the consultations would 
take place in Washington as early as possible but not before April 1.°° 
He said that since then the Soviet Government had heard nothing fur- 
ther on the subject and desired any information we might be able to 
give him. Mr. Harriman’s note had also stated that documents would 

be forthcoming with respect to this subject. 
I reminded the Ambassador that we had heard nothing from the 

Soviet Government in response to this invitation although the other 
governments who were informed at the same time, that is, the British, 
Chinese, and French Governments *° have already designated their 
representatives who will deal with this subject in Washington. 

I told the Ambassador that we had not made any definite arrange- 
ments as yet with regard to the consultations he referred to and that 
we hoped within a few days to be able to give him further informa- 
tion on the subject. I said that as far as the documents were con- 

cerned that no paper had been given to us by any of the governments 
with whom we had taken the matter up or had we presented documents 
on the subject to any of those governments. {1 said we still expected 
to have consultations on the matter prior to the San Francisco Con- 
ference and that as soon as our arrangements were made we would 
be very happy to notify the Soviet Government accordingly. I fur- 
ther explained that this was a matter which had been caused some 
delay by the death of President Roosevelt.as it was a question which 
was being discussed with him at the time of his death. The Ambassa- 
dor thanked me very much for this information and said he would 

await a further communication. 
JAMES CLEMENT DUNN 

° See telegram 2049, March 16, midnight, to London (repeated to Moscow and 
Chungking), concerning the Department’s proposed procedure for holding con- 
sultations on trusteeship, p. 128. : 

° A memorandum of conversation by the Director of the Office of Special Po- 
litical Affairs (Hiss) on April 16 noted that both Jacques Fouques-Duparc and 
Etienne Dennery, of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “stated that they 
wished to emphasize that they thought it would be helpful if the five-power talks 
on trusteeship which had been envisaged for Washington, which appeared now 
could not be held before the San Francisco Conference, could be held in San 
Francisco before any meeting of the proposed Trusteeship Committee of Com- 
mission ITI of the Conference.” 

723-681—67——23
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Minutes of the Tenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held 
at Washington, Monday, April 16,1945, 9 a.m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (17) present at meeting, 

and announcement by Senator Connally, presiding in the absence of the 
Secretary, on the revised opening day arrangements at San Francisco.| 

-Trenrative ALLOCATION or ASSIGNMENTS FOR OTHER COUNTRIES 

SENATOR Connatiy asked Mr. Hiss to explain the next item on 
the agenda—the allocation of assignments for other countries at the 

Conference. , : 
Mr. Hiss distributed to the delegates copies of a chart setting forth 

the tentative allocation of officerships on the commissions and commit- 
tees of the Conference.* He noted that we had suggested that Chile 
replace Czechoslovakia on one committee, but that this proposal was 
not acceptable to the British and Russians and that no word had yet 
been received from the Chinese. Mr. Hiss then explained that the 
president of Commission I would probably be Mr. Smuts (South 
Africa), that the president of Commission II would probably be 
Mr. Spaak (Belgium), that the president of Commission III would 
probably be Mr. Lie (Norway), and finally that the president of 
Commission IV would probably be Mr. Para Perez. Mr. Hiss em- 
phasized that the assignments were extremely tentative and that agree- 
ment had not yet been reached upon them. He indicated that the 
British had suggested that a decision be postponed until San Fran- 
cisco,®? but that our preference was to decide the matter in advance 
in order to avoid a scramble at the Conference. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG questioned the designation of India for the 
chairmanship of the Committee on Economic and Social Cooperation. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton thought the designation of Guatemala on the 
same commission was questionable. Mr. Pasvoisxy explained that it 
was expected that a very competent person would head the Indian 
Delegation, and Mr. Hiss added that the British themselves had pro- 
posed India for the Executive Committee. Mr. Hiss added that the 
distribution of posts had been based on the assumption that the four 
Sponsoring powers would have positions on the Executive Committee 
and Steering Committee, but would not have other positions on the 
committees and commissions since this might be interpreted as domi- 
nation of the Conference by the Big Four. He added, however, that 

* Not printed; see final chart (doc. 67, G/20), May 5, UNCIO Documents, 

Vee gee ninutes of second and third meetings of the Informal Organizing Group, 
April 10 and 138, pp. 235 and 283, respectively.
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the British had asked for permission to have a rapporteur on one of 
the committees and had specifically notified the other sponsoring 
powers that they wished the position now designated for Honduras 
on the second committee of Commission II. a 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what advantage it would be to have a 

rapporteur. | OO 
_ Mr. Hiss indicated that a rapporteur was a very important official 
since he would state the position of the commission and would be 
mainly responsible for assisting the chairman in drafting and report- 
ing. Representative Eaton asked whether the officers on the com- 
missions would be members of the delegations. Mr. Hiss yéplied in 
the affirmative. Senator Connatty commented that the United 
States would then have no chairmanship of committees. Mr. Hiss 
replied that we probably would have the chairmanship of the Execu- 
tive Committee and of the Steering Committee. He emphasized of 
course that the present chart of positions was entirely tentative and 
had not been agreed to, and suggested that the Delegates return their 

copies to him for possible revisions. | 

ASSIGNMENT OF AMERICAN Detecates, ADVISERS AND TECHNICAL 
: E:XPErts °° ‘ 

| OTHER Papers 

Press STATEMENT ON MEETINGS OF THE DELEGATION 

_ CHARACTER OF CHaAncEs To Br Proposep By UNITED STATES ~ 
DELEGATION Oo 

Tue Srcrerary said he thought that the Delegation was going into 
the San Francisco Conference under pretty favorable conditions, in 
his mind the only question was the Soviet Government.. RepresENnta- 
tive Eaton commented that this had always been the only question. 
THe Secretary noted that the easiest way to get the Soviet Govern- 
ment to come along was to make as few changes as possible in the 
Proposals which they had agreed to at Dumbarton Oaks and the voting 
formula that they had accepted at Yalta. He thought the Soviets 
would sign these documents today. | | | 
Senator Connatiy thought that the least that was said now as 

to what had been done by the Delegation the better off the United 

“For press release listing assignments, May 2, see Department of State 
Bulletin, May 6, 1945, p. 858. 

* Draft press release not printed; for final statement on the work of the dele- 
gation, released to the press on April 18, see Department of State Bulletin, 
April 22, 1945, p. 724.
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States would be with respect to other nations. ,He thought. it, was 
plain horse sense to keep our decisions to ourselves. atid ce 
_ Tu Secrerary asked how many fundamental changes had actually 
been agreed to in the course of the discussions. Mr. Dutixs said 
that he thought there was one, which was the suggestion-of Mr. Van- 
denberg on the revision of treaties. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought most 
of the suggestions were by way of clarification and that the one basic 
change was that of Senator Vandenberg’s. Mr. Pasvorsky added 
that, if this proposed change was now announced, he was afraid that 
other nations would interpret it as an attempt to bring pressure on 
them. He thought it was better to handle the matter subtly and care- 
fully, and that, if it were so handled, it would be possible to secure 
the addition that Senator Vandenberg favored. Senator ConNALLY 
agreed that the opposition to this addition would be hardened if the 
position of the Delegation was now announced. THE SECRETARY 
thought it would be best at this time to reserve our position. 

Mr. SrassEN asked when it was contemplated that the Russians 
would be told of this suggestion, since he was sure that. Foreign Com- 
missar Molotov’s first question would be: “What changes do you pro- 
pose?” Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that we were still going over the 
tentative decisions and discussing proposed changes. 

THe SroreTary said he envisaged having the Big Four meet to- 
gether after the general discussion on the opening days, at which time 
we could bring forward our two or three changes. Mr. Pasvonsxky 
thought that, if the matter was handled in this way, we would actually 
find that we had considerable support for our suggestions. 

Mr. Strassen asked if the Russians would give up their three votes 
if we accepted the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Mr. Duties noted 
that in fact the Russian proposal was not inconsistent with the Pro- 
posals as they stood at present, since the question raised by the Rus- 
sian proposal was: “What is in fact a state?” If the three republics 
were considered independent states then they could each be members 
of the General Assembly under the present Proposals. Mr. Srassen 

said he thought most of the suggestions were by way of filling in the 
Proposals and interpreting the document, and that they were not 
fundamental. He thought that no release would be better than the 
present one, and that it might at this time be better to remain silent. 

THE SECRETARY Indicated that at some routine press conference he 
might say quite informally that the discussions of the Delegation had 
been entirely satisfactory and that the Delegation was generally in 
agreement. SENATOR VANDENBERG questioned the phrase “generally 
in agreement”. Did that mean that the Delegation had agreed to 
his proposal—to what he believed was indispensable if the Senate 

was going to ratify the treaty? Tur Srecrerary said that his great
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concern was to have the Delegation act as a unit, and that he thought 
each member of the Delegation would have to do a little cutting and 
fitting of the cloth in order to make this possible. He said that he 
would give up some things to satisfy Senator Vandenberg and that 
he expected Senator Vandenberg to follow the same policy., SENATOR 
VANDENBERG said. that the press would read meaning into whatever 
statement was made and that therefore it was important to be sure 

that we meant what we said. THe Srcrerary suggested that a briet 
sentence be prepared for him that he could use at a press conference 

at an early date. | | a 
[The Secretary was called from the meeting. | , | 

SENATOR ConNALLY said he did not think it would help the Dele- 
gation’s trading position at the Conference if we told in advance 
what we were going todo. He thought that the important thing was 
to keep our “cards in the hole”. Mr. Pasvoisky agreed with Senator 

Connally that the important thing was to do everything that could be 
done to get the Proposals we want negotiated and that we should 
therefore consider the problem as negotiators. This would mean that 
we would have to approach the Russians very carefully and talk the 
whole matter out with them behind the scenes. He said he was sure 
that in this way we would have a better chance of getting what we 

really wanted. : 
REPRESENTATIVE Eaton commented that his concern was to get 

certain additions to the Proposals without which it would not be pos- 
sible to get the Proposals through the Senate. DEAN GILDERSLEEVE 
remarked that the Senate was not the only hurdle, and that it would 
be well to keep in mind that we had to get an agreement acceptable 
also to a large number of other nations. RErREsENTATIVE EATON 
stated that in the end the Senate had the final say, however, and that 
we could never get an agreement that the Senate did not find 
acceptable. = - . 
‘SENATOR CONNALLY said it was his view that the more closely we 

adhered to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals the more apt we would be 
to get something at San Francisco. Mr. Srassen said that he agreed 
with this view. SrENaToR VANDENBERG thought that certain amend- 
ments would be necessary, however, but that most of these would not 

affect the machinery and basic structure of the organization but would 
influence the consciousness of the American people. He said we had, 
of course, to have the American people with us and that. we should 
keep this at the center of our attention.. Senator ConnaLiy thought 
that, if our position were now known, the public would be quite satis- 
fied. Mr. Strassen thought we should not at this time say anything 
to the American. public that we had not previously discussed with other 
sponsoring powers.... . | 

*4a Brackets appear in the original.
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VANDENBERG PROPOSAL ON ADJUSTMENT OF TREATIES 

_ Senator ConNALLY indicated that Senator Vandenberg’s proposal 
concerning the adjustment of treaties still required discussion and 
that the two remaining questions were: (1) Should the proposal be 
adopted? and (2) Where should it be placed ? | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that he had suggested placing the amendment 
in the chapter on the General Assembly: Chapter V, Section B, para- 
graph 6. He proposed adding to that paragraph the sentence “includ- 
ing situations arising out of existing treaties or other prior interna- 
tional engagements”. Senator Connatty asked if this would include 
both prospective and retroactive situations. Mr. Pasvoitsxy thought 
that Senator Vandenberg wished to emphasize the revision of treaties 
that were in force. Senator Connauty thought the word “existing” 
was restrictive. He preferred the phrase “including situations arising 
out of treaties or other international engagements”. SENatTorR VAN- 
DENBERG thought the sentence should read “situations arising out of 
treaties and other. prior international engagements.” He thought it 
was very important to include the word “prior”, which, he said, was 
the key to the whole matter. He wanted to be able to tell men like 
Senator LaFollette that this was not an organization to freeze the 
status quo. Mr. Bowman said that the word “prior” did not add 
anything. aa 

' Mr. Duwies suggested ‘the draft “including situations arising out 
of thén existing treaties or other international engagements”.: He 
thought that the word “then” would relate‘to the time-when the As- 
sembly dealt with a particular situation. In this way he thought it 
would be possible to omit the word “prior”. Senator CoNNALLY ques- 
tioned whether Mr. Dulles’ suggestion improved the draft. He fa- 
vored “including situations arising out of ‘treaties or other 
international engagements”. ee 
SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that Mr. Pasvolsky said that the 

authority he was now trying to bring out in the document was im- 
plicitly an authority of the General Assembly. However, many critics 
have said what Mr. Pasvolsky reads into the document cannot prop- 
erly be read into it. He would like to see the matter clarified so that 
it was absolutely certain that the Organization could look backward 
as well as forward. 

SENATOR ConNALLY thought the word “prior” limited the concep- 
tion. Mr. Bowman raised the question whether the mention of the 
date, January 1, 1942, did not complicate the addition of the sentence 
as suggested by Mr. Dulles. Mr. Pasvousxy agreed that it was not 
possible to say “arising out of then existing treaties” with the prior 
statement of the date of the Declaration by the United Nations. Srn- 

ATOR CONNALLY said that he did not seriously object to the use of the
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word “then” or “prior”. Mr. Dunn said the term “then” implied. the 
time at which the Assembly took the matter up. Mr. Pasvousxy sug- 
gested that the draft might read “including situations arising out of 
any treaties or other international engagements”. Mr. Strassen sug- 
gested the omission of the word “any”. SmNAaTOR VANDENBERG thought 
that this wording was good except that he would recommend the omis- 
sion of the word “other”. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY asked whether this new proposal obviated the 
difficulty with the mention of the date, January 1, 1942. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY replied in the affirmative. 

Mr. Duxuxzs asked whether the power of the Assembly in this con- 
nection was subject to the limitations indicated in paragraph 2 of 
Section B, Chapter V. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that the power of the 
Assembly to make recommendations concerning situations arising out 
of any treaties or international engagements was not subject to the 
limitations of paragraph 2 of Section B, Chapter V. 

SENATOR CONNALLY said that, while he had no objection to the 
Assembly discussing and making recommendations for the adjustment 
of situations arising out of treaties, he did not wish:to empower 
the Security Council to revise such situations. Mr. PasvoitsKxy said 

that that was the reason why he had suggested the addition of para- 
graph 6, Section B, Chapter V of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Senator CoNNALLY said he wanted to be absolutely sure on this 
matter, and Mr. Pasvoisxy reassured him that there was no question 
and that that was why we had not proposed that the Security Council 
be empowered to impose a settlement. , 

Mr. Armstrong said that the reference to the United Nations Decla- 
ration was in his view.a great mistake and should be taken out. He 
said the declaration was a wartime declaration and referred to the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter only in the preamble. Senator 
VANDENBERG suggested that this was the only point at which the 
signatories of the Declaration were identified and that he saw no 
objection to it. It was generally agreed that the reference to the 
United Nations Declaration should remain but that it should be 
redrafted to read: “or to violate the principles accepted by them in 
the preamble of the Declaration by the United Nations of January 1, 
1942”, 

REVIEW OF PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS 
Cuapter VIII, Section C—Rectonat ARRANGEMENTS 

SenaTOR CONNALLY announced that the Delegation would now 
discuss Chapter VIII, Section C, of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
on Regional Arrangements. 

[Here follows list of names of persons (14) present at meeting. |
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Mr. Pasvoisxy said that the Committee on Security Aspects of 
Preparation for the United Nations Conference ® had recommended 
that no changes be made in Section C, a statement which was con- 
firmed by Mr. Dunn. Mk. Pasvonsxy further remarked that con- 
sideration had been given to proposals of foreign governments with 
respect to this chapter, but that .1t had been agreed to support none 
of these proposals. Senator ConNALLy then asked if the Delegation 
were agreed as to making no changes, and without objection, the 
section was allowed to stand. 

Mr. Dutizs indicated, however, that, as paragraph 2 of Section C 
stood, any permanent member of the Security Council could veto 
enforcement action under a regional arrangement, whereupon SEN- 
ATOR CoNNALLy read the paragraph in question and Mr. Pasvotsxy 
confirmed the power to veto. Both Mr. Duties and ComMANDER 
STasseNn interposed that this would permit France and China, for 
example, to veto American regional action in the Western Hemisphere. 
Senator Connaiiy thought that the Security Council could veto 
enforcement action in a region but that no one power could veto an 
investigation. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy replied that parties to a dispute could use any 
pacific means of their own choice to settle a question, but that the 
Security Council had a right to call on them to settle by pacific pro- 
cedure according to regional arrangements at their disposal. ‘The 
Security Council, under paragraph 1 of Section C, had the authority 
either under the initiative of regional arrangements or of the Security 
Council to seek for settlement. The only time the Security Council 
would come into the picture was when the procedure was moving 
too slowly, but 1t could not stop the procedure. 
COMMANDER STASSEN declared, however, that any one of the Great 

Powers might veto action, nothing new had been added to the instru- 
ments of pacific procedure by Chapter VIII, Section C, and the pro- 

cedure was subject to the veto of any one Great Power. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY pointed out that provision had been made, in this respect, 
for unanimous agreement of the Great. Powers. RpresENTATIVE 
Eaton wondered whether the whole concept had not been based on 
the assumption of a dispute between minor nations and asked what 
would happen if a dispute occurred, for example, between the United 

States and the Soviet Union. Mr. Pasvotsxy admitted that this was 
an important point. All the nations were obligated to settle their 
disputes peacefully. If a dispute occurred between a small state and 
a Great Power, the Security Council could recommend that the vote 

*'This ad hoc Committee, consisting chiefly of the civilian and military ad- 
visers and experts assigned to the delegation, held four meetings under the chair- 
manship of Mr. Dunn, April 3-11, to consider the provisions on international 
security in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals; the Committee’s views on security 
provisions were presented to the delegation on April 16.
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of the parties in dispute would not count. The purpose was to make 
the section as strong as possible. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN cited a hypothetical example in which trouble 

might arise in Latin America and the Inter-American System wanted 
to act. Suppose the Security Council approved action but France 
and China as permanent members of the Council objected. What 
would happen then? Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that, of course, if the 

Security Council failed to preserve the peace, the International Orga- 
nization would have failed. ComMANDER StassEn stated that he was 
merely citing an example; that he did not want the organization to 
fail because of two negative votes of powers like France and China. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky that it was necessary 
to preserve the veto of the Great Powers. Mr. Pasvonsky pointed 
out that there were two matters under consideration: (1) the enforce- 
ment powers of the Security Council; and (2) the power of the 
Security Council in the matter of recommendations. The basis of 
the idea of unanimity among the Great Powers was at times to prevent 
unilateral action. The Great Powers, under the Charter, were all 
committed to pacific procedure. If this were broken down, we might 
have force employed by a Great Power or a group of Great Powers. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton wanted to know if it were not implicit that 
the final assurance we could have in the International Organization 
was the moral obligation, and thought this was a job for the preachers. 
Mr. Duttxs said that the use of force should rest on law, it would work 
automatically, and that perhaps it would function better regionally 
than it would universally. He thought, therefore, that the Security 
Council should facilitate the development of regional arrangements. 
If it were always necessary to submit procedures under regional ar- 
rangements to the Security Council, the Great Powers would be able 
to exercise a veto and the International Organization might prove an 
obstacle to peace in that case. | 

Mr. Rockeretier cited the possibility that the Soviet Union, as 
some Latin Americans feared, might foment trouble in the Western 
Hemisphere, and then it might block action in the Security Council 
if the states of the Western Hemisphere desired to take collective 
regional action. CoMMANDER STAssEN reiterated that he saw danger 
in the veto of the Great Powers and especially of states like China 
and France blocking regional action in the Americas unless we had 
some reservations. He did not want the Inter-American System de- 
stroyed, but Mr. Pasvorsky replied that to weaken the authority of 
the Security Council in regional matters would be tantamount to 
throwing all Europe into the hands of the Soviet Union, and would 
break the world up into regional units. Commannrr StassEn did not 
agree with this statement. He reverted to his original example of
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the Security Council approving action under a regional arrangement 
with France and China voting against any action. 

SENATOR ConNALLY felt that the regional issue should not becloud 
the thinking of the Delegation because of the Inter-American System, 
since he believed that the principles applied in the Americas would 
apply everywhere. He approved of the Declaration of Chapultepec *° 
and did not want the regional principle endangered but CommMANDER 
Stassen insisted that the principles of the Declaration of Chapultepec 
could be vetoed by any one of the Great Powers at any time. Mr. 
PasvoLskKy, however, pointed out that aside from the temporary pro- 

visions for a hemispheric alliance against aggression during the pres- 
ent war, the Declaration of Chapultepec provided only for consulta- 
tion. CoMMANDER STAssEN replied that it was hoped that the system 
would develop. 

Mr. Dutuzs declared that if the legal basis for collective action were 
established by regional arrangements and were approved by the Secu- 
rity Council, then it would work automatically. Why not act under 
thelaw? Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that this position presupposed a world 
under which the same law applied everywhere; that because there 
were lacunae in the law, political decisions entered the field. Mr. 
Dvutzxs insisted that the position adopted by Mr. Pasvolsky would 
have prevented the formation of the American Union. But Mr. Pas- 
voLsKY denied this and stated that it could not have prevented the 
development either of the American Union or the Pan American 
Union. He was not sure, however, what was going to happen with 
respect to the Inter-American System in the development of an Inter- 
national Organization on a universal basis. Mr. RocKEFELLER pointed 
out that the initiative as to regional arrangements at the Mexico City 
Conference had come from the Latin American states, not the United 
States. 

SENATOR CONNALLY inquired whether under the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals the Security Council had the authority to determine whether 
regional arrangements should exist and Mr, Pasvorsxy replied in 

the negative, pointing out that it had the authority only to determine 
whether obligations under such arrangements were consistent with 
the Charter of the International Organization. There were two 
theories involved: (1) The theory of regional organizations and an 
over-all International Organization; and (2) one world organization. 

SENATOR CONNALLY doubted the value of regional organizations ex- 
cept as to pacific procedure. In the matter of war and economic sanc- 

* For Act of Chapultepec, resolution VIII, “Reciprocal Assistance and Ameri- 
can Solidarity”, see Department of State, Report of the Delegation of the United 
States of America to the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and 
Peace, Mexico City, Mexico, February 21-March 8, 1945 (Washington, 1946), 
p. 72. For documentation on this subject, see vol. 1x, pp. 1 ff.
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tions there would not be much value. There was general agreement 
with this position. 

At this point Senator ConNALLy directed attention to the “draft 
statement * in support of the retention of Chapter VIII, Section C, 
on regional arrangements of The Dumbarton Oaks Proposals”, which 
had been approved by the Committee on Security Aspects of Prepara- 
tion for the United Nations Conference, and asked the military and 
naval advisers of the Delegation if they had any comments to make. 
ApMIRAL Hepsurn indicated that he had seen the paper and although 
he had not had an opportunity to read it carefully, endorsed it. GuEn- 
ERAL Epick was fearful lest the Declaration of Chapultepec, by im- 
plication, loosen the control of the United States over the Western 
Hemisphere. He approved of Chapter VIII, Section C, of the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals as it stood, but did not agree that peace was 
indivisible, since he could think of local disputes, particularly in 
Latin América, which had produced armed conflict.” == 

GENERAL Farrcuip stressed that there was nothing in paragraph 
2, Section C, Chapter VIII, which would prevent the Security Coun- 
cil from giving a general prior authority to a regional organization 
to act. If the Security Council acted in good faith, there was no 
reason why the Inter-American System could not appeal for prior 
authority, where a local dispute did not threaten the peace of the 
world. In that case a regional organization could go ahead without 
the interference of the veto of an outside Great Power. He thought 
this was a practical scheme. Senator CoNNALLY said that this was 
just the point he had been trying to make. GENERAL Farrcuizp stated 
that a regional organization could go ahead as to pacific procedure 
as paragraph 2 stood and could obtain prior authority for the Council 
for enforcement action. SENATOR VANDENBERG thought this was 
implicit but not entirely apparent. — | 
ApMiraL WI11s0Nn, at this point, indicated that the basic issue in- 

volved in regionalism was whether stress was to be laid on the whole 
or on the parts—whether the whole were to be greater than the parts 
thereof, or vice versa. While it was true, as Commander Stassen had 
stated, that China and France might have a veto as to Inter-American 
regional action, if’ China had no veto as to this hemisphere, then 
the United States would have no veto as to any other parts of the 
world. The Charter, he thought, was quite adequate as a basis for 
discussion at San Francisco. 
ApMIRAL Heppurn pointed out that the discussion really involved 

the whole Charter of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. The Great 

Powers had decided to “stick together”, and it was necessary to have 
some faith. He thought the chapter should stand as 1t was. SENATOR 

* Not printed.
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Connatuy thought that this was the heart of the problem and Ap- 
MIRAL Hxrppurn reiterated that the whole thing rested on faith, on 
promises. The Great Powers were not imposing anything on the 
smaller powers, but were simply asking them to contribute to the 
organization of peace. SENATOR CoNNALLY stated that in fact only 
the Great Powers which had the power to make war could enforce 
the peace. Apmirau Hersurn indicated that no two of the three 
really Great: Powers could enforce their will on the other one.. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN stated that he still did not like to see China and 
France have a veto over possible regional action in this hemisphere, 
but Apmirat Hepsurn said that he did not see how any discrimination 
could be made, although he thought there was a weak point in the 
situation. CoMMANDER STAssEN cited the possibility that France, with 
the assistance of a Latin American state, might make trouble, and 
then wondered what would happen, but Apmrran Hepsurn thought 
the three Great Powers might have the means to bring’ pressure on 
France in such a case. Mr. RocKkEFEiier stated that it was also pos- 
sible for France and the Soviet Union to make trouble in Europe. 

Review oF PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS 
Cuaprer XII—TransrrionaL ARRANGEMENTS 

At this time the Delegation passed on to a consideration of Chap- 
ter XII which dealt with Transitional Arrangements. Mr. Dunn 
stated that the Committee on Security Aspects for Preparation for 
the United Nations Conference had recommended that this chapter 
stand as it was written. Paragraph 1 provided that pending the 
entry into force of the special agreement or agreements referred to 
in Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5, and in accordance with 
the provisions of paragraph 5 of the Four Nations Declaration signed 
at Moscow on October 30, 19438,°° “the states parties to that Declara- 
tion should consult with one another and as occasion arises, with 
other members of the organization with a view to such joint action 
on behalf of the organization as may be necessary for the purpose 
of maintaining international peace and security.” - 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, citing a view of Senator Vandenberg, indicated, 
however, that paragraph 1 might be clarified to give the Security 
Council authority to determine when action should be taken. SxEna- 
TOR VANDENBERG stated that the paragraph did not pin responsibility 
for initiating moves. Mr. Pasvousky replied that the reason for this 
lack of precision was the desire not to commit the United States to 
the use of force. This was an interim provision based on the Moscow 
Declaration. SrENaToR VANDENBERG said that he was not suggesting 
any change in procedure but thought the role of the Security Council 

* Foreign Relations, 19438, vol. 1, p. 755.
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should be clarified. Mr. Dunn said that every one of the four powers 
could initiate action. When Senator ConnaLiy inquired whether 
other nations might not feel slighted, Mr. Dunn said that no objec- 
tion had been raised to this chapter. Mr. Pasvorsxy suggested that. 
the question would come up at San Francisco and that it might be 
necessary to refer to the Security Council in drafting at the conference. 

Mr. Dunn then read paragraph 2 which stated that “no provision 
of the Charter should preclude action taken or authorized in relation 
to enemy states as a result of the present state by governments having 
responsibility for such action”. The Committee on Security Aspects 
of Preparation for the United Nations Conference had recommended 
nochange. If clarification were needed, however, the following para- 
graph should be substituted : . 

“The armaments and armed forces of the enemy states (to be named 
later) should be governed by the terms of their surrender and by the 
authority established thereunder. The Security Council should be 
enpowered to take responsibility for assuring the execution of stipu- 
lations governing the armaments and armed forces of the enemy states 
to the extent that such responsibility may devolve upon it in suc- 
cession to the authority established under the surrender terms.” __ 

CoMMANDER StTAssEN thought that we might not have formal sur- 
render either in the case of Japan or of Germany and therefore, the 
term “surrender” might not fit the case. It was agreed that the text 
might be changed to cover the situation, using such a phrase as “terms 
imposed”, SENATOR VANDENBERG wanted to know who would take 
the responsibility in the matter of the disarmament and control of 

Germany or Japan, and Mr. Dunn stated that the victorious powers 
would do so, although it was possible that, in time, the international 
organization might be asked to do so. It was admitted that occupa- 
tion of the enemy states might endure for years, and that a formal 
peace might not be made for some time, since one had to be negotiated 
with a recognized government. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that we might run the danger of 
not disarming Germany and of seeing powers like Great Britain dis- 
arm again, which got us into the present war, he thought, and might 
get us into another world war. Mr. Pasvorsky thought that the 

victorious powers were responsible for seeing to this but Senator VAan- 
DENBERG Indicated his skepticism as to the set policies of these powers. 
Senator Connauiy believed that the treaties of peace would take 
‘care of this matter but Senator VANDENBERG thought this matter would 
take ten years and Mr. Armstrong recalled the failure of the United 

States Senate to approve the Anglo-French-American Tripartite
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Treaty of 1919. It was agreed that this was a separate subject but 
SENATOR VANDENBERG considered it utterly fundamental. 

a | Meerine Wiri THE PResiDENT 

_ As the meeting was apparently drawing to a close, Senator Con- 
NALLY Stated. that President Truman would receive the Delegation at 
9: 00-a. m. on Wednesday.? - | 2 

ae Cuarrer, VIII, Secrion A, Paracrarn 77. 

' At Mr...PasvotsKy’s suggestion the meeting then passed to a re- 
consideration of Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 7%, concerning 
“situations .or disputes arising out of matters which by international 
law are solely within the domestic jurisdiction of the state coneerned.” 
‘Mr. PasvoisKy said it was a question of whether (1) the paragraph 
should limit the effects of the section to paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5, 
‘or from 1 to 6; and (2) what provision should be made for determin- 

ing the question of “domestic jurisdiction”. It had been suggested 
at the last meeting that it might be determined by unanimous agree- 
ment of members of the Security Council or the Court of International 
Justice. | — 

Mr. Duttes said that he had objected to this paragraph at the time 
of his discussions with Secretary of State Hull in the fall of 19445 
It was, he thought, a contradiction in terms to say that a matter which 
threatened the peace of the world was solely a matter of “domestic 
jurisdiction”. '-How could this be? We had to have limitations as 
to Section B dealing with action concerning threats to the peace or 
acts of aggression, but the whole effect of Chapter: VIII would be 
destroyed with such a limitation in it. The Security Council should 
have authority to consider any matter which threatened the peace 
of the world. : a a | 
CoMMANDER STASSEN said he thought the Charter would be better 

off without paragraph 7, but Senator Vanpensere declared that 
without it there would be no possibility of gettmg the Charter ap- 
‘proved by the United States Senate. ComMaANDER SrassEN said that 

” Bilateral treaties between the United States and France and between France 
and the United Kingdom regarding assistance to France in the event of un- 
‘provoked aggression by Germany, signed at Versailles, June 28, 1919. The 
treaty between the United States and France was submitted to the Senate 
July 29, 1919. It was not considered by the Senate and was returned to the 
Secretary of State by resolution of the Senate February 12, 1935. For text, 
see Foreign Relations, The Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. xm, p. 757. For 
discussions in the Council of Four, see ibid., vol. v1, index entries under “France: 
Guarantee against German aggression,” p. 1006. 

* April 18. 
* See minutes of meeting of April 12, 9 a. m., p. 269. 
>For general information on conversations of Secretary Hull with Mr. Dulles, 

adviser to Governor Thomas B. Dewey, the Republican candidate for the Presi- 
dency, in August 1944, see The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. 11, pp. 1689-1693.
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that might be true but he still insisted on his position, pointing out 
that a state like Argentina might provide bombs and air force, etc., 
and then proceed to cause trouble and no action could be taken until 
its forces stepped across a boundary line. Mr. Armsrrone pointed 
to the murder of Chancellor Dollfuss of Austria in 1934.‘ 

Mr. Dutuzs said that the trouble with international law was that 
it had reserved the right of any state to do as it pleased, although the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals represented an attempt to break this prin- 
ciple down. He wondered whether something might not be gotten 
through the Senate. Senator VANDENBERG said that a reading of 
the Senate’s comments on the advisory opinions of the Permanent 

Court of International Justice were not reassuring. COMMANDER 
Srassen thought the Senate had probably changed its opinions, since 
the debate on the court, and paid high praise to Senator Vandenberg’s 
leadership in this respect. SrNAToR VANDENBERG stated, however, 
that this was one of the “fantasies obsessing the Senate”. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN said that wars broke out because nations took cover 
under the concept that their actions fell only within their domestic 
jurisdiction. : | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY was skeptical whether the Senate would ap- 
prove the idea of permitting the Security Council to decide as to 
“domestic jurisdiction”. Mr. Duties thought it was just a matter 
of talk in the Security Council in any case. SENaToR CoNNALLY 
thought that “talk” would imply responsibility and action. SrNnatTor 
V ANDENBERG thought we would be lucky to get by the Senate with the 
reservations in any case, since the Senate had always thought that 
the United States should decide what was within its “domestic 
jurisdiction”. | 7 oo 

‘SENATOR CONNALLY Said that we were covering virgin territory, and 
it would be best to proceed conservatively in order to accomplish any- 
thing at all. There was considerable objection, he thought, and we 
must allow experience and the passing of the years to develop the 
structure of peace. What we were now doing was starting, and he 
wanted to lay the foundations for success. Mr. Armsrrone suggested 
that paragraph 7 might be modified to give the Security Council au- 
thority to determine whether a question were purely domestic, pointing 
out that we have a veto power in the Security Council, an idea which 
SENATOR VANDENBERG approved. : 

Dr. Bowman thought we might accomplish something by leaving 

out the reference to international law in paragraph 7, since he believed 
this was restrictive in the sense that international law had developed 

“Engelbert Dollfuss, Austrian Premier, whose assassination resulted from the 
Nazi coup in Vienna on July 25, 1934. For documentation on this subject, see 
Foreign Relations, 1934, vol. 11, pp. 29-30. SO
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only up toa certain point. Mr. Sanpirer thought this would remove 

the criteria by which the Council should act, although Dr. Bowman 

did not mean to remove all standards for such determination. In the 
last analysis ComMANDER SrassENn thought it best to leave the para- 
graph as it is since the public had offered no real objection. Mr. 
Duss confirmed this although Mr. Armstrong pointed out that the 
Hudson Group * had objected to it. Mr. Duties thought that this 
group and others which would go further—had challenged it because 

any nation could go to war under it. 

FurruHer Topics ror Discussion 

500.CC/4-1745 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

} Paris, April 17, 1945—8 a. m. 

[Received 1:22 p. m.] 

1911. This afternoon Chauvel raised the question of the desirability 

of France acting as a sponsor at San Francisco. He said that speak- 
ing informally he would like to outline the French position as fol- 

lows: Although the French Government is not a sponsor it has al- 

ready engaged in preliminary conversations and discussions in Wash- 
ington og the question of trusteeship and an international court. 
In additjon it has conducted exchanges of views with the USA Gov- 

ernment through regular diplomatic channels. These preliminary 

conversations and exchanges of views have thus far proved entirely 

satisfactory. The French Government does not feel that it is in a 
less favored position or that there will be any discrimination against 
it because it is not a sponsor. On the whole the French are satisfied 

with their position insofar as UNCIO is concerned and any effort to 
change that position at this late date would call for discussions within 

the Cabinet and would probably take a considerable length of time. 

On the other hand “if by becoming a sponsor the French position 

will be strengthened by concrete advantages or privileges which the 
sponsors have but which other participating governments do not have 

the French Government would wish to know so that all elements 

could be considered in taking a decision.” He concluded by stating 
that France desired to cooperate in every possible way to make the 

°The Hudson New York Group, a small informal committee convened by 
Judge Manley O. Hudson, of the Permanent Court of International Justice, met 
in New York. The group included Raymond B. Fosdick, Arthur Sweetser, 
Philip Jessup, Herbert L. May, George H. Rublee, Huntington Gilchrist, Frank 
OO Nee Malcolm Davis, James T. Shotwell, Frank W. Aydelotte, and Philip
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UNCIO a success. Nevertheless in the absence of specific material 

advantages gained by acting as a sponsor the French prefer to main- 

tain their present position. He requested information as to what 

special advantages the sponsoring powers have which do not accrue 

to other participants. (ReEmbtel 1875, April 14.”) 

~ I know that the Department may be weary of French vacillation 

but I send this for what it is worth. 
CAFFERY 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 11 (Exec) . 

Minutes of the Eleventh Meeting (Execute Session) of the United 
States Delegation, Held at Washington, Tuesday, April 17, 1946, 

9a.m. | 
' [Unofficial Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of persons (38) present at meeting.] 

. TRUSTEESHIP ARRANGEMENTS 

The meeting was called to order by Secretary Stettinius at 9: 05 a. m. 
Mr. Srerrinius announced that he had asked the Secretaries of War 

and Navy to meet briefly with the American Delegation this morning 

in order. to discuss the question of trusteeship.?. It was hoped that it 
would be possible to work out a policy recommendation on this ques- 
tion in the meeting for submission to the President. Mr. Sterrinius 

emphasized that there was to be no discussion outside of the meeting 
room on this question until President Truman has reached a decision 

as to the policy which this Government will follow. 

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY STETTINIUS ON TRUSTEESHIP 

Mr. Stertinivus traced briefly the history of the trusteeship ques- 
tion. He pointed out that the subject did not come up at Dumbarton 

Oaks. There was fear that any discussion of trusteeship at those 
conversations might lead to difficulties and complications in connec- 
tion with the prosecution of the war. At the request of the Army 
and the Navy, therefore, who particularly feared that a discussion 

of trusteeship at that time might lead to disagreement among the 
Allies on questions affecting territories in the Pacific, the subject was 

not included in the agenda. At Yalta the matter was reviewed by 

*Not printed. In telegram 1553, April 18, 7 p. m., the Secretary replied that 
it would be inappropriate for this Government unilaterally to make any repre- 
sentation to the French Government as to special advantages of the sponsoring 
powers, inasmuch as the United States was but one of the four powers spnonsor- 
ing the Conference (500.CC/4-1745). 

*For summaries of views exchanged at the meeting of April 17, see Henry 
L. Stimson, On Active Service in Peace and War, pp. 601-602; Walter Millis 
(ed.), The Forrestal Diaries, p. 45; and Arthur 8S. Vandenberg, Jr. (ed.), The 
Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, p. 169. 

723~-681—67—24
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President Roosevelt, Marshal Stalin, and Prime Minister Churchill. 
It was agreed there that the powers who had participated in the Dum- 
barton Oaks conversations and who were sponsoring the United Na- 
tions Conference would meet in preliminary consultations prior to 
the United Nations Conference on this question. These preliminary 
consultations have not taken place. Invitations have been sent out 
to the other nations involved, and their representatives are here, but 
the consultations have not been held because the three Departments, 
Army, Navy, and State, have not been able to agree on a paper as the 
basis of discussion with the representatives of the other nations. - 

- Mr. Srerrrnius further announced that the Secretaries of War and 
Navy and himself had met and had agreed upon a paper on-a policy 
statement for presentation to the President. Loot 

Mr. Sterrinivs pointed out that on the diplomatic side it was felt 
that we would be in a weak position if we cannot deal with the ques- 
tion of trusteeship in some way at the San Francisco Conference. 
The Department, he said, is in complete agreement with the Army 
and Navy with respect to the necessity for full protection of our 
security interests, but the Department also appreciates the difficulty 
in which this country would find itself if it should lay itself open to 
the charge of expansionist ambitions by pursuing a policy of annexa- 
tion. An annexation policy would be contrary to the policy con- 
‘sistently followed by the late President Roosevelt. Mr. Srerrrnrus 
concluded by stating that he and the Secretaries of War and Navy 
felt that they had arrived at an agreeable solution and he asked Sec- 
rétary Stimson if he would wish to make a statement on the subject. 

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY STIMSON 

SECRETARY STIMSON stated that the position of the War and Navy 
Departments has been, and Secretaiy Forrestal and himself feel 

strongly, that under no circumstances‘should anything be done which 
would prevent the American Government and Delegation from pre- 
senting a united front at San Francisco. This, said Secrerary StTim- 
son, tended to put Secretary Forrestal and himself in a somewhat 
difficult position. He stated that he knew nothing of the Yalta agree- 
ment on trusteeship until the results were made public. 
Secretary Stimson continued that in the treatment of the question 

of trusteeship it is imperative from the standpoint of the safety of 
the United States that there should be an understanding of the differ- 
ence between the kind of bases we feel essential to the safety of the 
United States in the Pacific and the territories out of which the whole 
system of mandates and trusteeship has grown. SEcRETARY STIMSON 
expressed the view that the question of mandates in the last war was 
completely different from the question of bases in this war. The
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territories dealt with at the end of the last war were the colonies of 
Germany and the territories to be taken from Turkey. These were 
colonies and territories with substantial economic resources and sig- 
nificant populations. With respect to them there was a danger of 
an exploitation of the resources and the populations by the enemy 
nations, and there was also a little difficulty of possible acquisitive 
tendencies among the victorious nations. These territories were dis- 
posed: of in such way. that a strong light played:on their population 
and resources. This was done in order to prevent their exploitation. 
These big territories were therefore held as a trust of the world, 
although that objective grew slimmer and slimmer as the years 
wore on. | | SO . te 

This was the basis of Presiderit Roosevelt’s position in this war. 
‘We in the United States have no desire.for the acquisition of any 
kind of territory, but the kind of bases, said Secrerary STIMSON, 
-which those in.the military departments are interested in are primarily 
not exploitable bases. Some of them have almost no population and 
almost no resources, and many of them are mere atolls in the Pacific. 

The purpose for which we anticipate that such bases will be used 
in the future may be appraised by an examination of United States 
history. The United States has been, and particularly through this 
war, not an exploiting: nation. We have been fighting a battle of 
freedom and justice. We have not sought to exploit any territory 
beyond our own lands. The United States has been seeking to keep 
the Pacific in a condition of freedom, and it is for this that we have 
fought and it is for this that we have already rescued Australia 
and the Philippines and that we are preparing to rescue China and 
the Netherlands East Indies. These things are inextricably connected. 
The United States is not taking a selfish attitude but.is nevertheless 
much concerned that its own safety will. be preserved. 

Srcrerary Stimson remarked that this peculiar position of the 
United States in the Pacific has not been made clear in the press 
reports and in the discussions of this subject. If anyone is looking 
for an exploiter the United States can say, “don’t look here”. 
This, said Srecrerary Stimson, is the background of the question. 

The next question concerns the methods of insuring that safety which 
we must have. For that we civilians must turn to our military 
advisers, who are experts on these questions. It is clear that the na- 
tion on whom responsibility for defense and security is thrust needs 
bases. If we are to have a naval base, for example, it is absolutely 
essential that there be complete control of that base. Naval bases 
are just as essential as battleships and supply lines. The advice 
of the naval and military officers is that control of a base must be 
complete, and Secretary Stimson pointed out that he was deliberately 

avoiding the use of “sovereignty”. What he had in mind was that
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management over such areas must be complete. This would be the 
only insurance against espionage, and the only means of protecting 
military installations. 

THe SECRETARY explained that President Truman was waiting to 
meet the Delegation and that they would return to the meeting within 
a few minutes. The Delegates left at 9:24 a. m.° 

On their return SEcRETARY STETTINIvs stated that he had mentioned 
to the President the fact that the Delegates and the Advisers were 
engaged this morning in a discussion of the question of trusteeship. 
The: President stated that he would meet the Secretaries of State, 
War and Navy whenever the discussions on trusteeship were completed. 

Continuing his statement Srcrerary Stimson observed that the 
interests which he and Secretary Forrestal were trying to protect in 
these discussions did not infringe on the concept of trusteeship. ‘To 
a large extent, he said, it is a question of the atolls which this country 
will have to keep, and it is also necessary to avoid the paths of danger 
for possibly aggressive nations. He called attention to the error of 
our ways after the last war, and this, he said, had been burnt into his 
soul. After the last war, when the question of the disposition of the 
mandates to Japan was up for consideration, Mr. Wilson had been 
approached on the effect 1t would have on the Philippines.2® We had 
for twenty years been building up the Philippines. 

SECRETARY STIMSON stated that when he went to the Philippines in 
1928 it had been his duty as Governor General 4 to know the defense 
lines. Everyone knew then that Corregidor and the Philippines were 
defenseless even with the power of the United States. Tur Srcrerary 
or War continued that it was then his unhappy fate that what he 
predicted would happen and what we had known would happen did 
happen. He stated that he was at the other end at that time and saw 
that fate carried out on those doomed islands under our Flag. We 
tried to get arms to them but could not sail the seas or fly our planes 
because we were cut off by Jap-held bases. Reinforcement was prac- 
tically impossible. We had to see those doomed men, the garrison at 
Corregidor, and that Commonwealth trampelled under by unspeak- 
able methods of warfare,” all because we had allowed the gates to be 

°No memorandum of conversation between President Truman and the delega- 
tion found in Department files. 

For an explanation of the United States interest in the Japanese mandated 
islands, in relation to the Philippines, see memorandum by the Third Assistant 
Secretary of State (Long), December 14, 1918, Foreign Relations, The Paris 
Peace Conference, 1919, vol. 11, p. 512. For the attitude expressed by President 
Wilson, see David Hunter Miller, My Diary at the Conference of Paris, vol. I, 

Ps See Henry L. Stimson, On Active Service in Peace and War, pp. 117 ff. 
% See Louis Morton, The Fall of the Philippines, in the official Army history 

United States Army in World War II: The War in the Pacific (Washington, 
Government Printing Office, 1953).
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shut between us and those wards of ours. Our obligations and ties, he 
emphasized, will not be a bit less moral after the Philippines achieve 
their independence. They speak our language; they practice our re- 
ligion; we must keep that gate open. 

SECRETARY STIMSON continued that after the last war we accepted 
the mandates system and then committed a further folly—the Four- 
Power Treaty %“—which made the doom of those men in the Philip- 
pines even more certain. Wesaw what happened to the mandates and 
to the Four-Power Treaty when an aggressor power was on the loose. 
We cannot afford to make the same mistake twice. The role of the 
United States between East China and the Philippines must be such 
as to guarantee our ability to protect the Philippines. We cannot 
allow the necessity of the draftsmanship of the artifices of treaty- 
making to destroy what we in common sense know must be done. 
There are two essentials: (1) the United States must be affirmatively 
provided with full power over necessary protective bases; (2) we must 
have our eyes peeled as to what aggressive-minded but now quiet 
nations may wish to do. This can be worked out within the frame- 
work of international cooperation. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUs expressed thanks to Secretary Stimson for 
his statement. 

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY FORRESTAL 

Secretary Forrestal was then called upon to make a statement. THE 
SECRETARY OF THE Navy began by saying that he was conscious of the 
fact, that we are not the makers of policy. He considered it a re- 
statement of the obvious to say that the world recognizes that the secu- 
rity of the Pacific depends upon the United States and therefore on 

the air and naval power of the United States. It follows, therefore, 
that the United States must have the means to implement this respon- 
sibility. The Navy, he observed, was in a difficult position because 
there was uncertainty as to what we are responsible for, and he ap- 
preciated this opportunity to present what naval people think they 
need. . 7 

_ SECRETARY ForrestaL emphasized that he was not talking about 
isolated bases—pin points— but a system of defense in the Pacific. 
He then outlined the four essential American defense routes in the 
Pacific in 1943 and stated that we had lost the middle route which 

interdicted in the number one route, had only a toe-hold in the third 
route and decided to hold the fourth route in the South at all costs. 

We were able to make our hold on the third route firm after Guadal- 
canal, | : 

"For the treaty between the United States, the British Empire, France, and 
Japan, signed at Washington, December 138, 1921, see Foreign Relations, 1922, 
vol. 1, p. 88; Department of State Treaty Series Nos. 669 and 670; or 43 Stat. 
(pt. 2) 1646 and 1652.
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SEecrETARY Forrestax stated that in the present draft the Navy 
people would like and would hope that that concept would be ap- 
proved that whatever abstract ideas of trusteeship may be evolved 
there will be no commitment with respect to the islands in the Pacific 
which the United States occupies or will occupy without naval ap- 
proval. Srcrerary Forrestat stated it as his view that American 
retention of power in such islands would not be inconsistent with the 
items embodied in the trusteeship concept. Power must remain with 

the people who hate power. — 
- Secrerary Stimson stated at this point that it was his understand- 
ing that this would be an executive session and that discussion should 
be confined to this session. . He | | 

| Discussion oN TRUSTEESHIP mS , 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS pledged on behalf of the Delegation and 
all others present that the statements made in this meeting would be 
confined to this room. . co : 

SENATOR CoNNALLY observed that the chief difficulty would appear 
to be the kind of tenure the United States would have in the island 
bases. He pointed out that some theorists hold that title to the man- 
dated territories is vested in the League of Nations. Srnaror Con- 
NALLY stated that he was in entire agreement that the United States 
should not come out of this war stripped of the strategic bases in 
the Pacific which are necessary to the security of this country and of 
the world. He remarked that we may have some difficulty with other 
nations with respect to the kind of tenure we will have in these islands. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether any of the essential bases 
have any substantial population. Srcrerary Stimson stated it as his 
understanding that most of them have little or no population. Srna- 
TOR CONNALLY inquired if any consideration had been given to the 
possibility of American bases on New Caledonia. Secretary For- 
RESTAL stated that consideration had been given to this matter in con- 
nection with the development of a strategic system in the Pacific under 
which we may need to have rights in places such as New Caledonia. 
REPRESENTATIVE BLoom inquired whether the original mandates were 

outright possessions and whether the terms of transfer from the man- 
date status to the trusteeship status would have something to do with 
our position in them. | 

SECRETARY Stimson stated that the mandatory was the trustee and 
could not fortify the mandated territories. He repeated that under 
a new system the United States must have full control in strategic 
areas and that this is not a question of who is the trustee or holds 

title. ‘The question, he said, is really one of management involving 

full control, including the right to fortify.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 317 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton emphasized the importance of building up 
a strategic system and that this would be our responsibility for being 
out there. He stated that it would never be possible to get anything 
through Congress that didn’t protect American interests in the Pacific. 
CoMMANDER STassEN stated that these bases are as an essential a 

part of our armament as guns and ships. It is essential that these 
land bases must be under our own control. In some places there 
may be joint international bases, but these should not and cannot 
take the place of or interfere with our own defense network, but in 
the base areas for which we will be responsible we do have an obliga- 
tion to protect the native population and not to exploit selfishly the 
economic resources of the area. We should agree that we will not 
do this and should accept an accountability for our administration. 

SENATOR CONNALLY suggested the Army and the Navy might pre- 
pare.a memorandum of the bases they would need. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS read a recommendation which had been 

drawn up by the Secretaries of War, Navy and State.1* In these 
two paragraphs, he said, it was the feeling of the three Secretaries 
that the situation might be covered, and the approval of the recom- 
mendation was suggested to the Delegation, prior to its submission to 
the President. Srcrerary Sterrrmnius added that he would think 
it advisable to make this statement public prior to the San Francisco 

Conference because of the wide public interest and discussion of the 
subject. The statement was read to the Delegation. 
CoMMANDER STASsEN objected to the phrase “we do not seek annex- 

ation of territory”, and Srcrerary Forresrau explained that annexa- 
tion would be considered only as a last resort. RerprEsENTATIVE EATON 
observed that while the United States would not seek annexation, it 
would undertake it if it became necessary. ) 
CoMMANDER StassEN remarked that in his view it would be carry- 

ing forward a confusion in thinking to employ the words “we do not 
seek the annexation of territory”. Sxcrerary Stimson pointed out 
that at San Francisco the machinery of the system would be con- 
structed, but there would be no determination of what territories 
would go under it. 
CoMMANDER StassEn stated that it should be the policy of this 

Government that any bases which are essential to the security of the 
world and to our own security would be held in trusteeship, and that 
we would define the terms of the trusteeship. SECRETARY STIMSON 
observed that he preferred that approach, but that he recognized 
that the Secretary of State is confronted by certain reactions. SEN- 
ATOR CONNALLY said that he saw no objection to taking Japanese 
territory. 

“Draft recommendation not found in Department files; for final draft, see 
memorandum to President Truman, April 18, p. 350.
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Dean GILDERSLEEVE remarked that on the whole she agreed with 
Commander Stassen’s statement. We should, she said, make it clear 
that we don’t intend to grab, but we do intend to hold what is neces- 

sary for our security. 
SENATOR CoNNALLY said that we are going to take these islands 

and hold them, but if we hold them under trusteeship we might get 
in difficulty with our Allies. The implication, however, is clear that 
we are going to take them and hold them. In his view we would 
be doing too little too fast in making a public statement. He said 
that it might be advisable to make a clear declaration, but that it 

should not be published at this time. 
Tue Secretary stated that all that 1s wanted is to agree on United 

States policy with respect to the subject of trusteeship at San 
Francisco. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that Congressional opinion is totally 
in sympathy with the position of the Secretaries of War and Navy. 
He suggested the substitution of “indispensable” for “necessary” in 
the next to the last line of the statement, and the deletion of the ref- 
erence to annexation. Srcrerary Forresrat stated that he would 
prefer the retention of the word “necessary” and Senator Vandenberg 

withdrew his suggestion. 
Dr. Bowman stated that Secretary Stimson had used an expression 

which might stick in the minds of all present, and that was the 
Secretary’s warning against putting our trust in a network of treaties. 
All conditions require that we cannot turn these islands over to a 
network of treaties, he said. We must remain in them. It is very 
easy to talk on that side of the problem. Moreover, it is no good 
assuming that we solve the problem by an appeal to the patriotism 
of the people. It is a question of timing. If we take unilateral 
action we destroy what we are going to San Francisco to achieve. 
We have been led into a situation in which the world expects us to 
do something on trusteeship. We are faced with such questions as 
whether we wish Somaliland to go to the British. We will have to 
participate in its disposition. What in this situation 1s our safe- 
guard? It is in the fact that we have set up a principle—a principle 

of trusteeship in the interests of the natives. 
Dr. Bowman stated, however, that he was not ready to discuss a 

text he had not seen, but that he could be ready to discuss it on the 
following morning after an opportunity to study it. 

He continued that it would be possible for this country to partici- 
pate within the framework of a trusteeship system without any 1m- 
pairment of our military necessities. He stated that he would be 
willing to take the military version of this system without quibble, 
but he emphasized that it is important to nail down the position on 
the other side—that no matter how few the people in a particular.
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territory, to insure that our obligation to those people will be dis- 
charged, because if this should be given up there would be no defense 
at-all in dealing with Britain and Russia. We would be at the bar 
of opinion, and if we accept the trusteeship system we will be able 
to say that we have taken a position. 
COMMANDER STASSEN observed that it appeared that Dr. Bowman 

had misinterpreted the position of the Delegation. There was no in- 

tention to retreat from the idea of a trusteeship system, and there is 
a recognition and acceptance of the fact that we must account for 
what we do in territories for which we are responsible, but there must 
be a distinction in the degree or in the terms of the trusteeship in the 

strategic areas on the basis of military requirements. CoMMANDER 
STassEN pointed out that he had spoken about the desirability of 
trusteeship two or three years ago and that he had no intention of 
retreating one whit from the needs and the right of the peoples of 
such territories. 

Mr. Broom inquired whether there might be several kinds of trustee- 
ship, and ComMANDER STassEN replied that in some areas the trustee 
would be an individual nation; in others the trustee would be a joint 
agent. 

_ Senator Connatty cautioned that it would be proceeding on a very 
tenuous basis if it should be assumed that this country is going to get 
what it needs easily. 

Mr. Tavssic suggested that if it should be decided, as Dr. Bowman 
had implied, that there could not be agreement on a statement at this 
meeting, that then the military people might outline their needs. 

VIEWS OF INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE 

Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that it is necessary for us to decide quickly 
the basis on which we would wish to negotiate. He pointed out that 
the interdepartmental committee on trusteeship had been working on 
this problem for some time and outlined the points on which agree- 
ment had been reached in this Committee. The trusteeship system 
was to be established under the Organization. There would be no 
reference to the territories to be placed under the system. The basic 
objectives would be broadly stated and there would be procedures 
and machinery on the basis of which the system would operate. Each 
‘territory would be subject to a separate agreement. A distinction 
would be made between the strategic and nonstrategic areas. The 
trusteeship arrangements would take into account such factors as the 
geographical situation of the territory ; the stage of development of the 
people, its economic resources, etc. 

Mr. PasvorsKy pointed out that under this system it would be en- 
tirely possible for the United States to control any territory it might
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need and want. With respect to the question as to who are the title 
holders, Mr. Pasvotsxy noted that the policy had been laid down by 
former Secretary of State Hull to the effect that the title is vested in 
the peace treaties. The initial arrangements affecting the Japanese 
mandated islands, therefore, would have to be made between the three 
residual Principal Allied and Associated Powers, namely, the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and France. On this basis, said Mr. 
PasvotsKy, nothing could be settled affecting these territories with- 
out United States consent. 

GENERAL Discussion ON TRUSTEESHIP 

SECRETARY STIMSON pointed out that the United States would also 
have established certain rights of title deriving from occupation of 
the islands. Mr. Pasvorsxy affirmed this, adding that our position 
would be actually one of the three title holders, and we would also be 
In possession. 

SECRETARY STIMSON observed that: he would be opposed to the sug- 
gestion made by Mr. Taussig of detailing the military needs. If 
this were attempted, he pointed out, something would surely be left 
out. Governor Srassen added that in any case this would be done 
in the Charter for each specific territory as it was placed under the 
system. = 

Mr. Duttzs observed that there was in his view not a real difficulty 
involved. The trusteeship was originally a legal device and it was 
not intended to deal with military questions such as those under dis- 
cussion. The new organization, he said, should have the authority to 
look into the condition of colonial peoples. This, he said, is not in- 
consistent with the right of military defenses. He could see no con- 
flict in this respect. All that is needed, continued Mr. Dues, is to 
set up an organization with the power to look into these questions. 

Mr. Forras remarked that the problem of dependent peoples has 
in the past created a great deal of unrest in the world, and it will 
continue to do so. He referred to the work of the interdepartmental 
committee as showing the possibility of achieving strategic needs on 
the one hand and at the same time of erecting machinery to meet the 
needs of the dependent peoples on the other. In the view of Mr. Fortas 
it is entirely possible to reconcile these two points. With respect 
to the question of annexation, Mr. Forras pointed out that if we were 
to confine our discussion to the Japanese mandates a simple result 
could follow—they could be annexed, but he cautioned, if that were 

to be done, if the United States were to take a position in favor of 

annexation, an international grab bag would surely follow. In that 

event we might well find that our tremendous military and security 

interests in other parts of the world would be prejudiced. Mr. Forras
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also advised that an effort should be made to avoid becoming legalistic 
on these questions. . 

Mr. STettinius suggested that a redraft of the statement be under- 
taken for the purpose of establishing United States policy for sub- 
mission to the press. : : : : 

SECRETARY STIMSON stated that he had taken an extreme position 
in his statement and that what is really wished by the military people 
is “full control”. 

Mr. STETTINIUs inquired whether he represented the view of the 
Delegation accurately in assuming that they would wish more time 
to study the question. It was agreed that the matter would be taken 
up at the meeting of the Delegation on the following day. 
CoMMANDER STassEN stated that he was opposed to complete an- 

nexation of any territory by this country. 
The Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, and the military 

advisers and staff left the meeting. 

Press Statement on Work oF THE DELEGATION * 

Ce Fourruer Torics ror Discussion | oe 

' Tue Szcrerary asked what further topics remained for discussion. 
Mr. PasvorsKxy indicated that there were three important points of 
‘substance still to’ be covered: “(1) amendments, (2) an’ introductory 

statement on Chapter IX, Arrangements for Economic and Social 
Cooperation, and (8) completion of the discussion of doméstic juris- 
diction. Mr. Pasvotsxy recommended that the three questions listed 
on the Agenda for discussion with advisers for Commission 4 should 
be studied by the staff between now and its arrival in San Francisco, 
and that recommendations would then be made to the Delegation. 
THe Secretary asked which questions Mr. Pasvolsky referred to, and 
Mr. Pasvousxy replied that the three questions were: (1) juridical 
status, (2) registration of treaties, and (8) inconsistent obligations. 

At Mr. Pasvousxy’s suggestion it was generally agreed that the 
Agenda the following day would include: (1) trusteeships, (2) 
amendments, (3) domestic jurisdiction, and (4) reconsideration of 

Chapter IX, Section A—Economic and Social cooperation—and that 
following the clearing up of these points the Delegation would begin 
its general review of the decisions made during this series of meetings. 
Mr. PasvortsKy suggested that discussion of Chapter X could be de- 
ferred until San Francisco, and the Secretary agreed. 

LaneuaGe oF Rerort oF JURISTS’ COMMITTEE 

THe Secretary announced that Mr. Hackworth had a question he 

wished to raise with the Delegation. | 

*® See Department of State Bulletin, April 22, 1945, p. 724.
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Mr. Hackworts commented that the question was a very important 
one but that it would take only a brief time for him to present it. 
The question, he said, was what language the report of the Jurists’ 
Committee and the draft statute of the court should be printed in. 
He reported that the Soviet Union wished to print the report in five 
languages, and that a heated debate had taken place on this matter,” 
since there was considerable opposition to printing the report in any 
languages other than English and French. 

THE SECRETARY commented that it had been agreed by the sponsor- 
ing governments that they would recommend that there would be 
five official languages at the Conference and that all basic documents 
would be published in these five languages. He thought, therefore, 
that the suggestion of the Soviet Union was quite in line with our 
position. Mr. Hackxwortu explained that the British representative 
had apparently not heard of this decision and that there was some 
confusion, although the point the Secretary had made had been stated 
during informal discussions following the main meeting. Mr. Hack- 
worTH noted that it would be very difficult to find adequate time to 
prepare five translations, and that it would be impossible to postpone 
the translations until San Francisco, since some of the individuals 
not going to San Francisco would have to sign the document here. 

On the initiative of the Secretary the Delegation agreed that the 
report of the Committee of Jurists together with the statute of the 
court should be published in five languages. Mr. Hackworru asked 
whether he was authorized to tell the Jurists’ Group that this system 
of five languages had been agreed upon for the main Conference. 
Tue SEecrETARY said that Mr. Hackworth should simply agree to the 
Soviet proposal that five languages be used in printing the jurists’ 
report and that he leave the other question in the hands of the dele- 
gation. He added that. this was one of the questions which would be 
talked over with Mr. Molotov. 

Mr. Hackworru noted that to use other than English and French 
opened too many demands for other languages, including Greek for 
example, and that the larger number of languages that were recog- 
nized the more feelings would be hurt. THe Secretary explained 
that the political experts had given considerable attention to this ques- 
tion, and had advised him that French, Spanish, Chinese, Russian. and 
English should be adopted as official languages. He thought if there 
were more time to discuss the matter a good justification could be 
made for. this decision. : 

Tuer SrcreTARY said that he had heard very good reports of the 
work of the Jurists’ Committee and of Mr. Hackworth’s chairman- 

% See summary of tenth meeting (Jurist 58, G/46, April 16, 1945), UNCIO 
Documents, vol. 14, pp. 212 ff.
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ship, and that he assumed that everything was going well and the 

revised statute would be ready, for San Francisco. Mr. Hackworra 

commented that there had been many difficulties, but that good prog- 

ress had been made and a statute would be ready. He stressed that 

the spirit throughout had been cooperative. os 

The Secretary adjourned the meeting at 11:45 a, m. 

500.CC/4-1745 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,| April 17, 1945. 

Participants: Department of State: British: 
Mr. Dunn Mr. Eden 
Mr. Hiss (part of the time) Mr. Dixon 
Mr. Noyes _ Mr. Makin 
The Secretary Mr. Allen 

Mr. Eden, at his request, called upon the Secretary bringing with 
him his aides. After a short talk alone, the Secretary called in Mr. 
Dunn, Mr. Hiss, and Mr. Noyes. Mr. Eden called in Mr. Makin 

and Mr. Dixon. | 
A. San Francisco Marrers 

1. Chinese Position 

The Secretary told Mr. Eden that he just had a very satisfactory 
conference with Foreign Minister Soong of China.*’ Among other 
things, Mr. Soong had told him that the Chinese Delegation was 
strongly in favor of setting up a United Nation Organization at San 
Francisco and would cooperate in every way with the United States 
and the United Kingdom in making the Conference a success. | 

2. Foreign Ministers Meeting re Conference . 

It was agreed after discussions that the four Foreign Ministers 
representing the sponsoring powers should hold a meeting, if possible, 
this coming Saturday 7* to go over and settle various matters regard- 

‘In a memorandum of April 17 to President Truman, Secretary Stettinius 
transmitted a letter from Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek to President Roosevelt, 
April 6, which Foreign Minister Soong had presented to him that afternoon, 
and the Necretary suggested that President Truman receive Dr. Soong, as he 
had the British and Soviet Foreign Ministers. Secretary Stettinius noted in his 
Diary of 15-23 April that the Generalissimo had informed President Roosevelt 
in his April 6 letter that he had appointed Dr. Soong as Chief of the Chinese 
Delegation with full power to “conclude all agreements of a political, economic 
and financial nature with your Government.” For President Truman’s com- 
ments on his meeting with Dr. Soong on April 19, see Memoirs by Harry 8. 
Truman, vol. I, p. 66. 

* For minutes of meeting of the Foreign Ministers to discuss procedural mat- 
ters concerning the Conference, April 23, 9:35 p. m., see p. 363.



324 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

ing the organization of the Conference. Mr. Stettinius asked Mr. 
Hiss to plan to stay over the weekend in order to attend this meeting 
and to accompany him on his plane to San Francisco. — | 

3. Chairman of the Conference | | | 
There was a discussion of the alternative proposals of having a 

single Chairman or a rotating Chairman. The Secretary stated that 
it was our position that in order, to have effective operations, it was 
essential that there be one Chairman who could be responsible for 
directing the Secretary General on all matters relating to the Con- 
ference. We felt that one of the sponsoring powers should provide 
the Chairman. but did not care from which country he came. Mr. 
Eden felt that the Secretary should be chosen in view of the fact that 
the U.S. was the host. It was agreed that Mr. Hiss would raise this 
issue on Saturday as one of the matters on the agenda for, the Foreign 
Ministers and that either Mr. Eden or Mr. Soong would propose that 
Mr. Stettinius should be named as the permanent President of the 
Conference. . | 

The Secretary explained what we had in mind in regard to the 
President and three Vice Presidents, we felt that the burden of pre- 
siding at plenary sessions would be too great for one man. We also 
desired to recognize the position of the sponsoring powers. We pro- 
pose, therefore, that there should be a permanent President, and that 
the other three Chairmen of the Delegation of the sponsoring govern- 
ments should be named as Vice Presidents. The President would pre- 
side over the first plenary session, and from then on he and the Vice 
Presidents would rotate as presiding officers. Mr. Eden raised a ques- 
tion as to whether this system would be practical and suggested that 
Mr. Stettinius preside at every meeting. Mr. Stettinius and Mr. 
Dunn both said that we felt it was better to have a rotating system. 
Mr, Eden asked, if this was the case, what were the Russians objecting 
to. Mr. Hiss stated they were insisting on four Chairmen entirely 
equal in name and prestige. The Secretary pointed out that this 
would not only cause great confusion but would provide a poor prec- 
edent for the International Organization itself. _ a 

4, Membership of the Executive Committee of the Steering Committee 

Mr. Eden said that he had just come from a meeting of the British 
Commonwealth in London.?® He was in agreement with our proposed 
list of nations to sit on the Executive Committee with one exception. 
He proposed that Iran be eliminated and that Australia be put in its 
place. The Secretary pointed out that it would be very difficult to 
have three British members on an Executive Committee of only eleven. 
Mr. Eden pointed out that there were no small or medium powers from 

7” The Dominion Prime Ministers held a conference, beginning April 4, to 

discuss the proposals on international organization.
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the Pacific on the Executive Committee; that Australia had partic- 
ipated wholeheartedly in the war, and was prepared to take a sub- 
stantial part in security arrangements for the peace. The Secretary 
and Mr. Dunn continued to raise objections to the British having three 
members on the Steering Committee. Mr. Dunn said that while the 
U.S. did not object, other nations most certainly would. He felt it 
might endanger the Conference and even react on the British them- 
selves if they presented this point. He thought this was particularly 
true since it so happened that there were eleven members on the Execu- 
tive Committee, and it was also proposed that there should be eleven 
members on the Security Council. Membership of the Executive Com- 
mittee might therefore be considered as the forerunner of the Security 

Council, particularly if the membership of the Executive Committee 
got along well and worked out. successfully. He suggested that if 
the British were to have three members on the Executive Committee, 
it might be wise to increase membership beyond eleven so that there 
would be no precedent. Mr. Eden said that he thought the point of 
the same number had been intentional and that it was wiser to leave 
the membership as it stood. Mr. Eden said that he thought it was 
essential that Canada should be a member, and he thought Prime 
Minister Smuts would be an enormous help; that he had stood out 
head and shoulders above the rest at. the Commonwealth Conference. 
He was sure that Mr. Smuts would make a large contribution as he was 
strongly in favor of the Organization. He also stated that the British 
were clear that Canada had a prior right to membership on the Execu- 
tive Committee as against Australia. He had informed Mr. Evatt 
of this fact. He suggested that they would send a message to Mr. 
Evatt advising him of our difficulties in accepting the proposal which 
he had made.” He suggested that possibly Australia might be given 
one of the one year term seats on the Security Council which were pro- 
vided for in the Charter. Mr. Dunn thought this might be possible. 

The Secretary stated that he did not think that the membership of 
the Executive Steering Committee necessarily set a pattern for the 
Security Council. Mr, Eden agreed but thought as a practical mat- 
ter that it probably did. 
~ Mr. Eden said that he did not agree to our recent suggestion that 
Czechoslovakia should be eliminated in favor of Chile. Mr. Dunn 
stated that we had dropped this proposal after the Russians had ob- 

jected. It was stated that the Russians had urged that Yugoslavs 
should be given a seat on the Executive Committee instead of the 
Netherlands since they had suffered more and contributed more to 

7 Australia had asked for representation on the Executive Committee since 
there were no countries representing the Southwest Pacific area (minutes of 

first meeting of “Big Four” Foreign Ministers, April 23, p. 363). :
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the war effort. Our answer to that was no. -Mr. Eden agreed, ‘and 
said. that, it was essential to have one of the small Western Kuropean 

powers represented on the Committee. - 7 

5. Official Language at the Conference 

The Secretary asked Mr. Hiss whether he had any urgent problems. 
Mr. Hiss said that the most urgent problem was the question of the 
official language. The Russians had taken an absurd position on this 
issue demanding that all important documents of the Conference be 
printed in Russian. In view of this position, the Chinese had also 

demanded that anything that was printed in Russian would also have 
to be printed in Chinese. This was out of the question, as we had few 
printers who could print in Chinese. Our position was that Russian 
and Chinese should be among the official languages but that we would 
not currently print all documents in those languages but would print 
the final document in those languages and have original signatures 
on those documents after the Conference was completed. Mr. Eden 
agreed to our position. 

6. Procedure for Steering Committee 

Mr. Hiss explained that the Steering Committee would have on it 
the Chairmen of all the Delegations—46 people. It would have as 
its operating arm the Executive Committee of eleven. It was ex- 
pected that the Executive Committee would be the key organ for 
making decisions at the Conference. The Executive Committee would 
be expected to settle the major issues and prepare papers, recommen- 
dations and agenda for the Steering Committee as a whole. It was 
suggested that the Steering Committee would accept the recommen- 
dations of the Executive Committee. He stated that the session on the 
opening day would not be considered a plenary session of the Con- 
ference but would be a formal opening in which the U. S. will wel- 
come the Conferees. The session is expected to last one-half hour. 
The Secretary said President Truman would open the Conference 
with a short speech from the White House and there would be a band 
present. After a few ceremonies and short speeches by the Mayor 
and Governor Warren,” the Secretary would close the meeting with a 
five minute address. Mr. Hiss said that the next morning the Steer- 
ing Committee would hold its first session to organize the Conference. 
There would be no nomination committee as such matters would be 
handled by the Steering Committee. In any case, a great many de- 
cisions would already have been made. It was hoped that the Steer- 
ing Committee could present to the first plenary session, the afternoon 
of Thursday, April 26th, a complete document outlining the Organi- 
zation of the Conference. The first plenary session would be devoted 

* Roger D. Lapham, Mayor of San Francisco, and Earl Warren, Governor of 

California.
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to speeches by the Chairmen of the Delegations. It was planned that 
the President of the Conference would make the first speech and that 
the Foreign Ministers of the sponsoring powers would follow in al- 
phabetical order. Mr. Eden wondered whether this would be wise 
and suggested the advisability of holding one or two of these speeches 
until later on so that a rebuttal, if necessary, can be made of the pro- 
posals. raised. Mr. Hiss said that the publicity and radio people were 
very anxious to have the Foreign Ministers of the sponsoring powers 
speak on the first day. Mr. Eden acquiesced. It was agreed that the 
speeches should be limited to around fifteen minutes. It was decided 
that Mr. Hiss would prepare an agenda for the Foreign Ministers 
Conference Meeting on. Saturday. 

B. Potanp _ | 

Mr. Eden stated that he had just received a telegram from Moscow 

to the effect that since Harriman and Clark-Kerr had left, there was 
no longer the same urgency to deliver the message from the President 
and the Prime Minister to Stalin.2? He ** and the American Ambas- 
sador had therefore agreed to delay action until Wednesday morning 
April 18th to permit further changes to be made if the Prime Minister 
and Eden desired. If no word was received prior to that time they 
would send to Stalin the original message agreed upon. Mr. Eden 

stated that two new events had occurred since discussing this pre- 
viously which might change our position. The first was that the 
Russians had informed us that they were about to sign a mutual 
assistance pact with the Lublin Government of Poland. The Secre- 
tary stated that we had received a cable to this effect 4 also, and was 
disturbed by it. Mr. Eden said that the Russians had come out again 
publicly demanding that the Lublin Poles be represented at San 
Francisco if no new government had been formed by that time. 
He stated that Ambassador Clark-Kerr had urged very strongly 
against making any concessions whatever in our joint telegram as 
the Russians would construe it as a sign of weakness. He thought 
there was still time to make a change if it was decided that such a 
change as Clark-Kerr had suggested was considered favorably. 

The Secretary and Mr. Dunn both stated that they felt that no 
change should be made even though there might be time, to do so. 
Mr. Dunn stated that we had received a similar message from: our 
Embassy and had already telegraphed a reply instructing our Em- 
bassy to deliver the message as previously instructed.* Mr. Dunn 

™ See draft message from President Truman to the Ambassador in the Soviet 
Union quoting text of the proposed joint message, vol. Vv, p. 219. 

* i.e, Ambassador Clark Kerr. . | 
“See telegram 1198, April 16, 7 p. m., from Moscow, vol. v, p. 225. 
* See telegram 882, April 16, 4 p. m., to Moscow, ibid. 

723-681—67-—_25
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gave our views on this matter at some length.” He said that we felt it 
would be a mistake to demand that five Poles other than the Lublin 
Poles be brought from inside Poland to Moscow as the Russians would 
never agree to this. Any attempt to get them to do so would just be 
butting our heads against a brick wall. | 

It was agreed to stand by the original message. During this dis- 
cussion, the Prime Minister called Mr. Eden and Mr. Eden advised 
that the Prime Minister agreed with this position. , : 
Mr, Eden stated that there was considerable risk that Mr. Miko- 

tayezyk would not proceed to Moscow at all'if the non-Lublin Poles 
selected from- Poland itself were not representative of the Polish 
people. The Secretary and Mr. Dunn agreed that this presented a 
problem. Mr. Eden stated that he might want some help from us 
to prod Mr. Mikolajczyk into going. The Secretary said he would 
be glad to doso. Oo SO a 

Mr. Eden stated that the British were considerably disturbed at 
the prospect of a mutual assistance agreement being made between 
the U.S.S.R. and the Lublin Poles at this time. He suggested that 
we both ask the Russians to postpone action until Mr. Molotov ar- 
rived and he (Eden) and the Secretary had a chance to talk to him 
about the matter. The Secretary agreed and instructed that such 
a cable be sent.2° Mr. Dunn felt that the Russians were going’ to 
proceed with this treaty regardless of any objections on our part, 
and that all we were doing in any case was to make our position 
a matter of record. — 
The Secretary told Mr. Eden that the position which the Catholics 

had recently taken in connection with the International Organization 
was very serious.” He felt that this position was accounted for 
largely by the failure of the Polish negotiations and fears about 
what the Russians were going to do. Mr. Dulles had told him that 
while a few weeks ago sixty percent of the religious organizations 
were in favor of the Organization now it was only fifty-fifty. The 
Secretary suggested that Mr. Eden have his people brief him on this. 

| ©. ARGENTINA . a 

Mr. Eden asked the Secretary what the latest position was on 
Argentina. The Secretary said that we were in a difficult position 
at the moment because the Argentine Government had requested that 

co Telegram 899, April 17, 7 p. m., to Moscow, vol. v, p. 227. . 
' 7 Reference here is to a statement issued by the Archbishop and Bishops of 
the Administrative Board of the National Catholic Welfare Conference, released 
April 14, expressing doubt and fear about certain provisions in the proposed 
Charter, such as the voting procedure in the Security Council, deploring the Polish 
problem and the enslavement of the Baltic States, and calling for the re- 
establishment of liberated European countries under genuine democratic regimes.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 329 

in accordance with the Mexico City Agreements they should be per- 

mitted to sign the United Nations Declaration.* Mr. Eden said 
that the British had no objection. The-Secretary said that the Latin 
American Republics had none either but that we were quite’ sure that 
the U.S.S.R. was not prepared to agree. ‘He said we had not yet 
decided what to do. He had told Mr. Rockefeller to advise the South 
American Ambassadors with whom he was discussing this matter 
that he, the Secretary, was prepared to take this matter up and dis- 
cuss it with the Foreign Ministers when they arrived here later this 
week but that he was not prepared to-request or propose favorable ac- 
tion. He felt this would hold the situation only temporarily. The 
Secretary said he thought recognition was one thing but acceptance asa 
United Nation was another. The United Nations had grouped to- 
gether to stop the enemy and now we should go slowly before per- 

mitting therArgentine to jom. ..... : a ) 
-- Mr. Eden said this was fundamentally a U. S. decision and. that 
‘he would support us in any decision we made but. would not himself 
push the Argentine case. The question was asked as to whether the 
Argentine request involved the matter of an invitation to the Con- 
ference. The Secretary stated that this had not arisen yet but we 
did expect it in due course, and that if they became a United Nation 
during the Conference, the matter might have to be put to a vote in 
the Conference as to whether Argentina would be permitted a seat. 
Mr. Eden seemed somewhat surprised at this and wondered what 
would happen in thatevent. == == ~~; oo : 

_ The Secretary called Mr. Rockefeller into the meeting -and he 
asked him to explain to Mr. Eden the Argentine situation.as he saw 
it. They had a private discussion of five or ten minutes. <¢.. 

[Here follow sections D through G concerning Holland, Austria, 
Sweden, and prisoners of war. ] , : 

E[pwarp] S[rerrintvs, Jr.] 

500.CC/4—145 : Telegram TG 

~The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 

~  Wasuineron, April 17, 1945—7 p. m. 

- 898. Gromyko. has qualified Soviet approval of invitations to gov- 
ernmental international organizations to send unofficial observers to 
San Francisco by the condition that no such observers be nationals 
of countries not participating in the Conference.” Your 999, April 1, 

* See telegram 2646, April 5, 5 p. m., to London, p. 199. as 
* At the third meeting of the Informal Organizing Group om April: 13, Am- 

bassador Gromyko stated that he had received new and spécific inStructions on 
this subject ; see minutes of meeting, pp; 283; 285. Mr. Kapustin was informed by 
telephone on April 17 that on that date Sean Lester was leaving the United 
‘Kingdom as an official observer for the League of Nations and that “objection 
to his coming would be a serious inconvenience”. (500.CC/4--1745) 3



330 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUMBE I 

1 p. m.*° on basis of which invitations had already gone out does not 
mention this qualification. Can you have Foreign Office correct 
Gromyko’s instructions? Please send us text of Molotov’s March 31 
note. ‘The only case which has come to our attention so far is that 

of Sean Lester, an Irish national. 
- a STETTINIUS 

500.CC/4-1745 : 

The Soviet Embassy to the Department of State 

| [Translation] a 

| MEMORANDUM 

In connection with the memorandum of the State Department dated 
March 29 on the question of the invitation of Poland to the Confer- 
ence at San Francisco, the Embassy of the U.S.S.R., in accordance 
with instructions of the Soviet Government, has the honor to state 
that the Soviet Government cannot agree with the arguments of the 
Government of the United States set forth in the memorandum men- 
tioned. The Soviet Government considers that the inviting of the 
presently functioning Polish Provisional Government to the Confer- 
ence at San Francisco not only does not contradict the. decisions of 
the Crimea Conference but is in full accord with the principles of 
these decisions in as much as the present Polish Provisional Govern- 
ment exercises governmental authority on Polish territory and is fully 
supported by an overwhelming majority of the Polish people. 

The Soviet Government continues to insist on the necessity of the 
obligatory participation of the Polish Provisional Government now 
functioning im Poland in the forthcoming Conference at San 
Francisco.?:.' : : 
Wasuineton, April 17, 1945. : 

IG pe 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96:U.S.Cr. Min. 12 So 

Minutes of ‘the Twelfth Meeting of the United States Delegation, Held 
at Washington, Wednesday, April 18, 1945, 9:10 a. m. 

ere [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows lists of names of persons (34) present at meeting. | 

| i> Trusrersuip ARRANGEMENTS 

Mr. STETTINIUS called the meeting to order at 9:10 a. m. and an- 
nounced that he had been informed that the Secretary of the Navy 

® See last portion of footnote 22, p. 153. 
* The Embassy in the Soviet Union was informed of this reply to the Depart- 

ment’s memorandum of March 29 in telegram 920, April 20,6 p.m. (860C.01/4~ 
1945). ~ 

2 For press statement concerning the Soviet request and the view of the 
United States Government on this subject, see Department of State Bulletin, 
April 22, 1945, p. 725.
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would be coming in late. He further announced that the committee 
which met yesterday afternoon to draw up a revised draft statement 
on recommended policy on trusteeship had presented a statement, and 
that it was his understanding that Secretary of War Stimson has 
found the draft statement satisfactory. [This statement was then 
distributed to the delegates. ] *° 7 

Mr. Srerrinivs read the statement, and Mr. Garss ‘stated that the 
statement was satisfactory to Secretary Forrestal. ae 

Mr. Bunpy observed that he had shown the statement to Secretary 
Stimson last night, and that he had found it generally satisfactory. 
He had, however, pointed to certain redundancies and suggested that 
the word “namely” ought to be added after “thereunder” in the ninth 
line. Mr. Bunpy stated further that it was his understanding that the 
State Department might raise a question about the phrase “trustee- 
ship arrangements” in the eighth line, and that it was ‘agreeable to 
him if it should be decided to remove this phrase. _- : 

ApmrIraL WILLson questioned the use of the word “shall” in the 
fifteenth line, but Mr. Bunny stated that the Secretary of War pre- 
fers the word “shall” in a policy statement. : 

Mr. Dues stated that it was the committee’s idea that this state- 
ment would be a directive primarily for the instruction of the Amer- 
ican Delegation and that if it were to be used as a statement for publi- 
cation it might need some changes. This would be particularly true 
in view of the fact’ that there is somewhat too much‘ emphasis on 
United States interests and on the Pacific for a public statement. 

Mr. Tavssie suggested that in any statement for publication, para- 
graph 1, which is a negative statement, should be put last. 

Mr. PasvoisKxy suggested the addition of the word “political” after 
“social and economic” in the next to the last line. He-pointed out that 
in all of the drafts the wording had been “social, economic and 
political”. | ! 

Mr. Strerrinius stated that the draft statement has been recom- 
mended by the Army, Navy, and by our political and economic ad- 
visers and asked if there were any more questions. | | 

Mr. Broom raised a question. about the meaning of’the phrase in 
the second paragraph dealing with the territories to be put under 
trusteeship by “subsequent agreement” and wished to know if this 
meant that all territories in the above categories would be placed under 
the system. | 

Mr. Bowman explained that the wording of the statement left 
open the question as to which specific territories might be placed 
under the system by “subsequent agreement”. | : | 

_ Brackets appear in the original. Revised draft statement not found in 
Department files ; for final text, see p. 351. ms
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_ Mr. Srerriyivs then asked each delegate in turn whether the state- 
ment was satisfactory to him, and it met. the approval of all. Mr. 
Stetrinius then remarked that he would wish the three Secretaries 
to recommend this statement to the President today as a directive for 
the Delegates,® that in fact he would like to have this done within the 
next two or three hours, since he considered it a very important matter. 
With respect to.the.statement for the press, Mr. Srerrintus stated 
that in his view it would not be necessary to obtain Presidential 
approval for a statement for publication. The draft statement, he 
said, should be called “Recommended Policy on Trusteeship”. . - - 

"Tm Secretary expressed appreciation to the committee for work- 
ing up.the statement. , a 

7 | _ Domestic JURISDICTION «= os 

. Mr. Pasvotsky indicated that consideration should next. be given. 
to the provision regarding domestic jurisdiction in paragraph 7. of 
Chapter VIII, Section A.2* Senator ConnaALLy suggested that we 
should not try to solve the whole problem at one time, but that we 
should definitely limit action by. the Organization to international 
questions. He thought that there would be a serious reaction if 

domestic questions were allowed to come within the scope of the 
Organization. Oo 

Dr. Bowman proposed that the words “by International Law” and 
“solely” be omitted from Paragraph 7. Sgenaror Connatuy. thought 

that in the long run the jurisdiction of the Organization would be 
wider if no attempt was made at the start to force states to submit 
questions of a domestic character to action by the organization. 
REPRESENTATIVE Eaton thought that the present wording of the 
paragraph would provoke the question of immigration since it would 
be argued: that,'the immigration question affected other countries. 
SENATOR CoNNALLY said this particular objection would be overcome 
if Dr. Bowman’s suggestion was adopted to strike out. “by inter- 
national law” and “solely”. . He thought that, we would. get into diffi- 
culties unless we left it up to the states themselves to decide whether 
a question was ‘within their domestic jurisdiction. Bt 
- General agreement was then reached by the members of the Dele- 
gation to adopt Mr..Bowman’s suggestion, so that, Paragraph 7 would 
read “The provisions of paragraph 1 to 6 of Section A should not 

*¥For a list of the chief points in a set of guiding principles with regard to 
policy toward dependent territories and trusteeship, for the information of the 
American delegation, see Conference Series No. 71: Charter of the United 
Nations: Report to the President ... June 26, 1945 (Department of State 
publication No. 2349), pp. 180-131. . 

* For previous discussions on this subject, see minutes of meetings of April 12, 
9a.m., and April 16, 9a. m., pp. 269 and 296, respectively. |
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apply to situations or disputes arising out of matters which are within 
the domestic jurisdiction of the state concerned.” o 

BT AMENDMENT PROVISIONS _ | 

_ Tum Secrerary asked Mr. Pasvolsky to continue the discussion 
and. Mr. PasvoisKky indicated that the next topic would be the amend- 

ment provisions as stipulated in Chapter XI. Mr. Pasvotsxy said 
that the basic question. was whether to leave the chapter as it stood 

or whether to provide in addition for a system of periodic general 
review of the Charter. a . 

_ (The Secretary was called from the meeting and asked Senator 

Connally to preside.) l, | 
SENATOR CONNALLY said that Mr. Pasvolsky’s latter suggestion was 

hardly workable and that he personally preferred a more liberal and 
flexible amendment procedure that was clear-cut. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG indicated that the present rigidity of the amendment process 
might prove very serious if one of the permanent members of the 
Security Council dropped into the position of a.third rate power. 
It. was possible that one of the permanent members might at some 
time not be on hand to concur in a proposed amendment. SzNnaTor 
ConNaALLy thought it was better to liberalize the amendment process 
than to provide for a general convention. He added that in any 
event he thought that the calling of a special convention should not 
be made the exclusive method for amending the Charter. He said 
he would tolerate the idea of recognizing the rights of the members 
to call a Constitutional Convention, but that he did not think this 
method should prevent the use of the amendment process. 

Mr. Strassen suggested that paragraph 1 of Chapter XI remain 
as in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposal and that a new paragraph be 
added reading “A Revisionary Convention of the United Nations 
Organization shall .be held in the year 1957 at a date and place to be 
fixed by the Assembly, for the purpose of revising the Charter of the 
Organization. Each Member of the Organization shall have one vote 
in the convention. New revisions proposed in the Charter of the Or- 
ganization will take effect upon their ratification by two-thirds of the 
Members including the permanent Members of the Security Council.” 
SENATOR CoNNALLY asked why Mr. Stassen eliminated the other Mem- 
bers of the Council. Mr. Pasvouskxy pointed out that the other Mem- 
bers of the Council would have their say in the action of the General 
Assembly. Mr. Strassen considered it very important to give the peo- 
ple a chance to review the Charter at a later stage and he thought that 
by this procedure many groups that would be dissatisfied with the 
results at San Francisco would come along with the Organization. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom commented that the date 1957 was twelve 
years off and he asked what would happen if changes were desired be-
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fore that date. Mr. Strassen pointed out that the amendment process 
still would be available. Senator Connatty said he would have no 
fundamental objection to the general idea proposed by Commander 

Stassen, except that he did not think a definite date should be set. 
He did not object to suggesting in the Charter that a conference might 

be held, if needed, but he thought that the method of adopting the 
suggestions of the conference should be the same as that provided for 
the adoption of regular amendments. Mr. Strassen said that it might 
be possible to provide simply that “A Revisionary Convention of the 
United Nations shall be held on the call of a two-thirds vote of the 
General Assembly.” Representative Eaton and REPRESENTATIVE 
Broom thought this was a useful proposal. 

Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that this whole question had been dis- 
cussed at Dumbarton Oaks and that the possibility of a provision for 
general revision had been considered.*” He indicated that the argu- 

ment against such a provision that had been raised at Dumbarton Oaks 
was that it would tend to detract from the prestige of the Organiza- 

tion, just at the time when the Organization should have all the pres- 
tige possible. It was agreed also, he said, that any Organization had 
the inherent right to have a general look at its provisions and to re- 
view its operations. In the final analysis, he said, we have to keep 
in mind that at the present stage of developments no system for amend- 

ments would be acceptable that would lead to a revision contrary to 
the wishes of any one of the major powers. He added that this as- 
sumption of the necessary unanimity of the major powers would have 
to be carried over into any revisionary process. . 

Mr. Strassen said he disagreed with Mr. Pasvolsky that a provision 
for periodic review would detract from the prestige of the Organiza- 
tion. He thought quite the contrary, that such a provision would 
strengthen the prestige of the Organization. He said that large sec- 
tions of public opinion would be dissatisfied with the results of San 
Francisco, and that a provision permitting reconsideration of the 
Organization would help keep people in back of the enterprise. 

Mr. Pasvorsky said that whatever we provided would get us into 
trouble, unless we recognized the principle of the unanimity of the 
permanent members on the Security Council. Mr. Srassen agreed 

with this view. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that a final clause be added to the 
proposed addition to Chapter XI, to the effect that revisions cannot 

come into effect until they have been ratified in accordance with a 
state’s constitutional processes. Mr. Strassen agreed that this would 
be a useful addition. 

* See progress reports of August 31, September 7, and September 20, 1944, on the 
Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 755, 776, and 
828, respectively.
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REPRESENTATIVE Earon felt that the attitude with which this whole 
matter should be approached was that we were at the beginning of a 
great world development, that this was only a first step, a beginning, 
and that it would be essential to make changes. Senator CONNALLY 
indicated that his main objection to the proposal was the setting of a 
definite time for the convening of a convention. Such a provision, he 
said, would simply announce to the world that we are establishing a 
temporary outfit. Senator Conwatty thought that the calling of a 
general convention should be left up to an agency of the Organization 
to call it by a special vote. 

Dr. Bowman indicated that there was a very practical politieal 
problem to be met since there would inevitably be strong objections to 
certain provisions of the Charter. He thought the addition now of a 
provision for periodic revision would decrease the pressure of public 
opinion. 

Senator CoNNALLY said that Mr. Pasvolsky had mentioned that 
this question was discussed at Dumbarton Oaks. THe Sinartor ques- 
tioned how strong the opposition to this proposal had been. Mr. 
Pasvousky replied that the opposition had been very heavy, but that 
there might have been some change of opinion in view of the discus- 
sions subsequent to Dumbarton Oaks. Mr. Dutizs thought it would 
be very useful to be able to say that the Charter was not the last word, 
that it was just a start and so that people could have hope that at 
some future date changes might be made. Dean GILDERSLEEVE 
thought that the amendment process should if possible be liberalized 
and that this proposal was one way of doing it. She added that she 
saw the difficulty pointed out by Senator Connally of specifying a 
date at which time a General Convention should be called. : 

Mr. Strassen suggested that his proposal might be redrafted to 
read “‘A Revisionary Convention of the Members of the United Na- 
tions may be held by a two-thirds vote of the General Assembly for 
the purpose of revising the Charter, at a date and. place to be deter- 
mined by the General Assembly. Any revisions proposed would take 
effect upon ratification in accordance with their respective constitu- 
tional purposes of two-thirds of the Members including the: per- 
manent Members of the Security Council.” Mr, Pasvotsxy pointed 
out that the special position given to the permanent Members in 
this procedure followed logically from their special responsibilities 
for security matters. | | 

SEenAToR CoNNALLY wondered why the whole matter was not left to 
the Assembly. SENATOR VANDENBERG pointed out that this country 

would not have a veto in the General Assembly. Mr. Dunzzs noted 
that 1f Mr. Stassen’s suggestions were adopted, this country would 
have a veto over any revision proposed by the Conference, but that it 
would not have a veto over the calling of the Conference. Mr. Sras-
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sen thought it would so work out that a conference would not be 
called unless there was general willingness on the part of the large 
nations, since there would be no use in a conference that could not 
count on the support of the large nations. : 

Senator ConNALLY thought that the calling of a conference should 
be with the approval of the Security Council, by a vote of seven. Mr. 
Strassen thought that rather than define the voting procedure the 
phrase might be included : “with the approval of the Security Council 
in accordance with the procedure stipulated in Chapter VI, Section C, 
Paragraph 3.” oe | 

Mr. Broom noted that the action of the Conference would be 
limited to revision of the Charter. He asked what was implied 
in the term “revision” and whether the Conference could be 
called for any other purpose. Mr. Srassen said he interpreted 
the word “revision” broadly and that it might be well to say 
“for the purpose of considering revisions.” Mr. Bioom said he 
would prefer the phrasing “reviewing the Charter of the Organiza- 
tion.” | oo : 

SEnaToR CONNALLY said he thought this matter should be deferred 
for final action and that it should be more thoroughly discussed. 
Mr. Strassen indicated that he was interested in having the Delega- 
tion indicate the general line of policy they favored and that the 
drafting Committee could then work out the language. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY questioned introducing reference to the whole Security Coun- 
cil, preferring reference only to the permanent members of the Secu- 
rity Council. Ot . 

Mr. Strassen asked whether the general principle of his proposal 
was acceptable to the Delegation if his original statement was modi- 
fied to include Senator Connally’s proposal that the Conference be 
called by a two-thirds vote of the General Assembly with the. ap- 
proval of the Security Council, if Mr. Vandenberg’s addition was 
included “in accordance with their respective constitutional ' proc- 
esses” and if Mr. Bloom’s proposal was taken that the Convention 

be. called for the purpose ‘of reviewing the Charter. Mr. Dunn 
thought it was important to use the term “Conference” rather than 
“Convention”. Senator CONNALLY suggested that in place of the 
phrase “revising the Charter” there be substituted the phrase “for 
thé purpose of considering revisions in the Charter.” Mr. Srassen 
said what he had in mind was not to change the exact language, but 
rather to define the line of policy. He said he agreed that mention 
of a particular date should be eliminated. | 

Senator Connatuy asked whether this line of policy presented 
by Mr. Stassen and amended in the course of the discussion of the 
Delegation was in general satisfactory. He said that it satisfied 
him. General agreement with the proposal was expressed by the



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 337 

members of the Delegation. SrNator ConnaLuy asked why the As- 
sembly by itself could not adopt proposals. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied 
that there would be strong objection to having the Assembly alone 
possess this power, since the permanent members of the Council 
would then have no special position with respect to the making of 
amendments.” «> oo : | 

_ Senator Connatty pointed out that as suggested by Mr. Stassen, 
it would be more difficult to get a revision ratified than it would be 
to get'an amendment ratified since an amendment would require rati- 
fication by members of the Organization having permanent member- 
ship on the Security Council and by the majority of the other 
Members of the Organization. According to Mr. Stassen’s amend- 
ment proposal, ratification of proposed revisions would require two- 
thirds of the Members including the permanent Members of the Secu- 
rity Council. He thought this point should be borne in mind in the 
drafting and Mr, Pasvoisxy agreed with him. - 

a | Wirnprawal From Memperrsuir 

Mr. Pasvorsxy asked the Delegation whether a provision for with- 
drawal should be included. He noted that such a provision had been 
removed from the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals on our own recom- 
mendation and that it was primarily a political question.® 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked Mr. Pasvolsky what his ‘suggestion 
was. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that, so far, no provision for with- 
drawal was being suggested. Mr. Strassen commented that a provi- 
sion for withdrawal would affect, in fact, only the smaller states who 
might find it desirable to withdraw if a veto of one of the permanent 
members tied up action of the Organization. ' He suggested’ that: this 
Government should not put forward a provision for withdrawal but 
let the sniall nations if they wished make the suggestion themselves. 
Mr. Srassen thought that it might be well to have @ provision for 
éasy withdrawal. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that since this is an Orga- 
nization’ based on the unity of the great powers, he did not think 
the great powers would be willing to make possible easy. withdrawal. 
Representative Eaton said that if a provision for easy withdrawal 
was stipulated, the conditions leading up. to the breakdown of the 
League of Nations would be reproduced. Senator Connatty thought 
it would be difficult to hold within the Organizatioh states that really 
wanted to getout. : Te 
- Mr. Bowman remarked that it was important to keep.in mind the 
unnumbered paragraph at the end of the Chapter.on Principles, in 
which it was provided that states not members of the Organization 

' 8 For previous discussion of this question, see minutes of the meeting of the 
delegation, April 11, 9 a. m., p. 241; see also progress report of August 25, 1944, 
on the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 7382.
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could not escape the obligation to conform to certain lines: of action: 
He thought this provision should be kept in mind in considering the 
question of withdrawal. © , : 7 

Mr. Dutixs suggested that there were two possibilities for han- 
‘dling the matter, to grant a general right of withdrawal or to grant 
to a small power the right to withdraw if an amendment which it 
did not like was imposed upon it. He said he personally favored 
according the right of withdrawal to small states that did not wish 
to accept an amendment which the large powers favored. Mr. Dunn 
thought this provision would get the Organization into trouble. = — 

Mr. Strassen suggested that if the small nations came forward with 
a provision for withdrawal, then we would have to seriously consider 
it, but that since it is their problem, we might well withhold any 
decision at this time. Representative Bioom indicated that he would: 
Oppose a withdrawal clause included in the Charter on the ground 
that the public would then say we were. writing only a very: tempo- 
rary agreement. He preferred, he said, to allow states to make res- 
ervations with respect to certain parts of the Charter while keeping 
the states bound together in the Organization. Mr. PasvotsxKy sug- 
gested that Mr. Stassen’s proposal to postpone a definite decision 
would seem satisfactory. It was then generally agreed by the Dele- 
gation to pass over this question for the time being and consider it 
later. [The Secretary returned to the meeting |.** oo 

RECONSIDERATION of Cuartrer IX, Secrion A, ParacrarpH I— 
Economic ann Soctan Cooperation is 

Mr. Pasvorsxy then read the suggestion for the revision of Chapter 
IX, Section A, Paragraph I (April 12, 1945 Suggested Revision of 
Chapter IX, Section A; Paragraph I).4° Mr. Pasvoxnsxy noted that 
it might be well to reverse the order of reference to economic develop- 
ment and social advancement and the reference to promotion of re- 
spect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. Mr. Pasvotsky 
asked Mr. Stinebower. to say a few words about the proposal. 

Mr. StrneBoweEr explained that the suggestion embodied shorter 

text that had been-asked for on the basis of the discussion at a previous 

meeting of the Delegation. He noted that the basic change that was 

being suggested was the addition of the phrase “encourage separate 

and cooperative action by all nations for the solutions of international, 

economic, social, health and other related problems.” . He indicated 

that the present draft was in lieu of a longer, detailed statement of 

functions which had -previously been placed before the Delegation. 

8 Brackets appear in the original. | . 
* For previous discussion of chapter IX, see minutes of meeting of April 11, 

lla.m.,p.259. |. . — 
“Not printed. | |
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SENATOR CONNALLY Said he liked the reference “encourage: separate 
and cooperative action”. Mr. STineBoweER indicated that this addi- 
tion paralleled the idea that had developed at the Hot Springs Con- 
ference that the Organization would not take the action but rather 
that the nations would take the action.‘ not. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE said she would like to say a few words on this 

proposal. She'said she had been confronted with a good many ques- 
tions as what the term “humanitarian” meant. She had wondered 
whether it would not be well to spell out what was meant, for example, 
health, education, control of epium traffic, etc. But in spelling out, 
the list seemed to get too complicated and she now wondered whether 
it would not be satisfactory simply. to mention health and cultural 
relations.so that the final phrase would read “the solution of inter- 
national, economic, social, health, cultural and other related problems.” 
Senator Connally stated that the enumeration of any fields tended 
to exclude other fields. Dran GtLpERsLEEve replied that this was 
taken care of by the phrase “and other related problems”. She said, 
however, that she recognized the advantage in leaving the text as it 
stood in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as long as one had authority 
to state what was included under the term “humanitarian”. THE Src- 
RETARY said that Dean Gildersleeve was correct in interpreting hu- 
manitarian to include social, cultural and health problems. He said 
he remembered that late one Sunday night at Dumbarton Oaks they 

had wrestled with the interpretation of “social and other humani- 
tarian”.*? It had been agreed that this phrase included education, 
health, narcotics and cultural relations. He asked Dr. Bowman. if 
this interpretation was accurate. Dr. Bowman indicated that the 
interpretation had been just inclusive enough to allow him to go along 
with it. Tx Secretary thought it would be preferable to leave the 
matter in general terms rather than to attempt to list.the various fields 
in detail. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE replied that she had recently. received a letter 

with very important backing proposing the establishment of an 
Office of International Education. She said the situation would be 
satisfactory if she was authorized to say that the United States Dele- 
gation interpreted the text of the proposals, particularly the phrase 

“to facilitate solutions of international, economic, social and other 
humanitarian problems” as providing future opportunities for the 

“ Preamble to Constitution of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations; for documentation on the United Nations Conference on Food 
and Agriculture, Hot Springs, Virginia, May 18—June 3, 1943, see Foreign Rela- 
tions, 1948, vol. I, pp. 820 ff. 

“@ For reference to agreement by the American Group to accept the words ‘and 
other humanitarian” and not to insist upon specific reference to educational 
and cultural problems, see progress report of September 13, 1944, on the Dum- 

barton Oaks Conversations, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 796.
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establishment :of specialized organizations dealing with health, edu- 
cation, culture, control of opium and other related problems as: well 
as. other problems not obviously within the category “social: and 
humanitarian”, and that these organizations could be established 
whenever the Economic and Social Council under the general au- 
thority of the Assembly approved. Moreover, provisions could be 
made to bring them into relationship with the Organization. | 
‘Tm SEcRETarY said he welcomed this interpretation and that he 

did; not. think a statement to this effect would do any damage, al- 
though he thought that Dean Gildersleeve should make the statement 
not as a member of the Delegation but as an individual. Mr. Dunn 
agreed that this would probably be desirable. BT 
-; REPRESENTATIVE Ea‘ron questioned whether any reference: should 

be made ‘to education, particularly since it was important to avoid 
having any interference. by the international organization. with the 
educational processes of the member states. Dr. Bowman said he 
would like to speak in support of Dean Gildersleeve and also support 
the chairman’s suggestion that she make her statement as an individ- 
ual and. not as a member of the Delegation. Since education was as 
hot’a subject as religion, reference to it as coming within the scope 
of the Organization might invite dissension. However, if she spoke 
only as an individual, it would still leave open the possibility of tallk- 
ing about the matter. He explained that he had received hundreds 
of letters asking him whether the term humanitarian covéred educa- 
tion as well as other matters. The letters always asked, if the term 
did. cover education, why education was not mentioned directly. He 
said he anSwered such letters by saying that if education was men- 
tioned, then’ a lot of other things would have to be enumerated, and 
that, in atiy case, the. representatives that met at Dumbarton Oaks 
mterpreted “humanitarian” to include education. 

_ Senator VANDENBERG noted that the greatest row that had taken 
place over UNRRA concerned an amendment on education which 
had been introduced. He said to get the agreement by it had taken 
a firm letter from Mr. Acheson ** saying that there was no reference 
to education in the agreement. Dran GILDERSLEEVE explained that 
after twenty-five years in the field of education, particularly in the 
field of international education, she was not interested in seeing edu- 
cation imposed on anybody, she was not interested in having an edu- 
cational system imposed on this country, nor was she interested in 
using force to impose our educational system on other countries. She 
said she would be satisfied if she could say that education was not 
eliminated by the terms “social and humanitarian.” 

“Wor letter of January 22, 1944, from Assistant Secretary Acheson to Rep- 
resentative Edith Nourse Rogers (Massachusetts), see Congressional Record, 
‘vol. 90, pt. 1, p. 688.
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Senator Connatiy urged that the phrase in the suggested draft 
“encouraged separate and cooperative action” be added to-the present 
text of the Proposals. Mr. Pasvousxy indicated that the term “faci- 
litate” had been adopted and that it carried the same meaning as 
“encourage”. He said that the matter of wording would be con- 
sidered in the course of the work of the Drafting Committee. - 

' Tm Secretary asked whether there were not other words that 
could be used in place of “cultural enrichment”. Mr. STrINEBOWER 
mentioned that it might be possible to say “economic enrichment and 
cultural development”. Tue Srcrerary suggested “cultural ex- 
change”. Mr. Strassen proposed that the phrase in the text might be 
condensed to “economic, social and cultural advancement”. THE SEc- 
RETARY indicated that-he preferred this modification. 
~ Senator Vanpvensere said he would prefer to keep the present text 
and Dean Giipersierve concurred: Tur Secretary said he would 
like to see included the phrase “separate and cooperative action”. Mnr. 
Bioom, Dean Griperstenve and Mr. Srassen expressed approval of 
this modification, _ 7 Oo a 

Senator Connauuy proposed that the word: “international” be 
omitted before “economic, social, and other humanitarian problems”. 

Senator Connaty thought that the term international would arouse 
Opposition in the Senate and would suggest that the Organization 
had powers that went beyond those of encouraging the solution 
of problems. Mr. Duties said he felt that the omission of the 
word international would create greater anxiety and opposition. 
Mr. Pasvoitsxy agreed that it was important to make clear that the 
organization would deal only with international problems and not with 
domestic questions. He suggested that one might say “should facili- 
tate and encourage cooperative action by all nations for the solution 
of international, economic, social and other humanitarian problems.” 

_ Spnator Conna zy said he still objected to the term “international.” 
Mr. Strassen explained that the term “international” modified the 
other problems and that the Organization would encourage separate 
and cooperative action with respect to international problems.. The 
action, In most cases, he added, would be local and domestic action. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy agreed that the Organization should deal only with 
problems of an international character and that considerable discus- 
sion had preceded the inclusion of the word “international”. 

_ Senator Connat.y said that the term international definitely sug- 
gested that the Organization would have power beyond that of “en- 
couraging separate and cooperative action”. Representative Bloom 
thought that the term international modified the whole document and 
that any special mention at this point would get. us into trouble on 
the floor of Congress. . Dr. Bowman said he thought what the Senator
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had been getting at was that voluntary cooperation so far as it can 
go is a good thing and that anything that is imposed is bad. : 
_ Mr. Strassen suggested that for the phrases “to facilitate” and “in- 
ternational .. .” there be substituted “encourage separate and co- 
operative action by all nations for the settlement of economic, social, 
humanitarian and other related problems”. Mr. Pasvoitsxy said he 
thought that the omission of the term international would cause 
trouble and that further thought should be given to the matter. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE said she feared that if any amendment was made 
in the text of the present Proposals there might be some danger of 
losing the reference to human rights and fundamental freedoms. THe 
SECRETARY agreed that each change we proposed created the danger 
that changes would be asked by other Governments. Mr. Dunn 
indicated that he felt it was more important to retain the word “inter- 
national”. SrNatror Connatyy thought that everything was modified 
by the term “international”. | 

Tue SEcRETaRY explained that the present text on Page 9 had been 
arrived at only after great difficulty and that the Soviet Union in 
particular had come along with much hesitation. To demand any 
change in this text, he felt, would run the great risk of upsetting the 
whole applecart. Tur Sucrerary asked whether any essential changes 
were being proposed in this chapter. SENator ConNatty replied that 
it was necessary at some point to say no to Mr. Stalin and that this 
would be a good issue on which to meet him. 

Tue Srcrerary suggested that the text of Section A “* be recon- 
sidered in San Francisco and that for the time being it be left as it 
stands. The Members of the Delegation generally agreed to this 
proposal. Mr. Strnesowrr remarked that he did not regard any 
proposed change in the chapter as essential, except perhaps the phrase 
“to encourage separate and cooperative action”. Mr. Srassen indi- 
eated that he would like to indicate his agreement with Senator Con- 
nally to omit the term international. Ture Srcrerary said he 

especially favored the phrase “separate and cooperative action” and 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE concurred. 

Review or Decisions TentTativELy REACHED FOR SUGGESTIONS ON 
Tre PRoposars 

Tue SECRETARY suggested that each proposed revision in the draft 
before the Delegation #* (Chapter I through Chapter VI, VIII, and 
XII April 16, 1945, yellow paper) should be reviewed to see which 
changes we would propose and which we would support if other 
governments proposed them. Senator Conna.iy hoped that, while 

“Not printed. 
“For previous discussion on this subject, see minutes of meeting of April 9, 

3:15 p. m., p. 215.
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general agreement might be reached, such agreement should not be 
considered final and that we should reserve final judgment until the 
proceedings in San Francisco. Tu Srcrerary added that we were 
obligated to consult with the other sponsoring governments regarding 
any changes we intended to propose. | 

Preamble | 

_ Mr. Pasvorsky indicated that it was probably not necessary to 
discuss the Preamble in detail at this time and that the matter might 
well be deferred for consideration at San Francisco. This procedure 
was generally agreed to. 

Chapter I—Purposes * 

Mr. PasvorsKy noted that Paragraph 4 contained only a verbal 
change so that the proposal need not be pushed. He added that, at 
the Chinese stage of the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, agreement 
had been reached to sponsor three proposals made by the Chinese 
Government: ¢” | 

“1. The Charter should provide specifically that adjustment or 
settlement of international disputes should be achieved with due re- 
gard for principles of justice and international law. 

2. The Assembly should be responsible for initiating studies and 
making recommendations with respect to the development and re- 
vision of the rules and principles of international law. 

3. The Economic and Social Council should specifically provide 
for the promotion of educational and other forms of cultural 
cooperation.” ' 

Mr. SanpDIFER explained that these proposals had been transmitted 
to the Governments invited to the San Francisco Conference simply 
as Chinese proposals. Tue Srecrerary noted that the agreement on 
the Chinese proposals actually constituted a commitment on our part 
to support them. Copies of the three points as distributed to the 
sponsoring governments were then presented to the members of the 
Delegation. Mr. PasvorsKy noted that the Chinese proposals were 
quite in line with our own, and he wondered whether we should then 
propose the changes in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of Chapter I, or whether 
we should merely support them. Mr. Srassren said that these three 
paragraphs were proposing what the Chinese had already suggested. 

Tue SEcrETARY thought that we should support these proposals. Mr. 
STASSEN urged that we propose them since they were in fact the work 
of the Delegation. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy thought there might be some difficulty with the 
Soviet Union in transferring mention of human rights and funda- 
mental freedoms to Chapter I, but that he saw no objection to pro- 

“For previous discussion on this subject, see minutes of meeting of April 9, 
8:15 p.m., p. 215. 

*" See progress report of October 4, 1944, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 865. 

723-681—67—_—26
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posing this change. Tur Srcrerary then asked whether it was 
intended to propose paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of ChapterI. The mem- 
bers of the Delegation replied in the affirmative. | - 

Chapter I1—Principles * oo, | 

Paragraph 1.—It was generally agreed that the change in Para- 
graph 1 should be proposed. a | 
Paragraph 2.—Mr. Pasvoisry remarked that nothing new was sug- 

gested in Paragraph 2 and that the Paragraph added nothing im- 
portant to the Proposals. | : 

It was agreed that the Paragraph should stand. | 
Paragraph 3.—Mkr. Pasvotsxy said that the change in Paragraph 3 

was primarily one of clarification. Mr. Strassen thought that the 
Paragraph raised the question of the rights of states when a veto by a 
major power prevented action by the Organization. Mr. Pasvotsky 
indicated that the main purpose of Paragraph 3 was to indicate that 
a state would violate the principles of the Organization if it used any- 
thing but peaceful measures. Mr. Strassen said he would agree to 
Paragraph 3 with the change that had been worked out previously. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested that Paragraph 3 as changed be proposed. 
This was generally agreed to. : 
Paragraph 4.—Mr. Strassen said he would not agree to the sug- 

gested changes in Paragraph 4 since it would prevent necessary action 
by Member states when the veto power of the Organization was used 
arbitrarily. He thought the change made the paragraph more re- 
strictive than before. He said he did not want the principle so re- 
strictive that when the Organization failed to act, states would still 
be bound by the provisions of the Charter. . 

_ Mr. Pasvorsxy said that we should examine the situation that would 
be created if Mr. Stassen’s proposal was agreed to. He added that 
the basic question was whether states assumed obligations not to use 
force or whether they did not assume them. Mr. Dutzzs agreed with 
Mr. Stassen that the proposed change enlarged the scope of the obli- 
gations of members. Mr. Strassen indicated that so long as the veto 
power remained, he would stand against enlarging the scope of the 
obligations. 

- Tue Srcrerary announced that there would be a meeting of the 
Delegation in San Francisco not later than Wednesday *® and that 
the discussion would continue at that time. Meanwhile he said there 
remained the job of going through the rest of the documents to dis- 
cover what proposals we should present and which other ones we 
should support. Mr. Broom said he wondered whether it would not 
be possible to postpone further discussion until arrival at San Fran- 

“For previous discussions of Chapter II, see minutes of meetings of April 9, 
3 On ie April 10, 10: 15 a..m., pp. 215 and 227, respectively.
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cisco. Senator Connauiy thought discussions should proceed, but 
that we should not make final decisions before arrival in San Francisco. 
He said we would want to be free to reconsider our position in the 

light. of the proposals made by other Governments. T’ae SrcreTaRY 

agreed... Tue Srcrerary indicated that he wished to discuss with 
President Truman any fundamental changes that we were. going to 
propose in the position that had been taken by Mr. Roosevelt. SEn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG and Mr. Broom remarked that President Truman 
had said that the Secretary was boss and that the President had left 
the matter in the Secretary’s hands. Senator Vanpensere thought 
that we should go forward on that basis. Tue Secretary explained 
that what he had in mind was the necessity of keeping the President 
informed. Senator Vanpensere added that in fact there was little 
departure from President Roosevelt’s position. : : 

Tue Secrerary requested that a memorandum be prepared for 
presentation to the President embodying a statement of the proposed 
changes in the Dumbarton Oaks document that were agreed to by the 
Delegation. Tu Secrerary then said that he would have to leave the 
meeting to go to the White House. [Senator Connally also left at 
this time. ] 4° | | 

Mr. Duxzxs referring to Paragraph 4, said that this paragraph only 
underlined his feeling about the whole Chapter on Principles—that 
the statements in that Chapter were either redundant or involved too 
sweeping undertakings. He thought that the Chapter had not been 
carefully drafted and that it ought to be revised to make the commit- 
ments more precise and more definite in order that we would not put 
states in the position of being open to the charge that they had vio- 
lated their international commitments. It was then generally agreed 
to defer any decision on Paragraph 4 for consideration at San 
Francisco. . | 

Paragraph 5.—Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that the change in Para- 
graph 5 was an important clarification and he thought that the change 
should be proposed. This was generally agreed to. 
Paragraph 6.—Mr. Pasvoisxy noted that the change in Paragraph 

6 was also one of clarification, but that it was important and should 
be proposed. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked if there was any objection 
and none was expressed. 

Paragraph 7.—Mkr. Pasvousxy suggested that the addition of Para- 
graph 7 be supported. This was agreed to. a 

- Paragraph 8—Mk. Pasvotsxy said that the addition of Paragraph 
8 should be supported. This was agreed to. ; 

Unnumbered Paragraph.—Mr. Pasvoisky indicated that this para- 
graph had been redrafted in order to emphasize that states not mem- 

bers of the Organization should not interfere with action taken by 

toa Brackets appear in the original. |
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the Organization rather than that they should take certain types of 
action. Mr. Strassen said he preferred the original. draft. Senator 
VANDENBERG Indicated that the difficulty with the original draft was 
that we were imposing obligations on states that had not. assumed 
them. General agreement was reached to defer decision on this para- 
graph until arrival in San Francisco. : | 

Chapter [II—Membership oo 

Paragraphs 2 and 3.°—Mr. Pasvotsky proposed that the addition 
of Paragraphs 2 and 3 be supported since they were not fundamental 
changes. This was generally agreed to. 

Chapter IV—Principal Organs 

Mr. PasvoLsxy proposed that the changes proposed in this Chapter 
be supported. This was generally agreed to. 

Chapter V—The General Assembly * — - 

Section A. Composition =. 
Mr. PasvoisKy proposed that the changes in Section A be sup- 

ported. This was agreed to. 
Section B. Functions and Powers 
Paragraph 1.—Mr. Pasvotsxy proposed that the changes in Para- 

graph 1 be supported since it was implicit that the General Assembly 
could formulate general conventions. At Mr. Bioom’s suggestion 
the term “convention” was changed to “treaty”. General agreement 
was expressed to support the changes in Paragraph 1. . 
Paragraph 2.—Mr. Pasvotsxy favored the changes proposed in 

Paragraph 2. He explained that the point of this paragraph was 
to assure that the General Assembly could at all times discuss any 
question bearing on the maintenance of peace and security, and that 
the limitation of its power to make recommendations concerning mat- 
ters which will be dealt with by the Security Council should be con- 
fined to specific recommendations. Mr. Pasvotsxy urged that this 
matter would need to be discussed with the other sponsoring Govern- 
ments. (General agreement was reached to propose the changes in 
paragraph 2. 
Paragraph 3.—Mr. Pasvotsky favored proposing the changes in 

Paragraph 38 on the ground that they constituted a basic additional 
thought. This was agreed to. 
Paragraph 4—Mr. PasvousKy favored supporting the change in 

Paragraph 4 on the ground that it was not vitally important. This 
was agreed to. 

For previous discussion of suggestion for the addition of a new paragraph as 
paragraph 1 and substitution of a new paragraph 2 for the present text, see 
minutes of meeting of April 10, 10: 15 a. m., p. 227. 

5. See minutes of meeting of April 10, 10: 15 a. m., p. 227. 
p ° ia discussion of chapter V, see minutes of meeting of April 11, 9 a. m.,
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Paragraph 6.—Mkr. Pasvousxy suggested that the change in Para- 
graph 6 be supported. . This’was agreed to. 7 me 

° Paragraph 7.—Mr. Pasvousxy proposed that the reference to the 
formulation of draft convention be omitted from Paragraph 7 and 
that the bracket be omitted from the last sentence. With these modi- 
fications he favored proposing the changes indicated for Paragraph 7, 
except that the first sentence should be redrafted to read “Thée-General 
Assembly should initiate studies and make recommendations for the 
formulation of draft conventions for submission to states for ratifica- 
tion; for the promotion of international cooperation in political, eco- 
nomic, social and cultural fields and in measures to establish justice; 
and for the fostering of the observance of human rights and funda- 
mental freedoms; and for encouraging the development of rules of 
international law.” Mr. Pasvolsky’s suggestion was agreed to. 
Paragraph 8—Mnkr. Pasvotsky proposed that the changes in Para- 

graph 8 be supported. This was agreed to. 
_ Paragraph 9.—Mr. PasvoisKxy proposed that the changes in Para- 
graph 9 be supported. This was agreed to. 
Paragraph 10.—Mr. PasvousKy favored supporting the. addition 

of Paragraph 10, for the time being. He pointed out that it might 
be necessary at a later. time in the discussions in San Francisco to 
bring the matter up. Mr. Pasvolsky’s suggestion was agreed to. 

Mr. Broom asked how our proposals would be made. Mr. Pas- 
voLsKY replied that they would be made first when we went into 
discussions with the ether sponsoring powers. At this time the four 
Governments, would submit their suggestions for changes. As the 
discussion developed in the work of the main conference, he added, 
we might bring other of our suggestions forward. 7 

Section C. Voting a | 
Paragraph 2.—Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested that the change in Para- 

graph 2 be supported. Apmrrau Wirxson asked whether the refer- 
ence to trusteeship was to remain. Mr. Pasvo.sxy said that it would 
remain but that we would only support the change. This detision 
-~was generally agreed to. | 

Section D. Procedure 
Paragraph 1.—Mkr. Pasvoisxy suggested that the addition to Para- 

graph 1 be supported. This was generally agreed to. : 

Chapter VI—The Security Council | 

Section B. Principal Functions and Powers OC 
Paragraph 2.—Mr. Pasvotaky proposed that the change in Para- 

graph 2 be supported. This was agreed to. | | 
Paragraph 4.—Mr. Pasvotsxy favored supporting: the change in 

Paragraph 4. This was agreed to. -
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Section D. Procedure | : - . 
Paragraph 2.—Mr. Pasvousxy asked whether the change in Para- 

graph 2 to take out the phrase referring to regional sub-committees 
of the Military Staff Committee should be proposed, or whether we 
should be guided by the discussions at the Conference. GENERAL 
Farrcuip and ApmiraL Wiiison favored proposing this deletion. 
Mr. Pasvoisky thought that we might have a fight with the British 
on this point. General agreement was expressed to propose this 
change. | : 

Chapter VIII—Arrangements for the Maintenance of International 
Peace and Security Including Prevention and Suppression of 

- Aggression * : 

Section A. Pacific Settlement of Disputes 
Paragraph §5.—Mr. Pasvoisky suggested that the addition to Para- 

graph 5 should be proposed. This was agreed to. | | 
Paragraph 7.—Mnr. Pasvorsxy suggested that Paragraph 7 be pro- 

posed as amended earlier in the discussion that day. This was agreed 
to. | | 

Section B. Determination of Threats to the Peace or Acts of Ag- 
gression and Action with Respect Thereto 

Paragraph 1.—Mr. Pasvoitsxy proposed that the change in Para- 
graph 1 be supported. This was agreed to. oe | 

| Dererrep ITeMs Oo 

' Mr. Pasvorsxy said that the review of the present draft’ was now 
completed ** but that meanwhile certain matters of importance had 
been deferred including a possible withdrawal provision and Chap- 
ter IX. He said the question of the seat of the new Organization 
would also come up. He pointed out that the Delegation had before 
it a memorandum, that had not been officially approved but which 
presented the facts concerning the seat of the new Organization. 
[Report of the Fletcher Committee on the Location of theInterna- 
tional Organization, November 1, 1944.] °° | 

TRUSTEESHIP Be 

Mr. Strassen said that he would like.to submit the draft proposal 
which he had prepared on trusteeship for discussion. The draft 
reads as follows: | . 

“For previous discussions of ehapter VIII, see minutes of meetings of Aprik 
12, 9 a. m., and April 16, 9 a. m., pp. 269 and 296, respectively. 
“For statement to the press by the Secretary of State on the completion by 

the United States delegation of its review and examination of Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals, April 18, see Department of State Bulletin, April 22, 1945, p. 724. | 

® Brackets appear in the original. Report not printed. .
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- ARRANGEMENTS FOR INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIP : 

Section A. ~ So oo 
1. The organization should establish under its authority a system 

of international trusteeship for the administration and supervision 
of such territories as may be brought thereunder, by subsequent agree- 
ment of the states concerned. : , 

2. The Trusteeship system should apply only to such territories 
in the following categories as may, by trusteeship arrangements, be 
placed thereunder; - __ a \ 

(a) territories now held under mandate; 
(6) territories which may be detached from enemy states as 

a result of this war; and — 
(c) territories voluntarily placed under the system by states 

_ responsible for their administration. _ ae 7 

8. The trusteeship of a particular territory may be established by 
either ; a | - 

(a) The execution of a trust arrangement by a member of 
_ . the organization as trustee and the approval thereof by the As- 
. sembly and by the Security Council. - | - _ 

“ (6) The adoption of a trust arrangement by the Assembly of 
_ the organization as trustee and the approval thereof by the Se- 

~  eurity Council. DO : | 

4, All changes in any trusteeship arrangement shall be subject to 
the approval of the Assembly and the Security Council  —s. 

5. The basic objectives of the trusteeship system shall be to advance 
the purposes of the organization as set forth in Chapter One. 

6. The Assembly, with the approval of the Security Council, may 
establish a Trusteeship Council to assist in the administration of the 
Trusteeship System, __ a | 

Mr. Strassen said that he felt that the statement in the Charter 
should not go into detail and that he had accordingly proposed the 
present draft. ' He said he did not mean to criticize the work done over 
a long period of time in the Department and felt that this work could 
be used. He suggested that the draft be considered that afternoon at 
the sub-committee dealing with trusteeship.*® , 

GENERAL RESOLUTIONS oo, | 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE asked, whether it was expected that there would 
be many general resolutions offered in San Francisco. Mr. Pasvot- 
sxy replied that an effort was being made to limit the number of gen- 

_ *¥he informal meeting-of some of the Delegates, advisers, and technical offi- 
cers was held that afternoon just before they boarded the train for San Fran- 
cisco. A new draft was drawn up, on the train, based upon the general ideas 
expressed at the afternoon meeting. This new paper, after clearance by. tele- 
graph with the War and Navy Departments, was considered by the delegation 
at its April 26 meeting at San Francisco. See draft, p. 459. an
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eral resolutions and that it was hoped that not many would be brought 
forward since it was felt that they could be handled in other ways. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom proposed that there be a special agency con- 
nected with the Conference where resolutions could be filed. Srnator 
VANDENBERG suggested that the handling of this matter would be the 
job of the men working with the consultants. 

At 11:50 the meeting adjourned.*” 

RSC Lot 60-D 224 7 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Under Secretary 
of State (Grew) 

[Wasuineton,] April 18, 1945. 

Subject : Meeting with the President on Trusteeship. 

The Secretary of War, Secretary of the Navy and I saw the Presi- 
dent today to discuss with him the proposed policy on trusteeship. 

I opened the meeting by saying that the Army, Navy, and the De- 
partment had been working for many months endeavoring to find 
a, satisfactory solution to the question of trusteeships, maintaining our 
strategic bases in the Pacific and at the same time not being charged 
with annexation and expansionist policies. I stated that the papers 
which TI handed to him *8 were the result of much labor, and had the 
endorsement of Secretary Stimson, Secretary Forrestal, and myself. 

The President proceeded to read the memorandum very carefully 
and said he thought it gave him a clear understanding of the subject. 
He remarked that he had been asked at his last press conference about 
trusteeship and he wished to have it clear in his mind so that he 
could handle it properly at his next press conference. | 

Mr. Forrestal and Mr. Stimson then talked for a few moments. 
Mr. Stimson reviewed his experience as Governor of the Philippines 
and Secretary of State and said that it was unthinkable at this time 
that we give up our bases and our protection in the Pacific. Mr. For- 
restal observed that this was a very innocuous statement which he and 
Secretary Stimson endorsed. , 

Mr. Truman then approved the statement and handed it back to me. 

$00.014/4-1845 

Memorandum by the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy to 
a : President Truman : 

Wasurneton, April 18, 1945. 
The Secretaries of State, War, and Navy have exchanged views 

with respect to the manner in which the question of the establishment 

For minutes of the next meeting of the delegation, held at San Francisco, 
April 23, 11 a. m., see p. 360. 

5 Memorandum printed infra.
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of a trusteeship system is to be discussed at the Conference at San 
Francisco. : 
We have agreed upon the attached policy directive which we have 

discussed with the United States Delegation to San Francisco and 
they have approved. We recommend to you that you approve this 
directive and that it be sent to the Chairman of the American Dele- 
gation as a statement of United States policy on this subject. 
We wish also your approval of making this United States policy 

on trusteeship made known publicly at a time and in a manner to be 
determined by the United States Delegation. 

EK. R. Sretrinivs, JR. 
| Secretary of State 

Henry L. Strmson 
Secretary of War 

JAMES FORRESTAL 
| | | Secretary of the Navy 

[Annex] 

| RECOMMENDED Poticy on TRUSTEESHIP 

It is not proposed at San Francisco to determine the placing of any 
particular territory under a trusteeship system. All that will be dis- 
cussed there will be the possible machinery of such a system. | 

The United States Government considers that it would be entirely 
practicable to devise a trusteeship system which would apply only 
to such territories in the following categories as may, by trusteeship 
arrangements, be placed thereunder, namely: (a) territories now held 
under mandate; (b) territories which may be detached from enemy 
states as a result of this war; and (c) territories voluntarily placed 
under the system by states responsible for their administration. It 
shall be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which of the specific 

territories within the foregoing categories shall be brought under 
the trusteeship system and upon what terms. 

This system would provide, by agreements, for (1) the maintenance 
of United States military and strategic rights, (2) such control as 
will be necessary to assure general peace and security in the Pacific 
Ocean area as well as elsewhere in the world, and (3) the advance- 
ment of the social, economic, and political welfare of the inhabitants 
of the dependent territories. 

Approved Harry S. Truman.® | | 

Aprin 18, 1945. 

© See Memoirs by Harry 8S. Truman, vol. 1, pp. 39-60 and 273-275, for Mr. 
Truman’s review of various aspects of the trusteeship problem.
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500.CC/4-1845 : Telegram ee | OO 4 

The Chargé in the Soviet Union (Kennan) to the Secretary — 
De, oo of State | os 

7" : : —_ 7 a Moscow, April 18, 1945—4 p. m. 
a [Received April 18—3: 40 p. m.] 

1284, Text of Molotov’s note of March 31 to. Ambassador Harriman 
reads in translation as follows (re Department’s 898, April 17, 7 p. m.) : 

-. “T acknowledge the receipt of your letter of March 24 ** concerning 
the presence at the San Francisco Conference of non-official repre- 
sentatives of the inter-governmental organizations listed in your letter. 
I have the honor herewith to inform you that the Soviet Government 
does not object to the presence of non-official representatives of the 
above-mentioned inter-governmental organizations at the San Fran- 
cisco Conference. The Soviet Government notes the statement of the 
State Department.of the United States of America to the effect that 
these organizations are regarded by it as among those which should 
be liquidated or modified as a result of the creation of the International 
Security Organization or which will be officially or non-officially 
brought into relationship with this organization. — 

“The Soviet Government also agrees with the opinion of the Ameri- 
can Government that non-governmental international organizations 
should not be invited to the San Francisco Conference. = 

Please, Mr. Ambassador, et cetera.” : | 

We will endeavor to discuss this question with the Foreign Office 
this afternoon and to have Mr. Gromyko’s instructions changed. 

| a a 7 : : Kenan 

500.CC/4-1845 CO . | 
| Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 

7 a [Wasnineton,] April 18, 1945. 

_ _- Participants: Ambassador Gromyko— | 
oe oo _ Mr. Hiss - 

. | Mr, Raynor | | 
: | 7 Mr. Bohlen } | 

sf Mr. Thompson | a 
: : 7 _ Mr. Stettinius Oo 

_ The Soviet Ambassador called upon me this afternoon at his request. 
He stated that he had just been through the Blair-Lee House, had 
found it most attractive and that the only change he would suggest 
was that an office be made in a room adjoining Mr. Molotov’s bedroom 
for his convenience. : a 

2 See telegram 2267, March 23, midnight, to London, and footnote 22, p. 153.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 353 

.. He then stated that he had instructions from his Government to 
take-up threeitems:, = - = +: =. a 

1. That it was impossible for his Government to agree on the names 
-of Commissions and Committees at the San Francisco Conference 
as proposed by our Government because of the failure to reach agree- 
ment on the Chairmanship of these Committees and Commissions and 
-agreement' on the matter of the participation of Ukraine and Byelo- 
russia. (White Russia). oe Se 

2. That originally it had been proposed by the United States Gov- 
ernment that no observers be admitted at the San Francisco Con- 
ference who were not members of the United Nations; that this de- 
cision, his Government feels; covers the question of the nationality 
-of representation from the other international organizations who have 
in their groups members who are not citizens of the United Nations 
attending the Conference. He mentioned in particular Mr. Lester, 
an Irishman of Aragon, who was on the United Nations list. 

3. The Ambassador stated that it was the desire of his Government 
that this Government and the other sponsors agree that no proposals 
‘be. accepted by any individuals; that only proposals for amendment 
to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals be accepted from individual mem- 
‘bers of the Delegation. To clarify the matter, I said you mean that 
1f Mexico has an amendment to offer, they are to offer it through their 
Delegation and you think it not proper to hear from a member of 
the Delegation as you might not be sure that he was speaking for 
the Delegation. He said that covered it precisely. I said the United 
States was in full agreement with that position. 

IT asked the Ambassador when he expects Mr. Molotov to arrive. 
He stated he knew less than I did and he would appreciate being kept 
informed. I said that we would keep him informed and that Mr. 
Thompson would undertake the responsibility of advising the Em- 
bassy in advance of the arrival time and place of arrival in order 
that the Ambassador and members of the staff who might wish to do 
so might meet Mr. Molotov. | | 

500.CC/4-1945 i —— 

. Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Truman 

| - _ [Wasuineton,] April 19, 1945. 
Subject: Charter for the International Organization. _ | 

_ The American Delegation to the United Nations Conference on 
International Organization is unanimously agreed that: we should 
propose a few alterations in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals during 
the San Francisco Conference.” We will reserve our final positions 

©The proposed amendments outlined in this memorandum were based on a 
paper entitled “Tentative U.S. Revisions of the Proposals’, which had been dis- 
cussed by the delegation paragraph by paragraph, and on the resultant memo- 
randum, “Substantive Decisions on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals Reached on 
April 18 by the American Delegation [On basis of draft, April 16, 1945 (yellow 
paper) ]’’, neither printed (U.S. Doc. Und. 1 and U.S. Del. 65/G—35).



354 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

on all of these, of course, until we learn the views of other govern- 
ments. I am listing below for your information the most important 
points involved: 

Purposes * 

1. Inclusion of a statement that the organization should act in 
accordance with the principles of justice and equity in adjusting or 
settling disputes, and that the organization should foster the devel- 
opment of international law. | 

2. Inclusion of a statement on the promotion of respect for human 
rights and fundamental freedoms (in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
this is stated in the chapter on economic and social cooperation only). 

| PRINCIPLES © 

1. Change the expression “sovereign equality of peace-loving 
states” to “the sovereign equality of all member states”. 

2. Make clearer that members must refrain from using any but 
peaceful means in settling their disputes and must use such means. 
pursuant to the provisions of the Charter. 

. THe GeneRAL ASSEMBLY © 

1. Clarify to show that the General Assembly can at all times. 
discuss any question bearing on the maintenance of peace and security,. 
and that the limitation on its power to make recommendations con- 
cerning matters which are being dealt with by the Security Council 
should be confined to specific recommendations. 

2. Give the General Assembly power to determine the qualifica- 
tions of membership, and to admit new members by its own action 
unless the Security Council interposes objections for reasons of 
security. | | 

3. Apportionment by the General Assembly of expenses among 
the members should be on the basis of an appropriate pro-ration. 

4, Add to recommendatory powers, so can make recommendations. 
relative to the promotion of measures to establish justice, to foster 
the observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms, and to. 
encourage the development of rules of international law. . 

5. Extend power to recommend measures for peaceful adjustment. 
to include situations likely to violate the principles enunciated in 
the Atlantic Charter and situations arising out of any treaties or 
international engagements. | 

* Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, chapter I (1-3); the Proposals are printed in. 

Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 890. 
* Chapter II (1 and 3). 
* Chapter V, section B (2, 3, 6, and 7).
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| Tue Srecurrry Counc * 

1. Eliminate provision that regional subcommittees of the Military 
Staff Committee can be established. 

MAINTENANCE oF Peace anp SEcurity “ 

1. Propose that the exclusion from the scope of the Security Coun- 
cil in peaceful settlement of matters within the domestic jurisdiction 
of a state should be stated without the present qualification that those 
matters must be ones which “by international law” are “solely” within 

domestic jurisdiction. | | 
AMENDMENTS © 

We should hold to the present proposals, but serious consideration 
is being given to proposing or supporting a possible additional pro- 
‘vision to the following effect: | 

A general conference of the members of the United Nations may 
be held at a date and place to be fixed by a two-thirds vote of the 
Gerieral Assembly with the concurrence of the Security Council, for 
the purpose of reviewing the Charter. Each member shall have one 
vote in the Conference. Any alterations of the Charter. recom- 
mended by a two-thirds vote of the Conference shall take effect when 
ratified in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by 
the members of the organization having permanent membership on 
the Security Council and by a majority of the other members of the 
Organization.” _ | : 

| Questions DEFERRED an “ 

We have been considering, but have deferred, making decisions on 
the following questions: | Co 

1. Wording of the Preamble. | 7 | , 
2. Defining the right of self-defense. re 

_ 8. Possible changes in the wording in the chapter on economic and 
social ‘cooperation. Te ee 

_ 4, Possible withdrawal provision. ne 

oe | 7 | E.R. Srerrmivs, Jr. 

_ Memorandum of Conversation; by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Spécial 
- 5 ' Assistant to the Secretary of State . a 

| a | | | [Wasuineron,] April 21, 1945. 

Participants: Dr. Ezequiel Padilla, Foreign Minister of Mexico 
Sr. Manuel Tello, Under Secretary of State 

- Lic. Primo Villa Michell, President of the Mexico, 

“ Chapter VI, section D (2). _ 
* Chapter VIII, section A (7). 
* Chapter XI (2). | | . 
* Printed from draft copy obtained from the Library of Congress, Manuscripts 

:Division, papers of Mr. Pasvolsky. a |
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United States Economic Commission and Mexican: 
oe ) Delegate to the United Nations Conference on Inter- 

| national Organization , 7 | 
Lic. Luciano Wichers, (Adviser to the Mexican Dele- 

gation) 
| : Lic. Alfonso Garcia Robles, Minister Counselor, Mexi-- 

: ean Foreign Office (Secretary General, Mexican 
. ST Delegation to UNCIO) , oo 

Mr, Leo Pasvolsky, Adviser American Delegation — 
Mr. W. K. Ailshie, American Embassy, Mexico City, 

I lunched today on the train with Dr. Padilla and the following: 
members.of the Mexican Delegation: Sr. Manuel Tello, Licenciado 
Primo Villa Michell, Licenciado Luciano Wichers, Licenciado Alfonso. 
Garcia Robles. In the course of the luncheon and during the con- 
versation which followed, Dr. Padilla and his associates described 
the following four modifications in the Dumbarton Oaks draft which, 
in their opinion, they believe are the most important: . . 

1. Dr. Padilla said that he was very anxious that the final Charter 
should reflect a spiritual note, as well as, the realities of power. He 
spoke of the great forces of ideas and ideals which, in his opinion, 
would do much toward building the kind of system of international 
relations that we all favor. He said that for this reason the Mexican 
Delegation was very eager to have incorporated in the Charter some- 
thing approaching a statement of the basic rights and obligations of 
individuals and nations. As he and his associates explained, later 
on, they would like to see the Act of Mexico City (Resolution #30 of 
the Mexico City Conference ® or as much of it as would be advisable, 

stated in the form of a preamble to the Charter. . 
~ 9. There should be a stronger emphasis on international law. and 
the basis of law in international relations. They were not clear as to 
how they would like to see this point explained in the Charter. 

- 8, Their next point related to the designation of permanent members 
on the Security Council. They said that they recognized fully the 
need of placing the militarily powerful nations in a special category. 
However, they would like to see a democratization of the procedure 
for the selection of the Security Council, in such a way that the whole 
membership would be elected by the Assembly, but with an under- 
standing that the five great powers would always have seats’ dn’ the 
Council. : | 

4, Their most important point related to the security functions 
and powers of the General Assembly. They explained that they did 

6 For text of resolution No. XXX on establishment of a general international 
organization, see Report of the Delegation of the United States of America to the 
Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City, Mexico, 
February 21-March 8, 1945, p. 102.
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not wish to see the powers of the Security Council, as now projected, 
disturbed in any way, but that they would also like to increase the 
powers of the General‘Assembly. = == : oe 

On this last point, Tello described their ideas as follows: They 
are perfectly willing to leave undisturbed the procedures set forth 
in Section B, Chapter 8, but they would like to give the Genéral As- 
sembly the power to review the important acts decided upon by the 

Security Council as well as of the Security Council to ‘act. They 
would like to have the Assembly make recommiéndations which would 
require action by the Security Council if two-thirds of the Assembly, 
including all the members of the Council would support such a recorn- 
mendation. In the event that a difference of view then developed 
between the Assembly and the Security Council a joint commission 
of the two positions would then be set. up to reconcile the differences. 

In an informal discussion of the four proposals that followed, I 
pointed out that while the particulars of their proposals will, of 
course, be a matter of discussion at the Conference, our experience 
arising from our discussions with other Governments would lead me 
to make the following comments on their four major points: — 

1. It would be extreniely difficult to incorporate in the Charter any- 
thing approaching a full statement of a bill of rights. They said 
that they would be satisfied with even a limited statement provided 
it contained the most, basic points. Oo - 

2. On the subject of international law, I called their attention to 
the fact that an international organization, if it were to be established 
at, this time primarily on the rule of law, would have a very narrow 
basis on which to operate. Since there is not enough recognition 
of international law to provide such a basis there must, therefore, be 
ample scope for political action and for the extension and develop- 
ment of international law. The problem of intervention was raised 
in this connection and. we all agreed that under the system. that is 
being projected, intervention by a single nation in the affairs of 
another nation would be forbidden, but intervention by the community 

of nations for the purpose of maintaining international law and order 

would not only be proper but necessary. ee 
8. On the question of the membership on the Security Council, I 

asked them whether or not their desire was already met by the fact. 
that the five permanent members would be designated by the San. 
Francisco Conference which will, in effect, be a constitutional confer- 
ence of the general organization. I pointed out that, after all, the 
participants would be sovereign states each of which would have the 
choice of accepting or not accepting membership in the organization, 
Their proposals would only postpone to a future meeting or meetings 
of the Assembly the selection of the permanent members and the 
Assembly would be no more representative than the San Francisco
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Conference. They then said that their desire would be satisfied if it 
were possible to say in the Charter that the nations assembled at San 
Francisco agreed on the designation of the five great powers as perma- 
nent members on the Security Council in view of their special position 
of influence and power. I said, that point could certainly be given 
attention. 

4, On their last and most important point I raised the question as 
to whether, under the system which they proposed, the Assembly 
would have the power to over-rule the Security Council. At this 
juncture it became quite apparent that the group was not united on 
the subject. I pointed out that if there were to be two interpretations, 
then we would be confronted with a far-reaching analysis of the whole 
basis on which the Dumbarton Oaks proposals rests. 

Tello took the position that what they had in mind was precisely 
the power of the Assembly to initiate or prevent action in those cases 
on which a grave emergency existed, although they were even more 
interested in forcing the Council to act in the event that the future 
power exercised by one of the permanent members would make action 
impossible. 

On the other hand, Dr. Padilla said that in his thinking no action 
of the Assembly would interfere with action by the Council, but he 
was interested in providing for an expression of the conscience of the 
world and in this way to put pressure on the permanent members 
of the Council so as to dissuade them from using their veto power 
willfully. He also said that while the ideas developed by the Mexican 
Delegation were along the lines indicated by Sefior Tello, what I said 
about the uselessness of a joint commission had convinced him that 
the proposed modification should be abandoned. 

I said that, as the Dumbarton Oaks proposals stand, the Assembly 
already has the power to do everything that Dr. Padilla indicates, 
although it has not, in my opinion, and should not have the power 
implied in Sefior Tello’s statement. Nor could I see any usefulness in 
an Assembly procedure which would give a special position to the 
members of the Council and even to the permanent members of the 
Council. I said that we had carefully avoided any differentiation in 
the membership in the organization, except in those matters in which 
responsibility for it goes with the capacity to exercise it. We left the 
subject, at that point. . : | 
’ Dr. Padilla spoke in very enthusiastic terms about the projected 
Economic and Social Council, and said that he attributed a very great 
importance to the types of activities which such a Council would 
be able to set into motion, and which in his judgment, were indis- 
pensable as a foundation for the maintenance of peace. I agreed with 
him fully, adding, however, that the one thing that we must constantly 

bear in mind is that economic progress and social betterment would
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be impossible unless there exists a reasonable assumption that the 
peace of the world will be maintained. Without confidence in such 
an assumption it would be impossible for economic enterprise and 
social reform to go forward. 

After the luncheon Garcia Robles walked with me to my car and 

on the way we had a further conversation on the fourth point. I 
asked him point-blank as to how I should interpret the discussion 
regarding the two views of the power of the Assembly in the mainte- 

nance of security. He said that his delegation was extremely appre- 
hensive of the possibility that because of the exercise of veto power 
by the permanent members, the Security Council would be completely 
stalemated when there would be need for it to take action against 
one of the permanent members. I asked him to bear in mind the 
point that the Dumbarton Oaks proposals were based on the propo- 
sition that coercion of a great power would mean war and that if 
such a need arose and the procedures for adjustment were found to 
be inadequate to take care of it, the only possible outcome would 
be the breakdown of the organization. I said that we must recognize 
frankly that although it may become possible at some future stage to 
have a system that would be universally applicable, in our judgment 
that is an impossibility today. | 

On the other hand, if we were to attempt to provide some mech- 
anism. by which recognition of a larger power would be provided 
for in one form or another within the framework of the organization, 
the only consequence would be that we would end up with the same 
system which we had under the League of Nations, namely, further 
freedom of action by each of the great powers, no pledge of respon- 
sibility for combined action, and the employment of military force 
left entirely to the discretion of each member state. | 

Garcia Robles said that he would pass these ideas along to his 
associates, but that he would like to think about the danger which I 
had indicated, and which had not occurred to them. He said that 
it was quite apparent after the discussion that a great deal more 
thinking needs to be done on the whole subject, although he was sure 

that Dr. Padilla intended to raise the question. I said that I hoped 
that if the question is raised, it would be along the lines of his state- 
ment to me at the luncheon, because to raise it in the form in which 
Sefior Tello stated it would certainly create very great difficulties. 

In the course of the luncheon a question arose as to the possible 
duration of the Conference. Dr. Padilla expressed the view that 
with goodwill and a reasonable amount of effort the Conference 

could be concluded by May 15. An observation was made that there 
were a good many issues involved, including particularly the amount 
of stubbornness shown by the various delegations. 

723-681—67 -——27
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‘In connection with both the possibility of a bill of rights and the 
duration of the Conference Dr. Padilla expressed the view that we 
might well find ourselves confronted by a cleavage of the East and 
the West. He said that that was one of the reasons we ought to con- 
centrate on a charter of basic obligations which could be accepted 
by both the East and the West. 

Dr. Padilla also asked me what I thought the French attitude 
would be. He said that he was rather disturbed by the statements 
which have been made by Bidault and other members of the French 
Government. What interested him most was whether or not France 
really intended to operate outside the organization in matters of 
security. I said that it is not as yet clear what general attitude the 
French were going to assume, but it was apparent that they would 
attempt to argue in favor of special arrangements. In that case, I 
said that it would be the same question that confronted us in our 
Inter-American discussions. Dr. Padilla said that as far as Mexico 
was concerned, it was perfectly clear that in matters of security the 
world organization must hold a controlling position, because other- 
wise the whole question of world peace and security would be com- 
pletely undermined. 

On the question of the two Soviet Republics, Dr. Padilla expressed 
the view that their addition to membership might not be a serious 
matter from the point of view of Russia’s position in the voting by 
the Assembly, but that there was an important question of principle 
involved, regarding the qualification for membership in the organ- 
ization. He suggested that even without the two representatives 
Soviet Russia might have as many as eight votes which would be 
favorable to her. I did not press Dr. Padilla for his views as to 
what he would do if the Soviet delegation were to raise the question 
of the two Republics, and he did not volunteer any statement on that 
subject. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 18 

Minutes of the Thirteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Monday, April 23,.1945, 11 a. m. 

[Here follows list of names of persons (17) present at meeting. | 

SECRETARY’S SPEECH AT OPENING SESSION 

SENATOR VANDENBERG opened the meeting at 11:00 a. m. and asked 
Mr. Pasvolsky what the business of the day would be. 

[Here follows summary of discussion of draft text of the Secre- 
tary’s speech to be made at the opening session and procedural matters 
such as agenda of meeting, list of deferred questions, trusteeship
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paper drafted on the train, a paper presenting official proposals by 
other Governments, time of next meetings, distribution of documents, 
and conference procedures. | 

500.CC /4—1045 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
(Winant) 

WasuHineton, April 23, 1945—1 p. m. 

3192. At the Yalta Conference consideration was specifically given 
on President Roosevelt’s initiative to the question as to whether Den-. 

mark should be represented at UNCIO by an observer ” (Embassy’s 
No. 3647, April 10, 6 p. m.7). Because of British and Soviet objec- 
tion this was decided in the negative. It was further decided that 
only the United Nations should be represented and that no provision 
should be made for observers from any other state. In view of these 
decisions and in the absence any proposal from the other sponsoring 
governments that it be reversed, we do not intend to transmit the 
request of the Freedom Council or otherwise to raise the issue during 
the conversations here with Eden, Molotov, and Soong. 

Mr, Kauffmann ” has already been informed that President Roose- 
velt suggested at Yalta that Denmark should be represented at 
UNCIO, as at previous United Nations Conferences, by an observer, 
but was opposed by Churchill with the concurrence of Stalin. We 
have pointed out to him that the decision concerning invitations was 
taken by all four sponsoring governments and that the United States 
as host Government issued the invitation on behalf of all four spon- 
sors. Since any change in this policy would obviously have to be 
made by all four sponsoring governments, responsibility in this matter 
does not rest, as the Foreign Office erroneously informed you, with 
this Government alone. 

Please convey this information to.the Foreign Office. 
This message is being repeated to Stockholm as No. 7381. 

| STETTINIUS 

See Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 774-775. 
™ Not printed ; it concerned a request by the Freedom Council of Denmark for 

representation at the San Francisco Conference. 
@ Henrik de Kauffmann, Danish Minister in the United States, was informed 

by Acting Secretary Grew, in a letter of March 6, that “no observers from 
countries which are not adherents to the United Nations Declaration will 
be invited to the Conference’. He was subsequently informed by Mr. Grew 
that exclusion of Denmark was not based on a decision of the American Govern- 
ment but on an agreement reached at the Yalta Conference (500.CC/3—545).
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500.CC/4-23845 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Truman 

[Wasuineron,] April 23, 1945. 

Subject : The Conference of the Committee of Jurists. 

As proposed at Dumbarton Oaks and confirmed at Yalta, a Com- 

mittee of Jurists, representative of 44 nations, met in Washington 
from April 9 thru 20 to develop recommendations to present to the 

: San Francisco Conference on the statute of the new Court.” 
+ The Committee took as a basis for its work the present statute of 

/ the Permanent Court of International Justice and made many changes, 

- the more important of which are listed below. 
Briefly the court should be composed of fifteen judges, as is the 

present court; the judges to hold office for nine-year periods, one-third 
retiring every three years. 

' Tt is to have jurisdiction over such cases as parties to the statute 
. may agree to present to it. There is a strong feeling on the part of 

some of the representatives at the meeting of the Committee of Jurists 
| that the Court should have compulsory jurisdiction (that any govern- 
' ment should have the right to bring a case before the Court against 
' any other government without the necessity for special agreements). 

_ This would constitute a departure from the present statute under 

- which it is made optional with the parties to the statute of the Court 
to accept compulsory jurisdiction generally or on the basis of reci- 

- procity. This was left for decision at San Francisco. 
The provisions in the statute authorizing the Assembly and the 

Council of the League of Nations to call upon the Court for advisory 
opinions has been retained as was contemplated by the Dumbarton 

Oaks Proposal, substituting the General Assembly and the Security 
Council of the new organization for the comparable bodies of the 

_ League. | 
* There was a wide difference of view in the Committee on the ques- 
~ tion of the nomination of the judges. At present the nominations are 

- made by the representatives of the various countries on the panel of 
_ the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague under a convention 

of 1907 ™ and by similar groups set up for that purpose by countries 

that are not parties to The Hague convention. There was consider- 
able support in the Committee for having these nominations made 

® For the “Record of the Meeting of the Committee of Jurists for the Prepara- 
tion of a Draft of a Statute for the International Court of Justice to be Sub- 
mitted to the United Nations Conference on International Organization”, see 
The International Court of Justice, pp. 98-133. 

For full documentation of the meeting of the Committee of Jurists, see UNCIO 
Documents, vol. 14. 

“For text of convention for the pacific settlement of international disputes 
coast October 18, 1907, at The Hague, see Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2,
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directly by the respective governments. This question remains open 
for discussion in San Francisco. 

The Committee suggested the incorporation in the statute of an 
article designed to facilitate future amendments. 

I am happy to say that the jurists demonstrated throughout their 
work a spirit of earnestness and complete cooperation. 

| K. R. Srerrintus, JR. 

500.CC/4~2845 

Minutes of the First Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Questions. 
of Organization and Admission, Held at Washington, Monday, 
April 23, 1945, 9:35 p.m.” a 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of participants, including members of the Dele- 
gations of the United States (3); United Kingdom (2); China (1); 
and the Soviet Union (2).| | 

Mr. Sterrinius stated that there were some. questions regarding 
San Francisco which he felt should be discussed with Dr. Soong who 
had postponed his flight to San Francisco in order to be here. 

Mr. Moxorov stated that he had one question, which involved the 

Crimean decisions, which he desired to discuss before Dr. Soong joined 
the group. He then referred to the question of the admission of the 
Ukrainian and White Russian Republics as initial members of the 
world organization. | 

Mr. Sterrrnius replied that the United States’ position had re- 
cently been made clear to Ambassador Gromyko. He then asserted 
that the United States would vote in favor of the inclusion of these 
two Republics in the world organization but that this is a matter 
which the Conference itself would have to decide. | 

Mr. Motorov stated that since the Crimean Conference there had 
taken place a conference of Inter-American countries as well as a 
conference of the British Dominions. He then remarked that since 
the British and American Governments at these two conferences had 
undoubtedly discussed the Crimean decision regarding these two Re- 
publics and that since they had undoubtedly indicated their desire 
to vote in favor of the inclusion of the Republics in the world organi- 
zation, he was sure that the Crimean decision on this question would 
be carried out not just in form but in substance. He added that he 

™ This was the first of a series of so-called “Big Four” consultations which 
were held April 28 through May 4, 1945. The first six preliminary meetings 
(April 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, and May 1) concerned principally questions of organ- 
ization and admission of States to the Conference; discussion at dinner on May 1 
marked the transition to substantive consideration of the Charter proposals. 
The remaining five consultative meetings (May 2-4) were concerned exclusively 
with the Charter proposals.
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felt sure of this since if this was not the case, he was certain that the 
Soviet Government would have received information from the British 
and American Governments as to any doubts regarding this matter. 

Mr. Sterrinivs replied that the United States Government would 
carry out the commitment made by President Roosevelt at the Crimea 
to support this proposal and vote for it at the Conference. 
Mr. Motorov asked whether the United States and British Gov- 

ernments were aware of the opinions held by Latin American coun- 
tries and the Dominions in regard to this matter. He added that he 
understood that certain of the Dominions supported this question 
but was certain that Mr. Eden had full information on this subject. 

Mr. Epen replied that Great Britain would carry out its pledged 

word to vote in favor of the inclusion of the Republics but added that 
he could not answer for the Dominions or the Conference itself. 

Mr. Mororov remarked that he was bound to say that from a moral 
point of view he felt that the countries who had made this decision 
at the Crimea should exert every effort to see that other countries voted 
favorably for this proposal. 

Mr. Epen asked Mr. Stettinius if he could control Latin American 
votes. 

Mr. STerrintvus replied in the negative. 
Mr. Even added that he could not control the Dominion votes. 
Mr. Motorov stated that he could control no votes either. 
Mr. EpeEn replied that it was therefore clear that all three countries 

were in the same position. 
Mr. Sterrinius stated that he had been instructed by the President 

to carry out the pledge made by President Roosevelt in regard to 
this question. 

Mr. Even added that the British Government would do likewise 
and it [had?] so informed the Dominion governments. 

Mr. Mo torov stated that if we cannot clarify this question further 
he wished to ask another; namely, do the United States and Great 
Britain agree that the Ukrainian and White Russian Republics should 
take part in the Conference if the Conference agrees? 

Mr. Sterrinius reminded Mr. Molotov that at the Crimea the 
only pledge taken was that we would vote in favor of making these 
two Republics initial members of the Assembly and that at Yalta the 
question of these Republics taking part in the Conference was not 
raised. 

Mr. Motorov replied that since it was agreed that the Republics 
should be initial members of the Assembly, that meant that as initial 
members they would also take part in the Conference. 

Mr. Sterrintus replied that this was not our understanding since 
this is a Conference of United Nations to set up a world organization,
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and that we have only undertaken to vote in favor of making these 
two Republics initial members of the Assembly when the organization 
1s set up. 

Mr. Motorovy stated that he agreed but expected that the United 
States and Great Britain will see that these Republics are made 
initial members of the organization. 

Mr. Sterrinius replied in the negative, stating that this was a 
matter for the Conference to decide. 

Mr. Motorov stated that the Soviet Government would form its 
own judgment as to how well we can carry out joint agreements by 
the success that is achieved in electing these two Republics as initial 
members of the world organization. | 

Mr. Eppn replied that the favorable votes of Great Britain and 
the United States were assured but that he could not speak for the 

other forty-four countries. | 
Mr. Motorov stated that this was all he had to say in regard to 

this question. 
(Dr. Soong joined the group for further discussions.) 
Mr. Sterrinivs declared the first meeting of the four Foreign Min- 

isters to be open and suggested that they discuss procedural matters 
regarding the San Francisco Conference. He then stated that Mr. 
Alger Hiss, the temporary Secretary General of the Conference, 
would point out the procedural questions which remained unsettled. 

Mr. Hiss pointed out that there were still a few problems which 
the British, Chinese and Soviet Ambassadors and the Secretary of 
State had not yet been able to settle. He then stated that the first 
question involved the organization of the commissions and committees 
of the Conference. 

Mr. Motorov replied that he felt the first question to be discussed 
was that of the chairmanship of the Conference. He then asked 
whether it had been decided to apply the principle of equality between 
the four sponsoring powers. He then remarked that it was his hope 
that since the question of equality had been held to in regard to the 
invitations to the Conference, he felt that the same principle should 

apply to the proceedings of the Conference. He then stated that 
the Soviet Government claimed no special privileges and he was sure 
that none of the other sponsoring powers desired any special privi- 
leges. Hethen suggested that the chiefs of the delegations of the four 
sponsoring powers be elected chairman to act in rotation, and added 
that he felt it would also be advisable to elect four vice-chairmen 
from other countries and thus set the tone of the Conference on a 
basis of equality. , 

Mr. Sterrinrius replied that as far as the United States Government 
is concerned we did not desire any special privileges but that the ques-
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tion of the chairmanship had been given most careful consideration 
and it was felt that it would be necessary to fix responsibility and 
thus avoid confusion by electing one officer to preside over the Con- 
ference. He remarked that it would undoubtedly cause difficulties 
if the principle of rotating chairmanship should be adopted; con- 
fusion might arise when one chairman succeeded another. He re- 
marked that this entire question had been reviewed in detail by both 
President Roosevelt and President Truman, and that they both agreed 
that it was desirable to have one presiding officer who would have 
full authority. , oo eT, 

Mr. Motorov stated that he had explained the position of the Soviet 
Government. | ne 

Mr. Epen remarked that it was really a matter of procedure and 
a question of efficiency. He reminded Mr. Molotov that, at the Moscow 
Conference, which had been a very great success, Mr. Molotov as 
host had been elected chairman of the Conference,”* and therefore he 
felt that the same principle should apply in this case and that the 
Foreign Minister of the country in which the Conference was held 
should be elected chairman. | | 
Mr. Mototov replied that at the Moscow Conference he had sug- 

gested that there be three chairmen, and although this proposal had 
not been accepted he felt that in order to preserve the question of 
equality four chairmen should be elected to preside over the San 
Francisco Conference. | 

Dr. Soone stated that he believed it was a question of efficiency 
and for this reason he felt that one chairman should be elected. He 
added that as regards the question of equality anyone may be elected 
chairman, but he felt that whoever is elected should remain chairman. 
throughout the entire Conference. 

Mr. Stetrrinivs stated that Mr. Hiss had studied this question care- 
fully and perhaps he could clarify certain points regarding this 
matter. 

Mr. Hiss replied that there was little he could add to what had 
already been stated but that he could review what Mr. Gromyko and 
the others had said in regard to this, when it was discussed a short 
time ago. 

Mr. Mototov stated that he was familiar with these discussions. 
Mr. Sterrintus asked whether it was believed advisable to throw 

this question into the whole Conference. . 
Mr. Motorov asked why it should not be decided by the Conference 

as a whole. : 
Mr. Srerrintius replied that he had no objection to this but 1t would 

*® For summary of the proceedings of the first session of the Moscow Tripartite 
Conference, October 19, 1943, 4 p. m., see Foreign Relations, 19438, vol. 1, p. 577.
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involve discussion with at least the forty-six delegates on the Steering 
Committee. . | ot 

Mr. Morotov -replied that he felt that this was a very important 
question and that therefore he felt that the other governments should 
have an opportunity to decide the matter. He then thanked Mr. 
‘Stettinius for all the work he had done in arranging for the Confer- 
ence and assured him that whoever was elected chairman would re- 
ceive the full support of the Soviet delegation. .- 

Mr. Srerrinius thanked Mr. Molotov for his comments on the 
arrangements which had already been: made and stated again that 
his Government had given careful consideration to this entire ques- 
tion and felt that. in point of view of efficiency only one chairman 

should be elected. oe 
Mr. Motorov replied that he had no doubts as to the efficiency of 

four chairmen and felt that in order to preserve the question of equal- 
ity four chairmen should be elected. tO 

- Mr. Srerrrntus asserted that as far as the United States Govern- 
ment was concerned, it made no difference who was elected chairman 
but it felt that one person should preside during the entire 
Conference. | 

Mr. Mororov asked permission of the other Foreign Ministers to 
maintain the position of the Soviet Government he had already 

‘expressed. | 
Mr. Stettinius agreed. : 
Mr. Motortov stated that he would like to see the Conference con- 

ducted by the four sponsoring governments on a friendly basis and 
on a basis of equality. 

Mr. Sterrinius asked whether Mr. Molotov desired that the chair- 
man change every day or every week, or what he had in mind in 
regard to this question. +, 

Mr. Motorov replied that this was a very simple question which 
could be worked out easily. | | : 

Mr. Enen stated that the Conference would be called upon to vote 
on this question. oo 

Mr. Strerrintius asked Dr. Soong whether there was anything else 
to do on this matter except to put it up for decision to the Steering 
Committee. | " | - BC 

- (It was agreed that this procedure should be followed.) = 
Mr. Hiss then brought up the question of the’structure of the Con- 

ference itself as regards the commissions and the committees. = © 
Mr. Mototov asked why it would not be possible to reach agreement 

in regard to the Steering Committee and the Executive Committee, 
and asked who would be on the Steering Committee and. who would 
‘be on the'Executive Committee. = a. aan
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Mr. Sterrinivs stated that the Steering Committee would be de- 
voted to the forty-six chairmen of the delegations, and added that in 
regard to the Executive Committee Mr. Hiss had suggested that it 
be composed of eleven members. 

Mr. Motorov agreed to the proposal regarding the Steering Com- 
mittee but asked whether representatives of the Ukrainian and White 
Russian Republics would be on the Steering Committee if they were 
admitted to the Conference. 

Mr. Sterrintius replied that if any country is admitted to the Con- 
ference, of course the chairman of its delegation would be on the 
Steering Committee. 

Mr. Hiss stated that when the Ambassadors and the Secretary had 
discussed the question of the Executive Committee” they had gen- 
erally agreed that there should be eleven members: the five permanent 
members of the Council, that is, the four sponsoring powers and 
France, and that in addition the’ United States representatives had 
suggested that Brazil, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Iran, the Netherlands 
and Mexico be represented on the Executive Committee. He added 
that there had been another suggestion made by the British and one 
by the Soviet Government, and therefore he felt that it might be 
advisable at this moment for each of the Foreign Ministers to express 
his ideas on this subject. 

Mr. Motorov then suggested that Yugoslavia be substituted for 
Holland on the Committee since the government of Holland was now 
in the process of being reorganized while the Yugoslav government 
has already been reorganized and the Yugoslav people, who have 
contributed so much to the war, deserve a place on this Committee. 

Mr. Srerrinivus stated that this matter had been discussed at the 
last meeting with the three Ambassadors.”® 

Mr. Gromyxo stated that he had put up the question of substituting 
Yugoslavia for Holland but that so far he had not received an answer 
from the other representatives. 

Mr. Even stated that it was his understanding that the American 
proposal as to the composition of the Executive Committee had been 
based upon the desirability of having various geographical units 
represented on the Committee, and that since Holland was a small 
Western European power and Czechoslovakia was a small Central 
European power he did not feel that you could leave Holland off. He 
added that if the Soviet Government felt that Yugoslavia was a bet- 
ter representative than Czechoslovakia, he had no objection to substi- 
tuting Yugoslavia for Czechoslovakia. 

™ See minutes of the second meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, April 
10, 3 p. m., p. 235. 

*® See minutes of the third meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, April 13, 
noon, p. 283.
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Mr. Motorov stated that it would be unjust to exclude Czecho- 
slovakia since the Red Armies as well as the Armies of Great Britain 
and the United States were at this moment in the process of liberating 
that country. 

Mr. Even reminded Mr. Molotov that the British Army was in the 
process of liberating Holland, and then asked whether there was any 
fixed magic in the number 11. 

Mr. Motorov remarked that he felt 11 was a good number. 
Mr. EnpeEN stated that, as Mr. Stettinius knew, Australia had asked 

whether it might not be possible for it to be represented on the Execu- 
tive Committee since there were no countries representing the South- 
west Pacific area. He added that he felt full consideration should be 
given to this since Australia had played a very prominent part in the 
war, and asked whether it was necessary to limit the membership of 

the Committee to eleven. 
Mr. Srerrinivs replied that as far as he was concerned there was 

no magic in the number 11, and he felt that the Australian request 

should be given careful consideration. | 
Mr. Motorov asked whether it had been agreed that Yugoslavia 

should be on the Committee. | 

Mr. Sterrtntvs replied in the negative and pointed out that to have 
both Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia on the Committee would throw 
off the geographical balance which had been used in selecting members 

of the Committee. 
Mr. Motorov remarked that the Balkan countries were not repre- 

sented on the Committee. 
Mr. Even asked whether it would be agreeable to include both Yugo- 

slavia and Australia on the Committee as well as the four chairmen of 
the commissions of the Conference. 

Mr. Sretrrnius asked whether there was any objection to that sug- 
gestion and pointed out that the chairmen of the commissions would in 
all probability be South Africa, Belgium, Norway and either Chile 
or Venezuela. 

Mr. Motorov stated that if the Committee was enlarged to seventeen 
it would be composed of almost half the countries represented at the 
Conference. 

Mr. Sterrinivs stated that seventeen was a good deal less than half 
of the number of countries represented at the Conference. 

Mr. Even pointed out that if the four chairmen of the commissions 
were placed on the Executive Committee they were not to act for 
their countries but act as representatives of the commissions. 

Mr. Srerrintus again asked whether it was agreeable to have an 
Executive Committee of seventeen as suggested. 

Mr. Even agreed.
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~ Mr. Motorov then suggested that we should limit the number to 
twelve. | | 
Mr. Enen suggested fourteen since thirteen would be.an unlucky 

number. 

~ Mr. Motorov asked who would be the additional members. 
Mr. Srerrrintus suggested Yugoslavia, Australia and Chile. ) 
Mr. Motorov agreed. : | 
Mr. Hiss then brought up the question of the four commissions and 

four committees. : 
Mr. Mo orov stated that he agreed to the proposals on this point but 

added that he hoped that the organizers of the Conference had borne 
in mind that places should be held on the committees for the Ukrainian 
and White Russian Republics. He was certain that all three govern- 
ments including China desired to have the Ukrainian and White Rus- 
sian Republics admitted to the Conference, and that once admitted 
they would have appropriate seats on the commissions and committees. 

Mr. Even stated that of course such would be the case and pointed 
out that with the enlargement of the Executive Committee there would 
be vacant seats on some of the commissions and committees. 

Mr. Mototov again stated that he wished to press this question and 
hoped that China would agree with the British, American and Soviet 
Governments that these two Republics should be elected to the 
Conference. 

Mr. Sterrintus reminded Mr. Molotov that this depended on 
whether the Conference elected to admit these two Republics. 

Mr. Even remarked that we all are agreed that anyone who is elected 
to attend the Conference would have to work. | 

Mr. Motorov remarked that he would not forget this. 
Mr. Strerrrnius assured Mr. Molotov that if the Conference elects to 

have the White Russian and Ukrainian Republics placed at the Con- 
ference, he will see to it that they get places on appropriate committees. 
Mr. Hiss then brought up the question of official languages. 
Mr. STErrinrus moved that Chinese, French, English, Russian and 

Spanish be accepted as the official languages. 
Mr. Hiss remarked that it was the feeling of the American delega- 

tion that it would be most practicable to have English as the working 
language but of course the others would also be the official languages, 
and stated that all statements would be translated into English and 
not into the other languages unless a special request was received to 
make such translation. He added that as regards documents, ar- 
rangements have been made so that any document may be translated 
‘into any language but the Secretariat hoped that this request would 
be used sparingly because of the time element involved in making such 

translations. :
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Mr. Moxorov stated that in order to aid the Russian delegation in 
its work he desired that all documents be translated into Russian 
since Russian was one of the official languages. 

Mr. Hiss pointed out that it had so far proved impossible to find a 
printing establishment in San Francisco that could handle the Cyrillic 
alphabet but that arrangements had been made so that documents in 
Russian could be mimeographed. | 7 

Mr. Mo torov stated that he did not care whether it was printed or 
mimeographed so long as it was translated into Russian, and added 
that he was sure that American facilities would ensure that a good 
job was done. 

Mr. Hiss stated that he would discuss this question further in San 

Francisco. 
Mr. Srerrinius added that we will do everything in our power to 

ensure that the documents were printed in Russian. : 
Mr. Mototov again expressed the desire to have all documents 

printed in Russian since it is one of the official languages. 
Mr. Srerrinivs stated that investigations are being made in San 

Francisco to find out if it might not be possible to print the docu- 
ments instead of having to mimeograph them. 7 | 
~ Mr. Hiss stated that the next question concerned the: matter of in- 
viting unofficial international organizations to:‘attend the Conference 
as observers or advisers. He added that a question had arisen as to 
whether nationals of non-United Nations could be admitted as ob- 
servers or advisers to the Conference. He pointed out that this ques- 
tion had not been raised until March 31 7 when it was raised by the 
Soviet Government and that in the meantime invitations had been 
sent informally to various of these organizations and that some of 
the unofficial observers were not citizens of one of the United Nations. 

Mr. Motorov remarked that he felt that it should have been clearly 
understood that only citizens of one of the United Nations could be 
invited to the Conference. : zs 

Mr. Epen pointed out that these individuals would attend not as 
nationals of their own countries but as representatives of the unofficial 
organizations, and therefore he did not think the question very 
important. 

Mr. Monorov agreed that the question was not too important, but 
he felt that it was logical that only citizens of a United Nations should 
be invited. He pointed out that while the Soviet Union is not a 
member of the League of Nations or the International Labor Organiza- 
tion it had not objected to these organizations being represented, but 
he thought that the individuals representing such organizations should 
be citizens of a United Nation. 

™See minutes of the third meeting of Informal Organizing Group, April 13, 
noon, p. 283. .
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Mr. Even stated that he did not think that Mr. Molotov could 
accuse him of pushing to have an Irishman represent one of these 

organizations. | } 
Mr. Motorov said that he did not, of course, think that, but he was 

just expressing the opinion of his Government. 
Mr. Sterrinius pointed out that it would not be necessary for the 

official delegates to see or talk with any of these individuals, who 
in reality would only have “tickets to the balcony”. 

Dr. Soone agreed that it was a minor question. 
Mr. Even said that he was willing to have neutrals invited and 

asked whether Mr. Molotov agreed. 
Mr. Motorov stated that he wished to maintain the position of the 

Soviet Government. 
Mr. Hiss stated that Sydney Hillman had asked the Department 

whether it would be possible to have a representative of the Inter- 
national Labor Organization accredited as an adviser to the Confer- 
ence. He added that all the sponsoring powers except the Soviet 
Union were against this proposal since this would mean that the 
International Labor Organization would have a different position than 
the other unofficial international organizations. 

Mr. Motorov stated that the presence of any of these people in San 
Francisco would not interfere with the Conference. 

Mr. Epen observed that representatives of this organization could 
not be invited as advisers since the organization was not a government 
and therefore it could not be an adviser to a government. | 

Mr. Motorov then suggested that they should be invited as observers. 
Mr. Srerrrmtus pointed out that Mr. Hillman did not want this, 

and added that many other organizations had been invited as ob- 
servers but that the International Labor Organization wished to be 
accredited as official adviser. 

Mr. Mo torov stated that he hoped an agreement would be reached 
to permit this organization to participate. 

Mk, Srerrinivs pointed out that the organization was not a govern- 
mental body. | 

Mr. Motorov then suggested that it might be advisable to make an 
exception for this organization and did not think it would be right 
to refuse this request. 

Mr. Even pointed out that if we accepted this request we would 
have to accept the many similar requests from other organizations. 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that we had had requests from about eighty- 
five similar organizations. 

Mr. Even stated that the British Government had requests from 
approximately forty such organizations. 

Mr. Hiss replying to Mr. Molotov’s suggestion that this be left up 
to the Steering Committee pointed out that invitations to the Confer-
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ence were issued by the sponsoring powers and not by the Steering 

Committee. | a 
Mr. Motorov remarked that he had with him the Chairman of the 

Soviet Trade Union organization.®° 7 
Mr. Srerrintius stated that we had discussed the question of Mr. 

Hillman at some length and that after careful consideration it had 
been turned down. | | 

Mr. Movorov asked that reconsideration be given to this matter. 
Mr. Even remarked that in regard to the Chairman of the Soviet 

Trade organization, he was accredited as an official delegate of the 
Soviet Government and that of course any government could accredit 
individuals as official delegates no matter what his private capacity 
was. 

Mr. Hiss then brought up the question of the proposed changes to 

the Dumbarton Oaks agreement which the Chinese Government had 
suggested. He pointed out that these suggested changes had been 
agreed to by the United States Government and that they had been 
sent to the Soviet Government on March 16 * but that no reply had 
yet been received. 

Mr. Srerrintus suggested that these Chinese proposals be put on 
the table for discussion in connection with other proposed changes in 
the Dumbarton Oaks proposal. | 

Mr. Motortov stated that the Soviet Government would support the 
Chinese Government in this matter and hoped that the Chinese Gov- 
ernment would also support the Soviet Union. | 

Mr. Hiss then brought up the voting procedure. He suggested 
that in closed sessions of the commissions and committees it would 
be advisable for each group to fix its own voting rules. In regard 
to the public sessions, however, he stated that we must have some 
rule for voting and suggested that in regard to procedural matters 
decisions should be taken by majority vote and that on matters of sub- 
stance decisions should be taken on the basis of a two-thirds majority. 
Mr. Hiss added that he hoped that this question would be approached 
in a spirit of the Conference as a whole so that agreement will be 
reached in the closed sessions before the question at issue is discussed 
in public meetings, in order to-avoid the possibility of the impression 
being gained that divergencies exist. He then asked whether the 
Foreign Ministers would agree that this question should be discussed 
with the other delegations. | 

(It was agreed that this question could be discussed with the other 
delegations.) | | 

® Vasily Vasilevich Kuznetsov, Chairman of the All-Union Central Council of 
Trade Unions of the Soviet Union. 

See telegram 619 to Moscow, p. 126.
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Mr. Moxortov asked whether it was contemplated to have consulta- 
tions with the four sponsoring delegations in regard to other questions 
that might come up. | 

Mr. Hiss stated that of course there would be such consultations. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min, 14 | 

Minutes of the Fourteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, April 24, 1946,9:30a.m. 

' [Informal Notes—Extracts] | | a 

[Here follows list of names of persons (15) present at meeting.] 
Senator VANDENBERG opened the meeting at 9:30 a.m. Mr. Pas- 

VOLSKY pointed out that there were two items.on the agenda. A dis- 
cussion of a paper on United States Delegation, Organization and 
Procedures, drafted April 22, 1945 and discussion of a paper entitled 
Principal Proposals by Other Governments and Arguments Against 
Them, April 23, 1945.8 Co. | | 

[Here follows discussion on the organization and procedures of the 
United States delegation; on relations with the press; and on arrange- 
ments for meeting the Secretary, who would arrive at the San Fran- 
cisco airport at approximately 10:30 a. m. (he had left, Washington 
at midnight on Monday, April23).J oo 

PRINCIPAL ProposaLs BY OTHER GOVERNMENTS AND ARGUMENTS 
| Acainst THEM 2+ | 

Senator VANDENBERG suggested that Mr. Pasvolsky introduce the 
document before the Delegation, Principal Proposals by Other Gov- 
ernments. Mr. Pasvotsxy indicated that this document incorporated 
many points which had already been discussed but that its main func- 
tion was to bring concretely together the main arguments against the 
proposals of other governments that we would-not favor. SENATOR 

VANDENBERG thought this type of document was very useful and asked 
what procedure should be followed in discussing it. Mr. Pasvoitsxy 

proposed that the Delegation go over the argumentation to see whether 

the arguments were in each case adequate. , 

Cuarter [J—PrIncriPLes 

Mr. Pasvorsxy then introduced the first proposal by Brazil, Bolivia 
and other countries that there should be included among the principles 
maintenance of the territorial integrity and political independence of 
member states. Mr. Pasvolsky suggested that the two arguments 
against this proposal be reversed. Mr. Bowman indicated that he 
would favor maintaining our position to exclude a principle of this 

* Neither printed.
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character. He thought particularly that we should be aware of the 
difficulties involved since to put the emphasis upon the possibilities. 
of change would tend to take the lid off the box. He questioned 
whether the reference in the first argument to the modification of 
boundaries was wise. It would seem to give opportunities to states 
to revise boundaries. | 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton asked why New Zealand favored this par- 
ticular principle. .Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that this principle was. 
favored by the New Zealand Minister in Washington ®** who felt that 

the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals did not go far enough to guarantee 
the boundaries of states. He did not believe however, that the New 
Zealand argument needed to be taken too seriously. Mr. AnmsTrone 
thought it was important in arguing for our position not to say any- 
thing that would give the impression that we favored a change of 

boundaries. He was afraid this would open the door to a difficult, 
situation. | 

Mr. Stassen asked whether the Act of Chapultepec did not guaran- 
tee the territorial integrity of states in this hemisphere. Mr. Pasvor- 
sky replied that the Act of Chapultepec defined aggression as a cross- 

ing of a frontier.2* He thought this might be allright. He proposed 
that argument 1 be omitted and that argument 2 be retained but ex- 
panded to include the idea that an enumeration of what is included 
under the term “sovereign equality” would weaken the concept which, 
stated in general terms, covers a very broad field. 

Mr. Bowman commented that since the question of territorial inte- 
grity would be raised by a large number of states he thought it was 

desirable to agree upon a formula which would satisfy everybody. 
He said he would be glad to attempt the drafting of such a formula 
at any time he was so directed. SENATOR VANDENBERG noted that this 
subject fell within the jurisdiction of Committee 1 of Commission I. 
Mr. Duties commented that this was a most delicate problem. 

DrEAN GILDERSLEEVE suggested that Mr. Bowman prepare a formula 
along the lines he had suggested and submit it to Committee 1 for 
consideration. Mr. Pasvotsxy’s suggestion for the argumentation 
on the principle of territorial integrity was accepted generally by the 
Delegates. 

Cuapter [JJ—MeEmpersHIp 

Mr. Pasvotsky commented that the main proposal on membership 
that we would wish to counter was the suggestion of the principle 
of universal membership. According to this principle all states would 

* ©, A. Berendsen. 
“Resolution VIII of the Final Act of the Inter-American Conference on 

Problems of War and Peace, part I, par. 3, in Report of the Delegation of the 
United States of America to the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War 
and Peace, Mexico City, Mexico, February 21—March 8, 1945, p. TA. 

723-681—67——28
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automatically be members of the organization. He pointed out that 
most theories of universal membership involved the idea that some 
countries would not exercise the privileges of membership although 

considered members of the organization. In practice he said, there 
would be the categories of initial membership and other members ad- 
mitted later, and it was on the basis of this theory that we were pro- 
ceeding. He suggested that to the present arguments there be added 
the idea that the organization is to be an association of states for cer- 
tain purposes and not the super state indicated by a provision for 
universal membership. 

Mr. Srass—EN commented that he was greatly interested in seeing 
that certain rules were established for the whole world, so that there 
would be some things which the Organization would decide that would 
be abided by by everyone. Mr. Duties noted that there was a prin- 
ciple dealing with that very conception. Mr. Pasvoisky, in reply to 
a question from Senator Vandenberg, said that this particular prob- 
iem lay within the jurisdiction of Committee 2 of Commission I. 

‘Mr. Strassen said he would like to see some language, possibly in 
the Preamble of the Charter, indicating that the Organization was 
concerned with the entire world and that states regardless of whether 
they were members or not would be expected to abide by certain laws. 
REPRESENTATIVE Maton agreed with Mr. Stassen that there would have 
to be created a world law and that non-member states would have to 
abide by certain provisions of it. Mr. Armstrone thought it might 
be provided that non-member states should act in accordance with it. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that he would hate to do anything 
that would brand the new Organization as a world state. 

CHAPTER V—THeE GEenerAL ASSEMBLY, 
Section B—Funcrions AnD Powers | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked to which committee this topic fell. 
Mr. Geric replied that it came within the jurisdiction of Committee 1 
of Commission II. Mr. Gxrie explained that a large number of 
states were unofficially pressing this idea of extending the powers of 
the General Assembly and that the main difficulty was that any such 
broad extension of its powers would involve the General Assembly 
in the security field. Senator VaNpeNnBeErG then read the proposal 
by Cuba, Mexico and Paraguay that the General Assembly be the 
supreme authority of the organization in all matters within the scope 
of the charter including the maintenance of international peace and 
security. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that Mr. Gerig read the argu- 
ments, which Mr. Gerie then did. Mr. Bowman remarked that the 
most important argument was not stated and that was that the ulti- 
mate causes of war lie in certain economic conditions and relation-
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ships and that it was these problems with which the General Assembly 
would deal. The Assembly after all would be the primary organ 
dealing constructively with all of the fundamental economic and 
social problems. Mr. Bowman thought the argument should start 
off with this positive note. Mr. Duss explained that one got into 
the question of weighted voting the moment one thought of giving the 
General Assembly supreme authority in the organization in all matters 
within the scope of the Charter. He added that this question of 
weighted voting raised problems that could not be resolved. Dran 
GILDERSLEEVE commented that it was a fallacy to believe that the only 
democratic way of settling questions was by a majority vote in the 
Assembly. Mr. Duss agreed that when each state with such dif- 
ferent populations had one vote it was not democracy. Mr. StassEN 
agreed. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG then read the second proposal by Chile, Ecu- 
dor, Guatemala, Paraguay and Venezuela, that the General Assembly 

should be empowered to review decisions of the Security Council and 
to consider appeals from such decisions. SENATOR VANDENBERG indi- 
cated that the argument against this proposal was obvious. Mr. 
Bowman asked Mr. Gerig if the experience of the League did not 
bear out the undesirability of this proposal. Mr. Guria agreed that 
the League experience suggested that too much time would be lost if 
the General Assembly had a power of review of decisions of the Coun- 
cil. Mr. Armsrrone pointed out that the fact had to be recognized, 
however, that the small states in the League Assembly had been more 
willing to take action than the large states on the Security Council. 
Mr. Gerie noted that one reason for this was that probably the small 
states were not so immediately involved in taking action themselves. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the next proposal, to grant to the 
{general Assembly the right of referendum on decisions of the Security 
Council and to provide that such decisions will not become binding 
on all member states until approved by a two-thirds majority of the 
Assembly, would fall within the jurisdiction of the Committee 2 of 
Commission II. Mr. Norrer noted that the right of the Assembly 
to approve action in fact involved the right of the Assembly to force 
action. He pointed out that Mr. Padilla had in mind empowering 
the General Assembly to take action if the Security Council was 
stopped by the veto of any one state. | 

At Senator VANDENBERG’s suggestion the meeting was recessed at 
11:15 in order to permit the Delegates to greet the Secretary in his 
office. The meeting reconvened at 12:15. 

Press Poricy
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PrincieaL Proposats By OTHER GOVERNMENTS AND ARGUMENTS 
Against THEM, CHaprer VI—Srcuriry Counc 

SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that the next proposal to con- 
sider was one by Canada, that special provisions be adopted to insure 
due representation of the middle powers as non-permanent members 
of the Security Council. Mr. Pasvorsxy explained that if this ques- 
tion comes up the Delegation had agreed that they would not recog- 
nize any single criterion, that if they have to recognize any criterion 
the Delegation would want to list a large number. He thought that. 
the Latin American countries might emphasize moral contribution as. 
one element but that‘in any case we should be prepared to bring for- 
ward a list of criteria in order to avoid settlement on any single cri- 
terion. Mr. DuLtLes commented that any middle power proposition 
would divide nations into two groups and that tremendous competi- 
tion to qualify as a middle power would be started. Mr. Dutizs 
suggested that the way to beat the proposal was to ask what states 
would be classified as middle powers. Mr. Pasvorsky agreed that 
in this way the situation could be snarled up so that we could prob- 
ably maintain the present provisions. 

Press Poricy 

Mr. MacLetsu announced that Mr. Byington, who had just ar- 
rived with the Secretary, had come to the meeting to discuss press. 
policy with the Delegation. Senator VANDENBERG remarked that 
there were a number of problems troubling the Delegation and that 
there was a general feeling that it was time to tell the press what they 
can and what they cannot do. All of the Delegation felt, he said, 
that relations with the press were vital and that the press contacts 
of the Delegation were almost as important as what happened in the 
substantive discussions themselves. Senator VANDENBERG urged that 
a press policy was necessary. 

Mr. Byineron explained that as he understood it the press were 
free to see the Delegates and that a special press room had been pro- 
vided for them. Mr. MacLetsy added that in addition to the special 
press room on the fourth floor of the Fairmont, the Green Room on 
the main floor would be available for press conferences. Mr. Strassen 
urged that the press be prevented from entering any rooms except the 
press rooms and that in addition there be daily background press 
conferences. SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that he saw no use 
of background conferences if there was going to be merely shadow 
boxing. We had to be frank he said and we would have to do some- 
thing to counteract the fact that the Conference was opening with a 
natural attitude of anxiety, gloom and doubt. He said a specific 
story was what the press needed and that they could have it in the 
assignment of Delegates to Commissions.
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Mr. MacLe1su asked whether it would be possible to announce the 
proposals which this Government intended to make. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
said this would be very unwise since other nations would think that 
we were trying to force their hand. : 

Mr. Duxzxs noted that while it might be unwise to announce the 
specific assignments to Commissions and Committees since the orga- 
nization of the Conference had not yet been agreed to, he thought 
the assignment of Delegates by subjects could be made public. This 
proposal was generally agreed to. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG adjourned the meeting at 12: 55. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 15 

Minutes of the Fifteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, April 24, 1945, 3:35 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (22) present at meeting.] 
THe SECRETARY opened the meeting at 3:35 p. m. 
[Here follows discussion of the Secretary’s proposed remarks on 

a radio program; procedure for a press conference; general matters; 
Conference arrangements; and draft address by the Secretary for 
April 26.]| : | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG adjourned the meeting at 6 o’clock. 

500.CC/4-1745 

The Department of State to the Embassy of the Soviet Union 

MerMoRANDUM | 

In referring to the proposal repeated in the Soviet Embassy’s memo- 
randum of April 17, 1945 that the Provisional Polish Government 
now functioning in Warsaw be invited to send representatives to the 
United Nations Conference on International Organization at San 
Francisco, the United States Government is compelled to state that its 
position in this matter, as already set forth in a memorandum to the 
Embassy dated March 29, 1945, is unchanged and that it cannot agree 
to the extension of such an invitation.* ‘While the importance of 
participation in the Conference by Poland, the first United Nation 
to undergo Nazi attack in 1939, is fully realized, it remains the firm 

| * A copy of this memorandum and a copy of the Soviet Embassy’s memorandum 
of April 17 (p. 330) were transmitted to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union, 
for the information of the Mission and the American delegate to the Polish 
Commission, in instruction 564, April 30, not printed.
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opinion of the Government of the United States that representation 
by Poland at San Francisco should be reserved for the Polish Pro- 
visional Government of National Unity agreed upon at the Crimea 
Conference. 

Wasurneron, April 24, 1945. 

500.CC/4-24485 

Memorandum by Mr. Charles EF’. Bohlen, Assistant to the Secretary 
of State, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, April 24, 1945, 
6:45 p.m. 

Present: The Secretary of State 
Mr. Molotov 
Ambassador Harriman 
Ambassador Gromyko 

| Mr. Pavlov 
Mr. Bohlen 

_ Mr. Moxortov said: that he had come to see the Secretary to raise 
anumber of points. His request was as representative of a sponsoring 
government that he be kept informed of all developments and arrange- 
ments affecting the Conference; that he did not wish to have to rely 
on rumors but wished to have first-hand information on all matters 
such as plans, arrangements, agenda, et cetera. He added that he des- 
ignated Mr. Novikov of the Soviet Delegation to maintain contact 
with the U.S. Delegation. 
Tue SECRETARY replied: that he intended to see that Mr. Molotov 

was kept fully informed about everything, and that Mr. Hiss, as tem- 
porary Secretary General had already made plans for the full dis- 
semination of such information. He added that in so far as the U.S. 
Delegation was concerned, he had delegated Mr. Thompson, whom 
Mr. Molotov knew from Moscow, as our representative to maintain 
contact with the Soviet Delegation. He emphasized, however, the 
difference between the Secretariat headed by Mr. Hiss and the U. S. 
Delegation and suggested that Mr. Novikov be put in touch both with 
Mr. Hiss’ office and with Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Motorov agreed and expressed his satisfaction. 

Tue SEcRETsRY then said that since there had been much specula- 
tion of the press in regard to the matter of the final amendments pro- 
posed at Dumbarton Oaks, at a press conference this afternoon, he had 
informed them that last night the four sponsoring powers had agreed 
that these amendments be placed before the Conference together with 

the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. He said he had tried to get in touch
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with the Soviet Delegation yesterday afternoon before the press con- 

ference but had been unable to do so. 
Mr. Motoroy said that he had no objection at all to the press state- 

ment which he felt was entirely satisfactory in view of last night’s 
decision. 

Mr. Mororov then said that he wished to raise again the question of 
the four Chairmen of the Conference since his government felt that 
this would establish before the other nations the principle of equality 
of the sponsoring powers. He said the matter had not been fully ex- 
plored last night and would like to clarify further the American 
position. 

Tue SEcrETARY explained that he had discussed this matter both | 
with the late President Roosevelt and with President Truman and that 
his instructions were that we should support the view of one respon- 

sible Chairman for the conduct of the Conference’s position. He said, 
however, that he thought that possibly some halfway point or compro- 
mise could be found whereby all four nations would be honorary Chair- 
men and in the absence of the responsible Chairman they could each 
have an opportunity to preside over plenary session. 

Mr. Mo .orov inquired whether this meant that the U. S. did not 
wish to reach agreement on this question. 

THe Secretary replied that, of course, we wished to reach an agree- 
ment but such were his instructions and that the matter would have 
to be decided at the first meeting of the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Motorov said he would have to maintain the position of his 
government on this point. 

After some discussion of the program of the plenary session tomor- 
row and the first meeting of the Steering Committee on Thursday, the 
26th, Mr. Molotov said he had some other questions to raise. 

He said that he had not had an opportunity to see the Secretary 
alone without representatives of other powers since he had arrived 
in the United States. He said he wished to speak first of the question 
of the Agreement at Yalta concerning the admission of White Russia 
and the Ukraine as initial members of the World Organization. (After 
some discussion, it was established that Mr. Molotov had in mind not 

a representation to the Conference which he said was the second 
phase of the question but the first phase, namely, of the execution of 

the Crimea Agreement regarding White Russia and the Ukraine). 

He said that the discussions last night on this subject had been some- 

what vague and he hoped to arrive at a more or less friendly under- 

standing of the status of this matter. He said he must say frankly 

that the Soviet Government considered that the three governments 

who had made the Crimean decisions were responsible for its execution
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‘and that he wished to know whether there was any justification to be- 
lieve that the three nations would be able to have their agreement car- 
ried into effect. | 

THe Secrerary said he thought he had made clear the position of 
the U.S. Government; namely, that he would live up to the agreement. 
He added that since Mr. Molotov had requested his personal opinion, 
he felt that the attitude of the Conference could not help but be affected 

by the failure of the three nations to reach an agreement on the Polish 
question. He added that this failure had cast doubt on the unity and 

collaboration between the three powers which was the corner stone 
of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals and that as a friend he must state 
this view frankly to Mr. Molotov. He said that he was confident that 
if we could agree on the Polish question that the Conference would in 
all probability be willing to accept the Soviet proposal. | 

Mr. Motorov replied that he felt that a failure to carry out the 
Crimea agreement on the admission of White Russia and the Ukraine 
could only worsen the situation; that to add failure on this point to our 
inability to carry out the decision on Poland would be an even more 
serious indication of disagreement between us. He added that he felt 
that since Mr. Stettinius had met with the Latin American countries 
at Mexico City and that Mr. Eden had met with the Dominions in 
London they both should have some idea as to the attitude of those 
countries towards the proposal in regard to White Russia and the 
Ukraine and he, therefore, wished again to ask whether there was 
grounds for believing that the three nations would be able to carry out 
at the Conference this agreement. 

THe SEcRETaRy said, speaking quite frankly, that he could not tell 
Mr. Molotov that attitude of the Latin American countries; adding 
that he had not raised the question at Mexico City since he had not been 
authorized by President Roosevelt to do so, and in any event, the agree- 
ment had not been published. 

Mr. Motorov remarked that the agreement had been published to 
which THe Secretary replied that that was after Mexico City. 

Mr. Motorov then said that he had some indications that the Domin- 
ions were prepared to support this proposal. 

Tue SECRETARY again reported to Mr. Molotov his impression of the 
effect of failure to reach the agreement on Poland would have at the 
Conference.®® He said that he felt if we could only agree here on 
the plan of consultation with Polish leaders from within and without 
Poland and that the Commission could go back to Moscow to continue 
its work, the effect. would be most beneficial. He added that he felt 

* See message of April 23 from President Truman to Marshal Stalin regarding 

the Polish question, vol. v, p. 258.
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that the United Nations. were firmly determined to create a World 
Organization; that they were prepared to make adjustments, but that 
they had come to look upon the Polish issue as a test case between 
the three powers. He concluded by saying that he was speaking as 
an individual and not as a representative of the U. S. at this 
Conference. 

Mr. Movorov said that they had no objection to consultation but that 
he felt his position and that of his government of [on] the Polish 
matter had been made sufficiently clear. He then said that he expected 
to put the question of White Russia and the Ukraine at the first meeting 
of the Steering Committee on Thursday, April 26th, and that he would 
state that this was an agreement between the three powers at the 
Crimean Conference who bore the responsibility for its execution. .. He 
asked if he could expect that. we would secure the maximum support for 
thisproposal. - | : | 

Tue Secrerary replied that he felt it would be unwise to raise this 
question so early in the proceeding's of the Conference. 

Mr. Mototov answered that the matter had been settled between 
the three powers and that he did not feel it would be possible to sup- 
port [suppress?] this. question. : 

Tue Secretary said he thought it would be more logical to have 
the question come up when the composition of the assembly was under 
consideration rather than the other way around. 

Mr. Mo rorov said that it could not be put off and that it was a ques- 
tion of membership in the Organization. He replied also that if the 

Soviet Government was confronted with the failure of the three 
powers to carry into effect'the Crimea decision on the admission of 
White Russia and the Ukraine he would have to go home. He added 
that such a failure would be greeted with surprise and concern by 
the Soviet public opinion and that the consequences could not be good. 

Tue Secretary reported that we were prepared to carry out our 
commitment but that he had only been here a few hours and Mr. Eden 
had not arrived, and that they should be given some time to discuss 
the matter with the Chairman of some of the other Delegations. 
Otherwise, there might be the serious risk that when Mr. Molotov 
put the proposal before the first meeting of the Steering Committee 
that only he and Mr. Eden would vote for it. 

Mr. Mo torov said he did not know but that this was a risk. 
Tue Secretary again said that if we could only reach some agree- 

ment on Poland and announce that a list of leaders who were to be 
invited for consultation would have an enormous helpful effect on 
the attitude of the Conference towards the White Russia and the 
Ukrainian question.
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Mr. Motorov said that in regard to Poland, his Government felt 
that instead of friendly support in the matter of the establishment 
of a Polish Government friendly to the Soviet Union, obstacles had 
been continually put in its path by the U.S. and Great Britain. He 
said this had created quite a difference in atmosphere than that at the 
Crimean Conference. He said that now attempts were being made 
to speak to the Soviet Union in the language of a dictator; that the 
Soviet Union was in the first rank of the powers and would not be 
pushed back into the second rank; that if the Soviet Union was 
treated as a partner, it would react as a cooperative partner along the 
lines of the Crimea Conference but that if attempts were made using 
the Polish situation as an excuse to dictate to the Soviet Union no 
good would come out of it. 
Tus Secretary said that there had been no change in our attitude 

since the Crimea; that we maintained to carry out our agreements and 
that all we asked was that the Polish leaders suggested by us be 
accepted for consultation. 

Mr. Mororov replied that Mr. Stettinius was aware of his position 
and that of his Government on this question. He concluded by saying 
that if the Soviet Government was forced to accept anything but a 
friendly government in Poland after all the Russian blood that had 
been shed for Polish liberation, any other solution would mean for 
them that this blood had been shed in vain and they had lost the war. 
He said that aggression had come to Russia through Poland twice 
in a generation and that they could not abandon the interest of their 
state. He said that at the Crimean Conference the atmosphere had 
been satisfactory but since then they had noticed a definite change 
and that obstacles were being placed in the way of a formation of a 
Polish Government friendly to the Soviet Union. 

Tue Secrerary denied that there had been any change in atmos- 
phere on the part of the United States. 

It was agreed that at 11 o’clock tomorrow morning if Dr. Soong 
and Mr. Eden were agreeable there would be a meeting of the Foreign 
Ministers of the four powers to consider Conference arrangements 
and to begin the examination of amendments proposed by other coun- 

tries to the Dumbarton Oaks document, and that this meeting would 
take place in Mr. Stettinius’ office.®’ 

7 See minutes of meeting, April 25, 11 a. m., p. 402.
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CHAPTER IV: APRIL 25-MAY 7, 1945 

Opening session of Conference; consultative meetings of Foreign Min- — 
isters of the four Sponsoring Governments completed on questions of 
organization, procedure, admission of States to the Conference, and 
suggested amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals; amendments 
proposed jointly by the four Sponsoring Governments; additional 
amendments to the Proposals suggested by the United States; beginning 
of a new series of informal consultations on proposed amendments, 
which included the Foreign Ministers and Ambassadors of the four 
Sponsoring Governments and France; United States proposals on 
trusteeship presented at the first preliminary five-Power consultative 
meeting on trusteeship; participation of the United States delegation 
in first meetings of the various Commissions and Committees of the 
Conference. ce 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 16 

Minutes of the Sixteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation (A), 
Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, April 25, 1945, 8: 35 a. m.®8 

{Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follow list of names of persons (26) present at meeting, 
and announcements concerning (1) agenda for meetings, (2) a meet- 
ing of Foreign Ministers of Sponsoring Governments, and (3) avail- 
ability of tickets for plenary sessions. ] 

Trrsuts TO Lats Present Roosevet °° 

| PRINCIPAL ADVISERS °° 

The Secretary also asked and received the approval of the Delega- 
tion to have Mr. MacLeish and Mr. Dickey attend the meetings of the 
Delegation in order to provide proper liaison with the public rela- 
tions staff of the Delegation. 

[Here follow announcements concerning the daily program, and 
postponement of discussion of trusteeship and other deferred items. ] 

Vice CHAIRMEN OF THE DELEGATION 

The Secretary announced that the President had approved the ap- 
pointment of Senators Connally and Vandenberg as Vice Chairmen 
of the Delegation. He stated that under such an arrangement he 
would try to divide up his responsibilities between the two of them 
and to that end would discuss the matter with them later. He asked 

*The United States delegation was housed in the Fairmont Hotel, and its 
meetings were held in the fifth floor Conference Room. For a list of residence 
and office quarters of other delegations, see UNCIO Documents, vol. 2, p.10. - 

” For declaration paying tribute to President Roosevelt, introduced by Joaquin 
Fernandez, Chairman of the Chilean delegation, at the first plenary session, 
April 26, 3: 48 p. m., see Doc. 15, P/3, April 27, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 121. 

” See press release of May 2, Department of State Bulletin, May 6, 1945, p. 858.
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the approval of the Delegation of this arrangement—which was 

given—and then asked that an appropriate announcement of this ap- 

pointment be made to the press. | 

| Four-PowEr ConsuLTATIONS 

CoNGRESSIONAL OBSERVERS ** 

The Delegation went into Executive Session at 9: 30 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min, 16 (Exec) | 

Minutes of the Siateenth Meeting (Executive Session) of the United 
States Delegation (B), Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, April 25, 
1945, 9:30 a.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (19) present at meeting. ] 

| PoLisH QUESTION / 

The Secretary reported that he had brought with him to this session 
Ambassador Harriman, Mr. Dunn and Mr. Bohlen. He indicated 
that he wished to discuss frankly and with the utmost secrecy the 
whole question of our Soviet relations, in particular our relations 
with the Soviet Government on the question of Poland and the problem 
of two votes for the two extra Soviet Republics. He said he looked 
upon these as two separate issues. 

With respect to the Polish question the Secretary stated that he had 
already indicated to the Delegation what had taken place in a general 
way. He said our position was that the Yalta Agreement * should 
be lived up to. This position, he said, had been made clear by Mr. 
Truman in his meeting with Molotov and Eden.®%* The Secretary 
reported that Mr. Truman, at a second meeting with Mr. Molotov and 
Mr. Eden, had reaffirmed our position that consultation should take 
place with an independent commission. He pointed out that nothing 
further could be done on this question until word was received from 
the Soviet Government. 

ADMISSION TO THE ORGANIZATION OF THE Two Sovier Repustics 

He explained that the specific issue he wished to consider here con- 
cerned the proposal for two votes for the extra Soviet Republics. The 

See Department of State Bulletin, April 29, 1945, p. 802. 
Kor agreement on Poland, see section VI of the Communiqué issued at the 

end of the Crimea Conference, and section VII of the Protocol of Proceedings, 
Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp: 973 and 980, respectively. 

* No record found of any meeting with President Truman attended jointly by 
Mr. Molotov and Mr. Hden; with regard to their separate meetings with the 
President, see footnote 87, p. 294.
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Secretary reported that he would like to read Mr. Truman’s letter, 
addressed to him, to the Delegation.** The President directed that 
we support the proposal for admission to membership in the Organi- 
zation of the Ukraine and the White Russian Republics. The Secre- 
tary then read the letter to the Delegation. 

The Secretary reported that the President was only thinking of 
seats in the Assembly for the two Republics after the Organization 
was established. Mr. Bohlen said this was correct and that the admis- 
sion of the White Russian Republic and the Ukrainian Republic to 
representation at the Conference was left open. Senator Vandenberg 
thought this open question would certainly be raised by the Russians. 
Mr. Bohlen agreed since it was logical he said, if the Republics 
were admitted as initial members, that representation would be asked 
for them at the Conference. This however, Mr. Bohlen said, was a 
second phase of the problem and that for the time being Mr. Molotov 
was dealing with the first phase of the question. 

The Secretary stated that the question at issue was whether the two 
Soviet Republics would have seats in the General Assembly after 
the establishment of the Organization. With that introduction he 
said he would ask Mr. Dunn to make his recommendation for action 
on this question. Mr. Dunn replied that he would like first to refer 
to the terms of the Yalta Agreement on this question.® By this 
Agreement it was pledged that when the Conference was held a Soviet 
proposal would be supported to admit to original membership in the 
Organization the two Soviet Republics. Mr. Dunn said his thought 
was that at Yalta there had been several agreements regarding the 
new Provisional Government of Poland, the liberated areas, trustee- 
ship questions, and that among these was the agreement on the admis- 
sion of the two Soviet Republics. All of these agreements he said 
had been made public. The question of timing arose only in connec- 
tion with this one agreement on the admission of the Republics since 
that agreement began “when the Conference is held .. .”.. Mr. Dunn 
said we would have to face the fact that the Conference is now being 
held and that this question would come up at the first business session. 
The Polish question was in a state of consultation and development and 
was not up for final decision or conclusion at this time. However, 
the problem of admission of the two Republics was before us and Mr. 
Dunn felt that unless we followed through and went along in full 
good faith to do all we could to assure the admission of the two Re- 
publics our position with respect to the other agreements reached at 
Yalta would be very weak. 

“For letter of April 22, see Department of State Bulletin, April 29, 1945, p. 806. 
* See Protocol of Proceedings of the Crimea Conference, February 11, 1945, 

Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 976. 
* For the various agreements, see the Communiqué and Protocol of Proceed- 

ings of the Conference, ibid., pp. 968-982.
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Mr. Eaton asked whether it would be possible for us to make the 
decision or whether it was not a decision of the Conference. Mr. 
Dunn indicated that the question was whether or not we would sup- 

port the Russian proposal in full good faith. Senator Vandenberg 
remarked that, since this question did not involve the fate of the Con- 

ference he wondered why it needed to be settled immediately and why 
it could not be settled in the course of events. Mr. Dunn said that 
the Soviet Delegation was going to bring the question up and had 
in fact already told us that the matter would be brought up. Senator 
Vandenberg asked if any violation of the Yalta Agreement would 

be involved if the matter was referred to the Assembly Commisston— 

Commission II—for decision. Mr. Dunn thought that a violation 
would be involved if we took steps to defer the vote on this question. 

Mr. Dulles proposed that if we indicated our support for the Rus- 

sian proposal then we would have to put it through. It would indicate 

bad faith if we nominally supported the proposal and did nothing 

to put it into effect. 
Mr. Stassen agreed that to support the proposal without being suc- 

cessful would be unthinkable. He was afraid that to fail at this early 

stage in this way would result in the failure of the Conference. How- 
ever, he thought a major problem was to secure for the proposal the 
support of the American people and that if this was to be done we 

would have to take the offensive in interpreting our decision. He 
said he did not wish to raise again the point that the Delegation had 
not been fully advised in this matter at the start. He said from one 
point of view this was only a minor issue and that the important 

thing was to proceed aggressively to find a basis for bringing in ref- 
erences to justice and international law and other important points 
and then proceed to a vote on this question. Senator Vandenberg 
said he agreed with this. 

The Secretary commented that Mr. Roosevelt had, according to his 
understanding, told the Delegation of the Yalta Agreement on the 
Soviet Republics.°7 Senator Vandenberg replied that there had been 
some disagreement as to what the President had actually said. The 
Secretary indicated that he tended to agree with Mr. Stassen’s state- 
ment. Mr. Bloom thought that we should not take on the responsi- 
bility for securing the adoption of the Russian proposal. While we 
should not do anything to retard it, he felt that we would be taking 
on an awful lot if we assumed responsibility for pushing it through. 

Senator Vandenberg indicated that while he was reluctant about 
the whole proposal he would accept the obligation to back it, but he 

did not see why it was necessary to push the matter through at the 

” See memorandum of March 22 by the Acting Secretary of State to President 
Roosevelt, p. 144.
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beginning of the Conference. He thought we should be able to choose 
the time when we would reach agreement on this question. | 

Senator Connally said that if we supported the Russian proposal 
and failed to put it over we would be discredited. On the other hand 
if we insisted that the little countries should go along we would con- 
tribute to the already prevalent notion that the big countries were 
dominating the Conference. He wondered whether it would not be 
possible to settle the Russian proposals all at once. He thought that 
if a settlement of the Polish question could be reached it would ease 

the blow of this other agreement. 
Representative Bloom asked at what point on the list the United 

States would vote since, if it led off, the impression would be created 
that we were trying to dominate, while if we voted later on the list 
this impression might not be given. The Secretary asked that a list 
of order of voting at the Conference sessions be brought into the 
meeting. 

Mr. Rockefeller proposed that we should take advantage of the 
situation and support the Russian proposal wholeheartedly, thereby 
taking psychological advantage of a situation that we could not now 
avoid. He pointed out that the Latin American states would not be 
willing to vote as a bloc in favor of the Russian proposal unless Russia 
relaxes its position on Argentina. If the United States wants the 
Latin American votes for the Russian proposal there would have to 
be a settlement of the Argentinian question. Mr. Dunn said he did 
not think we could make a deal of this sort. The Secretary asked 
whether the Latin American countries were agreed that Argentina 
should be an initial member of the Organization. Mr. Rockefeller 
explained that they wanted Argentina invited to the Conference. 
They do not want to disrupt the Conference and therefore they would 
not push their position but they do feel that in view of the position 
taken in Mexico * that it is time to admit Argentina to the United 
Nations. 

The Secretary noted that no word had come from Molotov on the 
request of the Argentinian Government to be recognized. The Sec- 
retary then announced that Ambassador Harriman had come to the 
meeting and that he wished to have him speak on the question under 
discussion. 
Ambassador Harriman said that since the Yalta Conference our 

relations with Russia had taken a very different turn. The relations 
of war time were now developing into the beginning of the relations 
of peace time, which might in part explain the change in our rela- 
tions. All men who have dealt with Russia know of the Russian 

* See Resolution LIX of the Final Act of the Inter-American Conference on 
Problems of War and Peace, in Report of the Delegation of the United States of 
America to the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, 
Mexico City, Mexico, February 21—March 8, 1945, p. 188, or 6Q Stat. (pt. 2) 1881.
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attempt to chisel, by bluff, pressure, and other unscrupulous methods 
to get what they wish. We also recognize that they wish to have as 
much domination over Eastern Europe as possible, and that as the 
Red Army has advanced, governments in Eastern Europe have tended 
to come under the domination of the army. While we cannot go to 
war with Russia, we must do everything we can to maintain our posi- 
tion as strongly as possible in Eastern Europe. Russia is building a 
tier of friendly states there and our task is to make it difficult for her 
to do so, since to build one tier of states implies the possibility of 
further tiers, layer on layer. Our whole position, Ambassador Harri- 
man said, the one advantage we had, was to stand firm on our position 
in Eastern Europe. He added that he felt just as warmly on this 
question as Senator Vandenberg, and that he recommended that we 

be as firm with the Russians as possible. 
Ambassador Harriman pointed out that the Polish question was the 

major question, and that we should not confuse it with the admission 
of the two Soviet republics to the Conference or to membership in the 
Organization. Ambassador Harriman indicated that the basic issue 
at Yalta had been the voting procedure on the Security Council, on 
which the Administration had taken a strong position and on which 
there had been no weakening. When the President had put this posi- 
tion up to Stalin, Stalin had agreed to accept it for the admission of 
the two Russian republics.°® He thought the special interest of Stalin 
in the two Russian republics reflected a problem of Communist con- 
trol in the Ukraine and in the White Russian Republic. 

Senator Connally asked whether Ambassador Harriman meant that 
the Russian proposal stemmed from a situation of domestic politics. 
Ambassador Harriman replied in the affirmative. He thought that 
Stalin was attempting to achieve a favorable public opinion in the 
two republics. He pointed out that we must face the fact that the 
foreign policies of the two republics would be dictated by the Kremlin, 
and that those republics were not autonomous. He noted that Stalin 
placed a great deal of emphasis upon the international recognition of 
these two republics, and that the question of their votes in the assembly 
was only a secondary one. Mr. Bowman questioned whether, on 
achieving two extra seats in the Assembly, it was likely that the Soviet 
Government would press for additional seats for other constituent 
republics. Ambassador Harriman replied that there was no doubt 
about this, and that that was the reason why the President had tied 
the matter of admitting the two republics to the particular, circum- 
stances of the war, in which they had suffered so heavily. It was 
clear, he said, that further demands would be made by the Soviet 
Government. Mr. Stassen asked whether the President agreed to the 
Soviet proposals because of the Polish guid pro quo: Mr. Bohlen 

- See Conferences at Malta and Yailta, p. 712.
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commented that the Russian proposal was put in at the same time that 
the Polish question was up. | 

Mr. Dulles asked whether the veto power on the Security Council 
in questions of pacific settlement had been gained in exchange for the 
agreement on the two Soviet republics. Ambassador Harriman indi- 
cated that Mr. Stalin had first agreed to the voting procedure. We 
had felt that it was essential not to give in on the voting procedure in 
order to give the small states some satisfaction. In fact, he said, the 
question of the Soviet Republics and the problem of the voting pro- 
cedure were tied together in the discussion, although Stalin had 
never said he would agree to our proposal if we agreed to his. The 
Secretary pointed out that the discussion of these two matters took 
place within the same half hour. Ambassador Harriman agreed. 

Mr. Bloom asked why the justification was used that these Repub- 
lics had participated in the war. He wondered if other republics 
had not suffered equally. Ambassador Harriman replied in the nega- 
tive, indicating that these two republics had been invaded. Ambas- 
sador Harriman pointed out that we should not. consider the question 
of the two Soviet Republics in connection with the Polish settlement. 
He said he agreed with Mr. Stassen that we should carry out the agree- 
ment which the President had made, and do it in such a way so as 

to avoid giving any grounds for others going back on the other agree- 
ments at Yalta. He said the question of the timing was not one on 
which he could pass judgment, since he was not sufficiently in touch 
with American public opinion. His judgment, however, was that we 
should announce the matter four-square to the public. In any case, 
he said, we were not going to get the Polish settlement at this time, 
even if we allowed the Polish representatives to come here for consulta- 

tion. The point was that there was still the question to decide as to 
what kind of government Poland would have, and this would inevi- 
tably delay the whole matter. On the question of the two Soviet 
republics, however, as Mr. Dunn had said, we were up against a date. 

The Secretary indicated that there would be considerable delay in 
settling the Polish question, even if Mr. Molotov heard from Mr. 
Stalin, since it was planned to have the leaders invited to Moscow for 
consultation. Ambassador Harriman explained that the next step 
would be consultation in Moscow, and an attempt there to reorganize 
the government. He said it would be.a hollow victory if we had as- 

sumed that having taken the first step the whole matter was settled. 

Mr. Eaton asked whether if we kept our agreement, there was any 

guarantee that the Soviet Union would change its spots, Ambassador 
Harriman replied that there was no such guarantee. Kepresentative 

Eaton thought that we would then have given away our position and 

lost our bargaining power. Ambassador Harriman indicated that 

723-681—67 29
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if the question of the Soviet republics was the only issue he would tend 
to agree with Mr. Eaton, but that there were in fact other issues 
connected with this question. The Secretary thought that frank 
recognition should be given to the fact that there were certain military 

considerations that could not be discussed here. Ambassador Har- 
riman indicated that a primary motive of the Soviet Union was to 
get a position as a respected nation among the family of nations, and 
not to go back to its former isolation. He thought that there would 
be many issues coming up between us and that we must be more than 
certain not to give Russia grounds for saying that we had gone back 
on the Yalta agreement. He thought we should not raise the ques- 
tion of the invitation to the Conference at this time, but simply live 
up to our agreement. He doubted that the situation would be im- 
proved if we showed reluctance in living up to our agreement. | 

Senator Vandenberg commented that the problem remained to 
satisfy the people'of the United States. He said he could not escape 
the notion that if the first action of the Conference was to admit the 

two Soviet Republics the repercussions on public opinion would be 
desperately bad. He agreed that a contract we had made would have 
to be completed, but he thought it better to postpone the completion 
until later. He said that he did not think that Russia had done any- 
thing to help us along the way on this question. Ambassador Harri- 
man remarked that although there were a number of actions taken by 
the Soviet Government with which he did not agree, he did not think it 
was fair to say that the Russians had done nothing. Senator Vanden- 
berg replied that the fundamental fact was that the American public 
would believe that Stalin was writing the ticket. _ | 

Mr. Armstrong asked whether it was true that there were no other 
time provisions on the agreements at Yalta. In connection with the 
agreement on liberated areas, he recalled that it had been stated that 
when we believe that conditions are unsatisfactory we shall invoke 
the consultative procedure. He pointed out that we had invoked the 
consultative procedure in regard to Rumania,’ but that the Russians 
had not accepted that. Mr. Dunn said that there were two periods 
to keep in mind: 1, the period of military action, and 2, the period of 
political action. Rumania was still within the field of military oper- 
ations. We would have to accept this fact just as we had made the 
Russians accept our position in Italy? ne 

+See Protocol of Proceedings of the Crimea Conference (II. Declarationion 
Liberated Europe), Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 977; for documentation 
on the Rumanian situation, see vol. v, pp. 464 ff. — 
. * For the Angilo-Soviet-American communiqué: (Declaration Regarding Italy), 
issued at the Moscow Conference, held October 18—-November 1, 1943, see Foreign 
Relations, 19438, vol. 1, p. 759. a :
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Ambassador Harriman said the big issue was the Polish issue and 
that we should concentrate on that. Rumania, after all, was an enemy 
country while Poland was a country which we respected and which 
had suffered considerably since the very beginning of the war, and 
was, in fact, the country over which war was declared. : 

Senator Vandenberg commented that the question uppermost in his 
mind was the American reaction. He indicated we did not have any 
idea whether the Russians would cooperate with us or would be bluntly 
hostile to our suggestions for a more liberalized amendment procedure. 

The Secretary commented that the advantages would be better in 
getting a liberalized amendment procedure if we could get by this 
first hurdle. Ambassador Harriman replied that he agreed with the 
Secretary. 

Senator Vandenberg said he thought it was about time we did not 
take Russian good intentions so for granted. Ambassador Harriman 
recommended that if Russia did not go along with us on changes that 
we considered fundamental in the charter of the organization, we 
ought to talk in a straight-forward manner, and tell the Russians to 
return to Russia. On a substantive question he would recommend 
meeting the issue head-on, but he did not like to see the Conference 
broken up on a relatively unimportant question. 

Senator Connally explained that in any event there was not now 
time for a Polish representative to come to the Conference, since the 
Conference was upon us. The Secretary explained that we. would 
not agree upon a Polish representative until a Polish Government. was 
satisfactory to us, and we had recognized it. Representative Bloom 
asked whether the Yalta agreement on Poland was quite explicit. 

Ambassador Harriman replied that all decent people could under- 
stand it, and that it was very specific. The difficulty was that the 
Russians interpreted the agreement differently than we did. The 
phrase “other Polish leaders” meant to us leaders of all parties, in- 
cluding the democratic elements. The Russians thought that they 
had fulfilled the terms of the agreement if they merely brought to 
Moscow a few Communist stooges and non-party officials. . Repre- 
sentative Bloom asked what had been done to carry out the Yalta 
agreement on Poland. Ambassador Harriman reported that. there 
had been a half dozen meetings, lasting from three to four hours, and 
that careful work had been done. sit Ce 

Senator Connally said that if it was true that there were other con- 
siderations at Yalta that had not been made public, but that affected 
the Russian proposal on the two republics, then we ought to carry out 
our pledge at Yalta under the directives of President Roosevelt and 
President Truman. We should carry out their agreement graciously 
and promptly and not equivocate. We should not give the impression 
that we were not acting in good faith. 7 7
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Senator Vandenberg indicated that we would have to be prepared 
to confront the demand that the Soviet republics be immediately seated 
in the Conference. Mr. Dunn said there had been no agreement on 
the invitations to the Conference. Mr. Stassen wondered whether we 
should not say that while we are opposed to the participation of the 
republics in the Conference, we will wholeheartedly carry through 
with our agreement on the admission of the two republics to the 
Assembly. 

Representative Bloom thought we had already gone on record as 
a Delegation in favor of the Russian proposal. He questioned the 
use of the two terms “original” and “initial”, and thought we should 
stick to the phrase “initial members”. Dean Gildersleeve said she 
also thought the Delegation had agreed to the Russian proposal and 
had announced its position. The Secretary said he thought this was 
true and believed we should promptly make a statement to the Rus- 
sians and to the public. Senator Vandenberg indicated that while 
he would go along with the proposal he was opposed to doing it until 
some plausible excuse was developed for going along. He did not 
like to give the impression of being ordered around, and would prefer 
to have the matter come up first in the Commission on the Assembly. 
He believed the impact would be terrific on the American public if it 
was presented simply with the bald fact. 

The Secretary pointed out the fact that the Soviet Government was 
likely to bring up the issue in the Steering Committee. Mr. Bowman 
thought that we might merely announce that we reaffirmed our posi- 
tion taken at Yalta on the Russian proposal, and then we could follow 
the legal procedure in discussing and getting agreement upon the 
Russian proposal. 

Mr. Stassen indicated his opposition to an additional announcement 
such as suggested by Mr. Bowman, feeling that this would only in- 
crease the difficulty. 

The Secretary regretted that he had to leave the meeting and that 
Mr. Dunn would also have to leave, and he said that he would expect 
the Delegation to continue its discussions. The Secretary said that he 
would like an instruction from the Delegation on the question under 
discussion. (The Secretary and Mr. Dunn left the meeting.) 

- Mr. Hackworth did not think that we should qualify our position, 
but should indicate to the Soviet Government that we were ready to 
comply with our previous decision. Mr. Stassen remarked that no 
one had raised the question of reneging, but that the fundamental 
problem was how the matter should be brought up. Mr. Rockefeller 
said that we should not forget that we had to carry this out with the 
American Republics, and that if we wanted to put the proposal 
through, we would have to have their votes. The only way he thought 
we could get their vote was to give in to their desires on Argentina.
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Mr. Armstrong thought this would only create a double handicap with 
the American people, since the American people did not want Argen- 

tina in. 
Dean Gildersleeve suggested that careful consideration be given to 

a statement on the fundamental reasons why we had gone along with 
the Russian proposals, and that we could couple this statement with 
an announcement that we were standing firm on Poland. __ 

Mr. Dulles thought that we might also add to this statement that 
the Delegation had determined that it would not favor seating the 
Russian republics at the San Francisco Conference. Senator Con- 
nally thought it was rather awkward to tie in the anriounéement of 
carrying out the Yalta agreement with the statement that we would 
not invite the two republics to attend the Conference, 

Senator Vandenberg thought that any statement now, until we 
could produce something that we had gained in the bargain, would 
invite public opposition. Ambassador Harriman indicated that he 
would like nothing better than to have the people rise up in protest 
and indicate their real position, since it would be good for, the Soviets 
to appreciate for once the reaction of the American .people which he 
had been for such a long time trying to convey to them. 

After a brief discussion, it was agreed by Mr. Pasvolsky and Mr. 
Raynor that the Delegation had not yet announced its own view on 
the Soviet proposal. 

Mr. Pasvolsky pointed out that there was a real difference of inter- 
pretation of the Yalta agreement between the Russians and ourselves. 
While we were committed to admitting the two Russian republics to 
membership in the Organization, this meant to us listing them in the 
annex as initial members of the Organization. From our point of 
view the question of participation in the Conference did not arise at 
Yalta and is not now involved. The Russian interpretation, on the 
other hand, was that admission as original members of the Organiza- 
tion implied the right to send representatives to the Conference itself. 
Mr. Pasvolsky noted that there would be no problem of timing if we 
were merely listing the Soviet republics in the annex, but the reason 

that the Russians were pressing the matter was that they wanted to 
get the two Soviet Republics represented in the Conference. Ambas- 
sador Harriman commented that the agreement at Yalta did not imply 
the seating of the two republics in the Conference. Mr. Pasvolsky 
said that it would be tremendously difficult to avoid doing this if we 
lived up to our own interpretation of the Yalta agreement. Senator 
Vandenberg replied that if we yielded on the Russian proposal at all 
it did not much matter whether we seated the states at the Conference 
or whether we did not. Mr. Pasvolsky thought that the preferable 
position was to say that we did not intend to seat the two republics 

at the Conference. Mr. Stassen preferred to make our carrying
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through on the two Soviet republics conditional on the Russians car- 
rying through on Poland. He wondered if this was feasible. 

Mr. Bowman asked what significance there was in the stepped-up 
interest of the Soviets in the Economic and Social Council. Mr. 
Pasvolsky thought that this was not particularly related to the ques- 
tion of membership. He pointed out that the Russians had come a 
long distance in supporting the effort for a firm organization, in large 
part because of the prestige which recognition as a great power gave 
the Soviets. Ambassador Harriman agreed that the prestige factor 
was the predominate one, and he said he was convinced that if the 
Russian Delegation returned without delivering on the General Or- 
ganization they would pay for it. He said it would be a serious thing 
for the Kremlin to face if it backed out of the Conference. 

Mr. Pasvolsky pointed out that the worry of the Government over 
its relations with the Ukrainian and White Russian republics was 
evident by the fact that in military reports the armies are always 
referred to as Ukrainian and White Russian armies. Ambassador 
Harriman indicated that officers fighting on the Ukrainian and White 
Russian fronts are referred to by those names. 7 

Mr. Bloom asked how a decision on the Russian proposal would 
affect the military situation. Ambassador Harriman did not think 
that it would affect the military situation either in Germany or in 
the Pacific. 

Mr. Hackworth asked why the two Republics should not be invited 
to the Conference. Senator Vandenberg replied that this would be 
in violation of our previous agreement that only United Nations should 
be invited. Mr. Pasvolsky commented that it would change the 
character of the Conference to invite the two Republics. 

Mr. Bloom asked when this question was going to come up and 
what the urgency was. Ambassador Harriman replied that the ques- 
tion would be raised probably the following day. Mr. Pasvolsky 
thought it might be under discussion at this very moment. He ex- 
plained that what was involved was a matter of interpretation of the 
Yalta agreement. He thought that to give up the interpretation 
that we have already urged, in other words that we were willing to 
admit the two Soviet Republics to membership in the Organization 
but not to extend invitations to them, would be bad. From our view, 

he said, the only question was the inscribing of the names of the two 

Soviet Republics on the list of initial members. 
Senator Vandenberg indicated that he did not think that the Secre- 

tary of State would stand for the extending of invitations to the two 
Soviet Republics. Mr. Rockefeller said that he thought the matter 
needed to be looked at as a whole and that some position had to be 

taken on the Argentinian question if we expected to line up the Latin
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American votes. Mr. Eaton asked whether Argentina was a United 
Nation. Mr. Rockefeller replied that Argentina had requested ten 
days ago to sign the United Nations Declaration and that nothing 
had been done about it. The Latin American countries, however, 
unanimously wanted Argentina in the United Nations. Mr. 
Pasvolsky noted that we did not want Argentina in. Mr. Stassen did 
not think that we could now invite Argentina to the Conference if 
we were going to give the Russians a negative reply on their demand 
to admit the two Republics to the Conference. Senator Connally 
thought the American public would be bitterly opposed to the Ar- 
gentinian Government signing the Declaration by United Nations. 
Mr. Stassen wondered why it would not be feasible for Argentina to 
come in as an original member after the Organization was established. 
Senator Connally said that he did not even like the idea of Argentina 
coming in as an original member. Mr. Rockefeller said all he had in 
mind was that we had to keep in view the inter-connection of the two 
problems. . 

Mr. Armstrong pointed out that we must also keep in view the 
psychological effect on the Russian Delegation if it was presented with 
the double proposition of inviting Argentina to the Conference while 
the two Soviet Republics were not invited. He asked Ambassador 
Harriman what the Russians would do if the two Republics were re- 
fused representation at the Conference. Ambassador Harriman re- 
plied that the Russians would object very strongly, and that Molotov 
would probably pack up and go home. Moreover, he thought if we 
said that we could not guarantee the membership of the two republics 
until the Conference voted it, that the opposition of the Soviets on 
other issues would be greatly increased. He said that until the Soviet 
Government knew where it was going to come out on the issue, we were 
going to face increasing stubborness. Mr. Pasvolsky thought that 
in preference to stalling and to long negotiation on the admission to 
membership of the two republics our bargaining power would prob- 
ably be bettered if the issue could be settled and gotten out of the way. 
Senator Connally asked what would happen if we voted “no” on invit- 
ing the Soviet republics to attend the Conference. Mr. Pasvolsky said 
that in making any decision we would have to be guided by the prin- 
ciple of. not letting Russia walk out of the Conference on this issue. 
Ambassador Harriman thought that Russia would not walk out of the 
Conference on this particular issue but that Molotov would simply 
pack up and go home. 

Senator Connally asked whether the Russians really wanted a peace 
organization. Ambassador Harriman replied that they wanted a 
peace organization but for different purposes than we did. Member- 
ship in the Organization, he said, would give them world prestige that
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would be useful to them in extending their relations, particularly in 
Eastern Europe. Senator Connally asked how badly they wanted the 
peace organization. Ambassador Harriman replied that if the demo- 
cratic world did not meet them on the terms that they generally favored 
they would probably go in the direction of isolation. He thought that 
it was a real possibility that, if the Conference voted down their request 
for membership of the two Soviet Republics, they would walk out on 
the Conference. He did not believe they would walk out on the ques- 
tion of the seating of the Soviet Republics at the Conference. 

Mr. Dulles commented that we must face the fact that we are not 
in @ position to deliver the Conference vote for the Russian proposal 
within the next twenty-four hours. If the Conference votes down the 
proposal there is every reason to expect a blow-up. The Russians 
would accuse us of having sent Nelson Rockefeller around to tell the 
Latin American governments to vote against the proposal. This, he 
said, inevitably raises the Argentinian question. Ambassador Harri- 
man pointed out that the Argentinian question had not been raised 
in any form with the Soviet Government. | 

Senator Connally proposed that the Secretary tell Molotov that we 
would vote for and support the membership of the two Soviet Re- 
publics in the Organization, but that we would not vote for or support 
their participation in the Conference. Mr. Pasvolsky pointed out that 
the Russians would say “no” to this latter statement, since according 
to their interpretation initial membership meant representation in the 
Conference. Senator Connally said he did not know how we could 
speak for the Conference. If the Conference voted down the Russian 
proposal, then no breach of the Yalta agreement was involved. 

Mr. Pasvolsky noted that the presence of the Soviet Republics in 
the Conference had not been discussed at Yalta. Mr. Stassen asked 
when the question was first raised. Mr. Pasvolsky replied that it was 
first raised when the Soviet Government informed us of the Delegation 
that 1t wished to send to the Conference.® 

Mr. Stassen said he thought we should actively support the pro- 
posal for membership of the two Republics in the Organization, and 
support it early in the Conference, but that we should not support the 
proposition that the two Republics would be seated at the Conference. 
Mr. Pasvolsky asked what would happen if the Soviet said “no” to 
the proposal; would we face a break-up in the Conference. Senator 
Vandenberg said that the Russians could make one issue after another 
like this. Mr. Bloom said the question was whether we wanted to 
drive the Russians home at the beginning of the Conference. Mr. 
Stassen urged that we live up to our agreement at Yalta so that Russia 

' * See memorandum of conversation by the Assistant Secretary of State (Dunn), 
March 17, p. 132.
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would not go home in a position to claim that we had broken our 

promise. 
Senator Connally asked whether we should let them sit at the Con- 

ference. Mr. Bowman thought that this question was relatively minor 
and certainly was different from other more substantial questions. 
Senator Vandenberg asked what we intended to stand on and what 
we were going to surrender on. Mr. Bowman replied that we cer- 
tainly should stand on the question of a more liberal amendment 
procedure. 

- Mr. Pasvolsky indicated that the question of participation in the 
Conference of the Soviet Republics was a relatively minor issue. He 
wondered whether the American public would resent this second step 
if, in any event, the first one was taken. Mr. Stassen pointed out 

that the American public had not discussed this second question, but 
that in fact this was now the real issue before the Delegation—whether 
we should support the seating of the two republics in the Conference. 
The other issue, he said, was already decided. 

Senator Vandenberg remarked that this issue could not be settled 
in the absence of the Secretary, who had definitely opposed the is- 
suance of invitations to the two republics. Mr. Rockefeller questioned 
whether the Secretary was fully informed on the entire background 
of the matter. He pointed out that in the discussions concerning the 
disposition of positions at the Conference positions had been left open 
for the two republics. Mr. Pasvolsky explained that the positions 
were allowed for only in the event that a decision was reached by 
the Conference to admit the two Soviet Republics. Mr. Stassen said 
the decision would have to be made within the next twenty-four hours 
and that the basic question was how we intended to interpret the 
Yalta agreement. Mr. Pasvolsky agreed and indicated that the 
British would probably support us in our interpretation that initial 
membership in the Organization meant listing in the Annex and not, | 
as the Russians would have it, invitations to the Conference. Senator 
Vandenberg thought that the President would have to be communi- 
cated with. 

Mr. Hackworth said that he had had a conversation with one of the 
Russian Delegates who had reported, when asked what position Russia 
would take on the nomination of judges to the World Court,‘ that he 
would go along with the United States. Moreover, he had indicated 
that he did not have a very strong feeling about the continuation of 
the present judges, since, like ourselves, Russia had never been a mem- 

*For provisions on election of judges, see articles 5 to 14 of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice in Conference Series No. 84: The 
International Court of Justice: Selected Documents Relating to the Drafting of 
the Statute (Department of State publication No. 2491), pages 2-3. |
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ber of the Court, and that Russia would probably go along with us 
on this question also. 

Senator Connally reported that Russia would be greatly embar- 
rassed at home if the Delegation returned without getting successful 
results, and that we had to face the fact that we must not continue 
simply to rubber-stamp the Russian position. Senator Vandenberg 
agreed that we could not make a Munich® out of San Francisco. 
Ambassador Harriman thought that if we could get this one difficulty 
off the decks, the Russians would be less likely to be suspicious of us. 
He added that they would not be satisfied until there was a vote of 
the Conference. He added that the Russians believed us capable of 
intrigue and double-crossing. Senator Vandenberg said that that 
is precisely what the Russians do. Ambassador Harriman replied 
that that is perhaps why the Russians think that we are capable of 
doing it also. Ambassador Harriman urged that we get the issue 
of the membership of the Soviet Republics off the boards. 

Mr. Rockefeller proposed that the over-all picture be considered 
rather than just this one problem in isolation. Senator Vandenberg 
indicated that he was willing to go along with the Russian proposal 
if there was something else that would help counteract the bad effect 
on public opinion. Mr. Pasvolsky noted that the admission of Ar- 
gentina to the Conference would not help us. a 
Ambassador Harriman urged that before Mr. Stettinius talked to 

Mr. Molotov we should be determined what should be done and should 
stick to it. He indicated that he could think of nothing more disas- 
trous than to back down on our position. He felt that we should allow 
the Soviet Republics to become members of the Organization but that 

whatever we decided, we should not let Russia’s threat to walk out 
on the Conference cause us to back down. Senator Connally said that, 
after all, the issuing of invitations to the Conference was a relatively 
minor one. Ambassador Harriman agreed that since we were giving 
in on the major question the decision on the minor question was less 
important. Senator Connally said that even if the Soviet Govern- 
ment would walk out, 1t would be better to have it walk out after we 
had fulfilled the Yalta agreement, and not on that issue. In that 
way we probably would still have the American public with us and 
could then work on with other nations and could organize the Security 
Organization. - 

Dean Gildersleeve wondered if the American people would be 
particularly interested in the question of the seating of the Republics 
in the Conference, once the decision had been made to admit them to 
membership. Mr. Stassen said that we would be vulnerable to attack 

'For documentation on the German-Czechoslovak crisis, the Munich Confer- 
ence, and agreement signed September 29, 1938, by Germany, the United Kingdom, 
France, and Italy, see Foreign Relations, 1988, vol. 1, pp. 483 ff.
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on many scores if we admitted the Republics to the Conference, since 

they are not United Nations and are not independent states. He 

added that if we could get a favorable Polish settlement, obtain men- 

tion of justice in the text, and achieve great flexibility in the organiza- 

tion, particularly in the amendment process, he would agree to the in- 
vitation to the Republics to the Conference. | 
Ambassador Harriman indicated that his first interest was to keep 

Molotov here long enough so that if he went home it would be over 
a substantial question. He did not like to have the departure of 
Molotov associated with a failure on our part to keep a promise. 

Senator Connally thought that this whole matter must be talked over 
with the Secretary before a decision could be made. : | 

Mr. Rockefeller indicated that the Latin American votes, as he had 
said earlier, depended on the admission of Argentina to the United 
Nations. We had agreed on the procedure by which this would take 
place, if Argentina declared war, if she agreed to the Act of Chapul- 

tepec, etc. It had been agreed that the United States would recom- 
mend an invitation to the other sponsoring powers. All but this last 
step had been taken. Now there was considerable confusion, and 
Argentina, herself, was not in a position as yet to sign the Declara- 
tion. We might make the condition that we would. support invita- 
tions to the Russian Republics to the Conference if they would sup- 
port the admission of Argentina within the next three week’s time or 
so. Senator Connally asked how we could predict that Argentina 
would be invited by the Conference even if we asked for it. He asked 
Ambassador Harriman whether, if the Conference voted against us, 
the supposition that we had not been sincere would not operate to 
cause an unfavorable reaction? Ambassador Harriman replied that, 
if we had decided to support the Russian proposal in good. faith, and 
if the Russians put a false interpretation on the situation, we would 
just have to face up to it. He agreed, however, that to be voted 
down would be very serious. | | 

Mr. Pasvolsky suggested that the Secretary talk to Mr. Molotov and 
to Mr. Eden, and that we do not indicate our support for an invita- 
tion to the Soviet Republics to the Conference, but that we do raise 
the issue of the invitation. Mr. Rockefeller disagreed with the pro- 
cedure on the grounds that if Russia insists on an invitation, he could 
not be held responsible for delivering the vote if nothing was done 
on the Argentinian question. , | , 

It was agreed after brief discussion that the next meeting of the 
Delegation would be held at 8:30 that evening. (Mr. MacLeish came 
into the meeting.) : 

* For information on measures taken by the Argentine Government in accord- 
ance with Resolution LIX of the Conference of Mexico, see Department of State 
Bulletin, April 8, 1945, p. 611.
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Senator Connally said that Mr. MacLeish wished to make a state- 
ment. Mr. MacLeish wanted to know whether the Delegates wanted to 
abide by their earlier decision to allow the press to come up to the 
corridors and be permitted to have the run of the corridors on the un- 
derstanding that they would not enter the offices. General agreement 
was reached that this decision should be adhered to. 

Senator Connally adjourned the meeting at 12:50 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons. Four Pre. Min. 2 . 

Minutes of the Second Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Questions. 
— of Organization and Admission, Held at San Francisco, April 25, 

1945, 11 a.m. 
[Informal Notes] 

{Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 

delegations of the United States (5); the United Kingdom (4); the 
Soviet Union (4); and China (3).] 

The meeting was called to order by the Secretary of State in his 
office at the Fairmont at 11 a. m., April 25, 1945. 

The Secretary invited the Foreign Ministers to give at any time to 
the Secretariat any comments which they might have with regard to 
inadequacy of arrangements. 

The Secretary outlined briefly the proposed program for the after- 
noon’s opening meeting of the Conference 7 to determine if it is satis- 
factory to all the sponsors. 

The Delegations would be seated in the Opera House in alphabetical 
order. There would be appropriate music but no national anthems. 
As temporary chairman the Secretary would at 4:30 p. m. accompany 
the Governor of California and the Mayor of San Francisco on to 
the platform and call the meeting to order. In view of the wide 
variety of different religions represented among the participating del- 
egations a religious invocation would not be undertaken but the Sec- 
retary would request one minute of silence. He would then say, “the 
President of the United States” and President Truman’s speech by 
radio from Washington * would then follow. This would be followed 
by a word of welcome from the Governor of California (three min- 
utes), and a similar welcome by the Mayor San Francisco. The Sec- 
retary would thank the Mayor for arrangements made. The Secretary 
would then speak for five minutes. On concluding this he would 
introduce Mr. Alger Hiss as temporary Secretary General and Mr. 
Hiss would outline arrangements for April 26. The band would then 
play appropriate music and the Secretary would adjourn the meeting. 

“For verbatim minutes of the opening session, April 25, see doc. 8, G/5, UNCIO 
Decuments, vol. 1, p. 111. . 

* Department of State Bulletin, April 20, 1945, p. 789.
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The Foreign Ministers indicated their approval of this program. 

The Secretary called on Mr. Hiss to outline to the Foreign Ministers: 

the suggested program for April 26. Mr. Hiss stated that the tenta- 

tive plan is that the heads of delegations meet at 10:30 a. m. in an: 

auditorium of the Veterans Building on April 26° and draw up a. 

report to submit to a first plenary session *° of the Conference which. 

would meet on the afternoon of April 26 at 8:30 p. m. in the Opera. 

House. | 
Mr. Molotov asked what would be the nature of the report to be 

made by the heads of delegations. | 7 - 
Mr. Hiss stated that the report would of course depend upon the: 

action taken by the heads of delegations, but that presumably it would. 
consist mainly of recommendations to the Conference having to do: 
particularly with form and in addition would include recommenda- 
tions regarding commission and committee officerships and executive 
committee membership as discussed by the Foreign Ministers.on the 
night of April 23.” | . : oe 

Mr. Hiss said that according to the proposed. plan, if the recom- 
mendations of the meeting of the heads of delegations be accepted by 
the Conference, the presiding officer of the Conference would then 
speak and would be followed by the Chairmen of the other sponsoring 
powers speaking in alphabetical order. 

Mr.Eden asked what sort of statements the Foreign Ministers would 
be expected. to make. The Secretary said he would be delighted to 
supply to the Foreign Ministers copies of the remarks which he has 
in mind, and suggested that the Foreign Ministers should set an ex- 
ample in brevity of the statement in order that the other delegation 
chairmen will keep their remarks within reasonable limits. Mr. Molo- 
tov asked if twelve to fifteen minutes would be too long. Mr. Eden 
said that he feels fifteen minutes is necessary. A. length of about 
fifteen minutes was mutually agreed to. 

Mr. Hiss reported being in the receipt of request from the French 
to speak after the sponsors but before the other participating coun- 
tries. Mr. Molotov indicated that he is agreeable. The Secretary 
asked whether it would not be embarrassing to single out one country 
for special treatment in this respect after France turns [turned ? | down 
the opportunity of being a sponsor. Mr. Eden raised the question 
whether this matter might not be left to the Secretariat. Mr. Hiss 
stated that the view of the Secretariat is that there is no ground for 
giving France a special position in this respect but that he would, if 

* Doe. 29, DC/4, April 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p.50. 
* For agenda for the first plenary session, April 26, see doc. 10, P/1, ibid., vol. 

*s Pier minutes of meeting of April 23, see p. 360.
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agreeable, place the matter before the meeting of the heads of delega- 
tions to decide.?? 

Mr. Hiss mentioned the next item on the agenda having to do with 
allocations of officerships. He said that a meeting is set for 12:30 
p. m. April 25 among deputies of the Foreign Ministers ** to go into 
the matter further. Mr. Molotov suggested that the deputies exchange 
views on the subject. The Secretary suggested that decision be ex- 
pedited and said that Mr. Dunn has complete authority to speak for 
the United States on this matter. 

Mr. Hiss next referred to the subject of the unofficial observers of 

the five invited intergovernmental organizations being nationals of 
non-participating countries. Mr. Pavlov asked if the question in- 
volves only one person who is an Irish national. Mr. Hiss said that 
according to information already known to the Secretariat two Irish 
nationals and a Spanish national are involved. Mr. Molotov stated 
that the Soviet delegation will maintain its point of view on this ques- 
tion. Mr. Hiss pointed out that the invitations have already been 
delivered * and that the three personsare already present in San Fran- 
cisco with the exception of one of the Irish nationals. Mr. Hiss added 
that such observers are unofficial and are subject to any limitations 

which the Conference may impose. He said that no specific action 
in the matter seems to be required of the Secretariat, but that Mr. 
Molotov is of course free to bring the subject up in such manner as 
he may wish. Mr. Molotov expressed agreement. 

Mr. Hiss stated that he had informally received the information 
that the French Delegation will request that all speeches be put 
immediately into the French language which with English would be 
a working language of the Conference. Mr. Molotov asked why this 
proposal would not be acceded to. Dr. Soong stated that the business 
of the Conference would be unduly protracted thereby. Mr. Molotov 
suggested that it is necessary to convince the French that they should 
withdraw their request. Mr. Eden interposed that this would cer- 
tainly be difficult. Mr. Molotov asked if there is not some way to 

meet the French demand half-way. The Secretary closed the subject 
by requesting Mr. Hiss to undertake to persuade the French Delega- 

tion to change its position with regard to this matter. 
My. Hiss raised the matter of the request made by Mr. Hillman for 

the World Trade Union Conference to be invited to send a delega- 
tion to advise the San Francisco Conference and stated that he under- 
stood at the last meeting * that Mr. Molotov wished to consider the 

“2 The matter was not considered by the Heads of Delegations; for text of 
first statement by Georges Bidault, Chairman of the French delegation, at the 
sixth plenary session, May 1, see doc. 46, P/11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 481. 

* Record of meeting not printed. 
* Doe. 8, G/2, April 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 3. _ , 
* See minutes of meeting of April 28, p. 360.
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matter further. Mr. Molotov said to accede to the request would 
not be a bad thing, and that it might be discussed in the Steering 
Committee. The Secretary pointed out that the request was to serve 
in an advisory capacity to the Conference as a whole. Mr. Molotov 
said that the Soviet Delegation has already expressed to the World 
Trade Union Conference its approval of its request and that therefore 
anything other than favorable action to it would be embarrassing 
to the Soviet Delegation. Mr. Eden pointed out that the request. was 
presented before the four sponsors and that if the sponsors.are not 
in agreement in the matter it would presumably be necessary to report 
the fact to the Steering Committee. Mr. Molotov approved, and all 
agreed that the subject should be referred to the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Hiss stated that papers suggesting a tentative and informal 
basis of organization and procedure of the Conference were yesterday 
circulated to the Secretaries General of the Delegations for their con- 
sideration. Mr. Molotov said that it will be necessary to examine 

them. Mr. Hiss commented that the papers as circulated contain 
only points already agreed to between the various sponsors. Mr. Mol- 
otov said. that he has not seen the papers and must withhold his posi- 
tion until he has had time toexaminethem. Heasked further whether, 
among these papers, the agenda for the meeting of the April 26 Meet- 
ing of the Heads of Delegations is included, and Mr. Hiss replied in 
the affirmative. Copies were thereupon distributed among those pres- 
ent. Mr. Molotov asked what is contemplated under point 4 of the 
proposed agenda (i.e., Nomination of the presiding officer or officers 
of the Conference). Mr. Hiss replied that the inclusion of this item 
in the Secretariat’s paper is simply to propose that the subject. be 
laid before the Meeting of the Heads of Delegations, and that the re- 
sultant action would, of course, depend on the decision of that meeting. 

Mr. Molotov asked for an explanation of point 7. Mr. Hiss replied 
that when invitations to the San Francisco Conference were sent out 
the comments of the invited countries upon the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals as supplemented at the Crimea Conference were invited ; 
and that such comments submitted in response to that invitation 2” 
would logically be considered by the Conference. 

. Mr. Molotov asked if he might add one point to the agenda. He 
proposed that the question of invitations to the White Russian Soviet 
Socialist Republic and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic be point 
9 of the agenda. He stated that he must reserve the right to raise the 
question of the Yalta Agreement on the subject. 

Mr. Eden stated that while he understands the Soviet Union’s goal 
in the matter, he would appreciate enlightenment as to how Mr. Molo- 

** Doc. 25, DC/1, April 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 3. 
men, bid. vol. 3, Dumbarton Oaks Proposals: Comments and Proposed Amend-
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tov proposes to go about it. Mr. Molotov replied that he should hke 
to be permitted to raise the question before the Meeting of the Heads 
of Delegations. Mr. Eden asked whether Mr. Molotov would expect 
that the question would then be referred by the Meeting of the Heads 
of Delegations to the Conference itself. Mr. Molotov replied that he 
would expect that the question might go before any appropriate body 
of the Conference. He requested that he be empowered to argue the 
question before the Heads of Delegations and if possible to obtain 
their support of the Soviet Proposal. He stated that he sees no reason 
why the Meeting of the Heads of Delegations cannot vote and act upon 
the matter. : | | | 
- Mr. Eden noted that one of the committees proposed for the Con- 
ference, Committee 2 under Commission I, would presumably be con- 
cerned with this question.12 Mr. Molotov took exception, stating that 
that cornmittee will be concerned with questions relating to the Char- 
ter and the permanent organization to be set up, but that his wish is 
to obtain consideration of the subject of the Yalta Agreement and 
initial participation. — | | 

_ Mr. Hiss'stated that it has been the Secretariat’s understanding that 
the agreement at Crimea relates to the initial membership of the In- 
ternational Organization. Mr. Molotov stated that such.is not the 
fact, and that he wishes the point added to the agenda. The Secre- 
tary stated that the request is agreed to, and Mr. Hiss stated that the 
additional point as point 9 of the agenda will be immediately circu- 
lated to the Secretaries General of Delegations.’® - 

Mr. Hiss asked for clarification as to whether Mr. Molotov’s inten- 
tion is to request the Meeting of the Heads of Delegations to vote upon 
his proposal. Mr. Molotov replied that he sees no reason why it. 
should not. | | 

Mr. Molotov brought up the subject of trusteeship discussions. 
The Secretary commented that the American Delegation has just ar- 
rived but that Mr. Dunn and Mr. Pasvolsky are prepared to discuss 
the matter with the others just as soon as immediately pressing con- 
ference arrangements are completed. Mr. Molotov remarked that 
the Soviet representatives are ready to discuss the question even today. 
Docter Soong indicated that Mr. Koo is prepared to represent the 
Chinese in discussing the trusteeship question. Mr. Molotov named. 
Mr. Sobolev for the same purpose. Mr. Eden said that’ he has no 
person in mind for this purpose and would presumably have 
to ask his Government. He added that he is not able to take a posi- 
tion in the trusteeship matter upon five minutes’ notice, and that. 

“Technical Committee 2, “Membership, Amendment, and Secretariat”; see 
chart entitled “Organization, Functions, & Officerships”, dec. 67, &/20, May 5.,. 
1945, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 79. - 

” Doc. 28, DC/2 (a), revised proposed agenda, ibid., vol. 5, p. 48%
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he must insist on opportunity to refer to his Government any propo- 
sals which the United States may have in mind. | 

Mr. Hiss proposed that the sponsors in speaking in the afternoon 
session on April 26, after remarks by the President of the Conference 
should speak in alphabetical order. Mr. Molotov expressed agree- 
ment, as did the others. 

The Secretary stated that if a single. presiding officer for the Con- 
ference should be chosen it, might. be wise for the sponsors to be in 
agreement about the position of the other three Foreign Ministers: 
Mr. Eden said that presumably. the three would be Vice Presidents. 
Mr. Molotov said that if the Soviet proposal for a presidency of, four *° 
should be turned down then the position of the Soviet Delegation 
would become the same as that of all other delegations. The Secre- 
tary asked if the Soviet, Union would definitely decline a vice presi-. 
dency if offered to.it. Mr. Molotov replied in the affirmative, adding 
that the Soviet Union would carry on as other delegations and help. 

The Secretary asked for any other suggestions in solution of the 
problem. Mr. Eden said that the question of the presidency should 
be left to the meeting of the heads of delegations as proposed by Mr. 
Molotov. | - . , ao, | 

The Secretary asked Mr. Molotov for clarification as to how he 
would expect his proposal.of a joint. presideney. of the Four Foreign 
Ministers to work in actual practice. Mr. Molotov replied that it 
would mean rotation. He amplified this statement by saying’ that 
one person would preside at one session, at the next session the next 

person would preside and so on.. a 
| The Secretary asked how the press conference would be: handled. 
Mr. Molotov stated that no one person can be responsible for all such 
functions. - 

The Secretary stated that. his instructions are to favor the choice 
of a single responsible presiding officer. : 

Mr. Moiotov suggested adjournment, and the meeting concluded. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 17 (Exec) - | 

Minutes of the Seventeenth Meeting (Executive Session) of the United 
States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, April 26, 
1945, 8:40 p.m. : | — 

; _ {Informal Notes], . 

[Here follows list of names of persons (20) present at meeting. |. 
Iv operiing the meeting the Secretary reported that he had tallied 

briefly over the telephone to the President concerning the events of 

* See minutes of first consultative meeting of the four Foreign Ministers, April 
23, 9:85 p. m., p. 363. 

723--681—67——30



408 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

the day; that the President had received an encouraging and concilia- 
tory message from Marshal Stalin;*1 and that the President was 
pleased with the progress of events in San Francisco. 

_ The Secretary reported that he had talked to Mr. Hull on the tele- 
phone and that Mr. Hull was also pleased with the way events had 
moved in the opening session. 

ELECTION OF PERMANENT PRESIDENT FOR CONFERENCE 

The Secretary reported that he had just finished a conversation with 
Mr: Eden on the question of trying to find a compromise proposal 
which would be satisfactory to both the United States and the Soviet 
Union on the question of the election of a permanent President for the 
Conference. The Secretary stated that, in his view, the proposal to 
have four permanent Presidents—as suggested by the Soviet Delega- 
tion was dangerous because it might form a pattern and precedent 
for the International Organization when it was established. The Sec- 
retary reported that President Truman felt that it would be a tragedy 
if such a proposal were accepted by the Conference, and stated that 
the President said it was his view that the Delegation should insist 
upon one presiding officer. 

The Secretary reported that Mr. Eden advanced a compromise pro- 
posal under which there would be a council of four presidents with the 

United States member being chairman of the council and the directing 
head of the Conference. Each of the presidents would preside in 
rotation from day to day. Messrs. Dunn and Pasvolsky pointed out 
that, if under such an arrangement the chairman of the council could 
not act without the agreement of the other three, it would be a very 
difficult and wholly unsatisfactory arrangement. If, on the other 
hand, the chairman could act without such agreement, it would be 
satisfactory. 

The Secretary said that, in his view, the British proposal would not 
be acceptable to the Soviet Union; that the latter wanted to have four 
presidents of the Conference with equal rank and authority. The 
Secretary then inquired from Ambassador Harriman as to whether in 
the latter’s view the Soviet Union would attempt to carry such a pat- 
tern over into the world organization. The Ambassador replied in 
the negative. 

Senator Vandenberg raised the question as to what would happen 
if the United States maintained its position of proposing a single presi- 
dent as the operating head of the Conference. The Secretary replied 
that.if such a position were maintained and agreement was not reached 
in the four-power consultations, then the matter would have to go to 

7 For message of April 24 from Marshal Stalin to President Truman, see vol. v, 

P 2 See minutes of meeting of the Foreign Ministers, April 23, 9:35 p. m., p. 363.
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the Steering Committee of the Conference, in which event he felt sure 
that the United States would win its point. In that event, there was 
a good likelihood that Molotov might refuse to serve as a vice-chair- 
man of the Conference, although there was no doubt in his mind that 
Eden and Soong would accept vice-chairmanships. 

Mr. Hackworth pointed out that this same question had been in- 
volved in selecting the chairman of the Committee of Jurists at the 
meeting in Washington.” oo 
Commander Stassen observed that the Soviet proposal for four 

chairmen of equal rank was really an application of the veto principle 
of the voting procedure in the Security Council. 

In response to a request from the Secretary, Mr. Pasvolsky stated 
that it was his view that the United States should maintain its position 
that there should be only one President of the Conference, with three 
Vice-Presidents. 

Representative Eaton also made it clear that 1t was his view that 
the Delegation should not accede to the Soviet position. 

The Secretary then inquired of Messrs. Rockefeller and Dunn as to 
whether the other countries at the Conference would support the 
United States position. Mr. Rockefeller said that the Latin Ameri- 
can representatives thought that the Soviet proposal for four chair- 
men was absurd; that in Inter-American conferences the chairman of 
the delegation of the host country always had the honor of being the 
permanent chairman of the conference; and that the Chilean repre- 
sentatives had specifically told Mr. Molotov that the Soviet proposal 
was absurd. Mr. Dunn stated that he could not answer positively 
what would be the attitude of the countries other than the Latin Amer- 
ican ones, but that, in his opinion, most of them would feel that the 
issue was not important enough to incur the displeasure of the Soviet 
Union by voting against the Soviet proposal. 

Mr. Pasvolsky then proposed that the United States could con- 
ceivably take a new position—different from both the British and 
the Soviet proposals—along the following lines: The Conference 
would have four chairmen for plenary sessions who would serve in 
rotation but that there would be no President of the Conference as 
such. Instead, the Secretary would serve as chairman of the Steering 
and Executive Committees of the Conference and would be responsible 
for the executive management of the Conference as a whole. Mr. 
Dulles said that, in his opinion, such a proposal if advanced by the 

United States, would be a blow to our prestige. i 

* For documentation on the United Nations Committee of Jurists meeting in 
Washington from April 9 to April 20, 1945, see The International Court of Justice ; 
also, UNCIO Decuments, vol. 14. For ‘note of April 11 from Ambassador 
Gromyko to Secretary Stettinius protesting the failure to accept the Soviet 
proposal regarding the question of chairmanship, see ante, p. 269.
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Following a general discussion of the problems involved—in which 
Messrs. Bloom, Stassen, Armstrong and Connally participated—the 
Secretary asked which position, in the opinion of the Delegates and 
Advisers, should the United States assume. It was the unanimous 
opinion of the Delegates and Advisers that the Secretary should insist 
upon the United States position of one President for the Conference 
who would serve as its executive head. | - 

Accordingly, the Secretary asked Mr. Hiss to telephone Sir Alex- 
ander Cadogan and to convey to him the fact that the United States 
Delegation would continue to maintain its position that there should 
be one presiding officer for the Conference and three vice-presidents 
representing the other sponsoring powers, with the understanding 
that such vice-presidents would be invited by the President of the 
Conference to preside over the plenary sessions. 1 

'. CoM™MISSION AND ComMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS | 

Mr. Hiss said that the British Delegation was proposing a shift in 
the chairmanships of Commissions I and II. The current proposal 
was for Commission I to have as its chairman a representative from, 
South Africa, while Commission IT would have a representative from 
Belgium. The British were proposing that these two assignments 
be exchanged, so that Field Marshal Smuts, the South African repre- 
sentative, would become chairman of Commission II, where his 
prestige would be more greatly needed than in Commission I.% 

The Delegation agreed to this proposal and Mr. Hiss was instructed 
to inform the British representatives of this fact. | 

Seatine oF Two Sovier REervustics 

At the request of the Secretary, Mr. Dunn reported a discussion 
that he had had with Ambassador Gromyko. He said that the United 
States had agreed to the Soviet proposal that the Executive Com- 
mittee be enlarged by the addition of three more members. However, 

the Soviets refused to agree to the slate of Commission and Committee 
chairmen and officials because the two Soviet Republics were not listed 
for any of the positions. It so happened, Mr. Dunn reported, that 
there were two vacancies on the proposed slate of candidates, one a 
chairman of a Committee and another a rapporteur of a Committee. 
The Soviets wished to have representatives of the Ukrainian and 
White Russian Republics named to these two posts. Mr. Dunn stated 
that he had explained to Mr. Gromyko that such an assignment could 

** See table entitled “Proposed allocation of Commission and Committee officer- 
ships”, doc. 45, ST/1, May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 169; chart entitled 
“Organization, Functions and Officerships”, doc. 67, G/20, May 5, ibvid., vol. 1, 

p. 79; and list of officials of technical Commissions and Committees, doc. 689, 
G/3 (2), May 28, ibid., p. 10.
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not be made until the Conference had passed on the question of whether 
the Soviet Republics were to be seated. | 

- The Secretary pointed out that it was possible to propose the slate of 
candidates for Commission and Committee posts without approval 
of the Soviet Union, and for the Steering Committee to refer the pro- 
posed membership to a special subcommittee. Mr. Rockefeller agreed 
to such a procedure, stating that he was sure the Latin American 
Republics would support it. Mr. Dunn stated that he was not so 
sure of the support of the Eurapean countries, particularly, the smaller 

ones who might be wary of a Soviet reaction. | . 
It was clear, the Secretary said, that this question wag not only 

bringing into the first sessions of the Conference the question of ad- 
mission of the two Soviet Republics as initial members of the Inter- 
national Organization but was also raising the problem of the status 
of Argentina. Mr. Stassen proposed that Argentina and the two 

Soviet Republics might be seated at the Conference during the third 
week, although it could be agreed to earlier that they would become 
initial members of the International Organization. The Secretary 
pointed out that such a proposal was bound to meet opposition from 
President Truman, who was dead set against Argentina’s being ad- 
mitted to the United Nations. 

Mr. Dunn therefore suggested that the Secretary General of the 
Conference propose the slate of Commission and Committee posts as 
it stood, and if it were not accepted by the Steering Committee, it 
would then be referred to a special subcommittee of the Steering Com- 
mittee. The Secretary stated that he was concerned as to the countries 
which would be appointed as members of such a Subcommittee. 

During the discussion that followed, it was brought out that the 
Secretary had inquired from the President as to his attitude regarding 
a public announcement of the United States attitude on admitting 
the two Soviet Republics to the Organization. At this juncture Mr. 
Dunn reported that the Soviets had insisted that an item be placed 
on the agenda for the first meeting of the Steering Committee covering 
the question of the admission of the two Republics to the Organization. 

The Secretary asked the Delegation’s opinion as to whether if this 
question of the two Republics was reached the next day in the Steering 
Committee, he should read President Truman’s letter to the Commit- 
tee stating the reasons why the United States would support the Soviet 
proposal. Senator Connally felt that the reading of such a letter might 
expose the strategy being followed by the Delegation and would thus 
weaken its hand. Mr. Stassen also pointed out that reading the letter 
might carry the implication that the United States Delegation was 
supporting the Soviet proposal only because it was a commitment 
by former President Roosevelt, and in this event, it would tend to 
further weaken the United States position. Representative Bloom
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questioned the advisability of reading the letter, pointing out that what 
had been said in the letter had previously been stated publicly in the 
Secretary’s press statement of two or three weeks ago.” 

Messrs. Dunn and Hiss tried to resolve the issue by pointing out 
that there would be really two proposals to be faced in the Steering 
Committee. The first of these would be whether the two Soviet 
Republics would become initial members of the general international 
organization, and the second would be whether they should be seated 
at the Conference. The Secretary said that in such event he thought 
the Delegation should vote to approve the first and to disapprove the 
second. Mr. Rockefeller said that in his opinion the Latin American 
countries would not support either of these proposals unless the Argen- 
tine question was settled; he pointed out that the Latin American 
countries would want to support the United States but would no doubt 
vote to defer action if they were free to do so. | 

At this point, Mr. Dulles stated that he felt, that the discussion of 
the Delegation was dealing too much with the details of negotiations 
which the Secretary would have to face on the following day; that 
what was really needed was for the Delegation to settle the large issues 
involved and to leave to the Secretary the details of handling the 

negotiations themselves. | | 
Again Mr. Rockefeller, in response to requests from members of the 

Delegation, made the point that if the approval of the seating of the 
two Soviet Republics were given by the Conference, the Argentina 
question would be up at once, since the Latin American Republics 
would feel that Argentina should be given equal treatment. 

Reverting to the proposal of Commander Stassen that Argentina 
be seated three weeks after the Conference opened, the Secretary 
polled the Delegation—Dean Gildersleeve questioned the advisability 
of such a procedure; Senators Connally and Vandenberg approved 
the proposal, as did Representatives Bloom and Eaton and Commander 
Stassen. Dr. Bowman suggested that, in view of this opinion of the 
Delegation, he felt that the two Soviet Republics should be brought 
in at the same time. 

The Secretary then raised the question as to whether he should see 
Molotov at once on the question of the two Soviet Republics. Messrs. 
Harriman and Bohlen stated that he should not do so unless he could 
give the assurance that the vote on the seating of the two Republics 
would be favorable. This, in turn, brought up the question of Ar- 
gentina, and the Secretary again gave it as his opinion that the Presi- 
dent would be very adamant on the Argentine question. Mr. Bohlen 
inquired as to whether the question of the two Soviet Republics could 
be separated from that of Argentina. Mr. Rockefeller replied that 

* For press statement of April 3, see Department of State Bulletin, April 8, 
1945, p. 600.
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that would be giving away our bargaining position with the Latin 

American countries. 
Dr. Bowman said that the issues seemed to resolve into the follow- 

ing points: (1) whether to admit the two Soviet Republics to initial 
membership; (2) whether to seat the two Soviet Republics at the 
Conference; and (3) whether to admit Argentina and seat it at the 
Conference. He gave it as his opinion that the United States position 
on item (1) was clear, but that decision on items (2) and (8) would 
have to be delayed until the matters could. be cleared with the 

President. 
The Secretary then inquired the opinion of the Delegation as to 

whether they would agree to the seating of both of the Soviet Re- 
publics and Argentina within, say, three weeks from the opening of 
the Conference. Representative Bloom and Senator Connally agreed 
to such a procedure. Senator Vandenberg at first disapproved, then 
subsequently reserved his position. Representative Eaton agreed to 
the position, as did Commander Stassen. In this connection, Senator 
Connally also said that he felt that the United States Delegation was 
quibbling over an interpretation of the words “original member” ; 

that if the United States were committed to the admission of the two 
Republics as original members, it seemed to be morally committed 
also to seating them at the Conference. The Secretary was very 
insistent that no such commitment as the latter had ever been made. 

The Secretary then said that he would call the President early ‘in 
the morning and state that the majority of the Delegation agreed to 
the admission of the two Soviet Republics as original members of 
the organization and that the two Soviet Republics and Argentina 
should be seated at the Conference at a later date: At this point the 

Secretary and Representative Eaton left the meeting. : So 

_ Rapporteur oF STEERING COMMITTEE 

Mr. Rockefeller said that since Chile had been moved to a. post on 
the Executive Committee of the Conference, a question of prestige 
among the Latin American Republics was raised. Therefore, he pro- 

posed that Cuba be made the rapporteur for the Steering Committee, 
a post which did not appear on the Conference chart at the time. . 

After discussion, Mr. Rockefeller’s proposal was approved and Mr. 
‘Dunn was asked to clear it with the British, Chinese and Soviet 
Delegations. : - 

The meeting adjourned at 10:30 p. m. with the agreement of the 
Delegation that they would convene again at 9:30 the next morning.
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 18 

Minutes of the Fighteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, April 26, 1945, 9:30: a. m. 

{Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (19) present at meeting. ] 

Senator Connally presided during the absence of Secretary Stet- 
tinius 7° and called the meeting to order at 9:30 a. m. Senator 
Connally called upon Mr. Pasvolsky to present the business that 
should come before the Delegation. 

Cuapter []—Princreres, Paracrary 8 ” 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that before taking up the deferred items on 
the agenda for the meeting, he wanted to bring before the group two 
points raised by the military advisers. The first one referred to 
Chapter II, paragraph 8. He reminded the group that it had been 
agreed to support the sense of this paragraph, but it had not yet 
been adopted in final form. The military advisers thought it would 
be better to omit the phrase “and treaty obligations”. They thought 
it would be enough to stick to “respect international law .. .?° and 
promote its development and adaptation to changing conditions”. 

Senator Vandenberg asked why the omission was suggested. Sen- 
ator Connally remarked that it was desirable to leave in the reference 
to law, but 1t might not be desirable to leave the guarantee of treaty 
obligations. Senator Vandenberg asked if it was not desirable to 
respect treaty obligations. Mr. Sandifer commented that it was 
self-evident that as long as treaties were in force, they should be 
respected. Senator Connally said that the proposed Charter did 
not, however, admit that obligations to support treaties were assumed 
every where. 

Cuapter I]]—Memerrsuip, Paracraru 1 

- Senator Connally said further that he wanted, himself, to raise 
@ question about Chapter III, “Membership”, paragraph 1, especially 
the phrase “all peace-loving states”. He would like to have a defi- 
nition of what is a state. He wondered, for example, whether India 
could be considered a state. It was true that this matter could be 
considered later. Mr. Bowman remarked that a memorandum on 
the status of various political units 7° had been prepared, and Senator 

* Mr. Stettinius was attending a meeting of the Fleads of Delegations to orga- 
nize the Conference ; see doc. 29, DC/4, April 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 50. 

* The draft entitled “Tentative U.S. Revisions of the Proposals’, (April 16-27, 
1945), discussed herein, is not printed (U.S. Doc. Und. 1) ; see minutes of twelfth 
meeting of the United States delegation, April 18, 9:10 a: m., p. 330. 

7 Omission indicated in the original minutes. 
” Not printed.
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Connally said he would like very much to have a copy. He then 
asked Mr. Pasvolsky to proceed. | 

Cuaprer V—THEr Genera ASSEMBLY, SecTION B, Paraerapu 1 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that the second point arose out of Chapter V, 
Section B, paragraph 1. He recalled that the Delegation had agreed 
to support, although not to take the initiative in proposing, the 
amendment of the last clause of the first sentence to read: “and to 
formulate treaties embodying such principles and their application 
for submission to the member states for ratification”. The military 
advisers objected to this provision on the grounds that the job of 
planning for the regulation of armaments was given to the Security 
Council under the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals.*° If, however, the 

General Assembly begins to formulate a draft convention and insists 
on carrying through its application, there could bea conflict between 
the two bodies. Mr. Pasvolsky was inclined to think that this 
proposition should be dropped. He thought it would be better to 
take out at this point any reference to the power of the General 
Assembly to draft treaties or conventions for submission to the mem- 
bers. This power would be applicable to other aspects of the General 
Assembly’s responsibility, but it might be handled at more appro- 
priate points. Senator Connally said that under the present pro- 
visions and on the principle of differentiation between the Security 
Council and the Assembly, the latter body could discuss these matters 
but could not compel the states to comply with its suggestions. He 

thought this was a very important point. Mr. Pasvolsky stated that. 
all the Security Council could do in the regulation of armaments 
was to propose plans for acceptance by the member states. 

Mr. Pasvolsky asked Senator Vandenberg if he was satisfied that 
the language was clear enough. Mr. Stassen asked exactly what 
it was that would be struck out. Senator Connally said that if the 
Security Council had already been given the power to prepare draft 
agreements on the regulation of armaments, it would probably not be 
good to have this power vested in the General Assembly. Mr. Pas- 
volsky said that the United States all along had wanted all the power 

relating to armaments assigned to the Security Council. The Soviet 

Union, however, had wanted it assigned to the General Assembly 
and wanted the Assembly to discuss disarmament as well as regula- 
tion of armaments. The text incorporated in the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals was a compromise. The General Assembly was given the 
right to discuss principles but without power to do anything more 
than make recommendations. It was true that somewhere in the 

Charter it should probably be recognized that it was within the field 

*° Chapter VI, section B, paragraph 5.
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of operations of the General Assembly to formulate treaties for sub- 
mission to the member states. However, it would be better not to 
include it at this point. Moreover, he thought it would be best 
for the United States not to take the initiative, but to wait to see 
what other countries had to propose on this point. 

Mr. Notter commented that under the present language the General 
Assembly had the power to consider without the power to put recom- 
mendations into effect. The General Assembly could state principles 
without imposing an obligation to live up to them. If the General 
Assembly had no power to formulate treaties for submission to the 
members, then it could only talk and not really do anything. He was 
under the impression that the American Delegation meant to try to 
build up the power of the General Assembly, but he thought that could 
not be done if the Assembly was restricted merely to general discussion. 

[At this point the Secretary entered the meeting, and the discussion 
of the points raised by Mr. Pasvolsky was suspended while he con- 
sulted the delegates about two matters that he had discussed with the 
President, namely, the status of the two Soviet Republics and the 
position of Argentina. ] * 

Postrion of ARGENTINA AND ADMISSION oF Two Soviet REepustics 

The Secretary said it was reported that Perén resigned the previous 
evening.*? The President had agreed that the United States might 
approve an invitation to Argentina to attend the Conference at a 
later date if this invitation was understood not to include Argentina’s 
signing the United Nations Declaration. As to the Soviet Republics, 
the President was willing to have the United States support actively 
the request of the Soviet Union that the Ukraine and White Russia 
be included among the initial members. He was also willing to have 
us support a move to have representatives of the two Soviet Republics 
seated in the Conference, but only at a later date. The Secretary said 
that he had to go immediately to see Molotov about the question of 
the two Soviet Republics, and he wanted to be able to assure him that 
the request would be granted when it was raised. He said he did not 
intend to discuss the question of Argentina with Molotov. Others 
might do it, but the United States would not. Before going, how- 
ever, he needed the quick reaction of the American Delegation. 

Representative Bloom said that he had understood from Assistant 
Secretary Rockefeller that the South American Republics wanted 
Argentina to sign the United Nations Declaration. The Secretary 
said he had information today that they were willing to drop that 

*“ Brackets throughout remainder of this document appear in the original. 
% Col. Juan Perén was Vice President, Minister of War, and Minister of Labor 

of the Argentine Republic; he did not resign until October 9, 1945.
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part of it. Mr. Stassen asked whether it would not be necessary as a 
preliminary step to Argentina’s being invited to sit in on the Confer- 
ence. The Secretary replied that Argentina would be satisfied with 
this arrangement. Senator Connally asked why the United States 
was so opposed to having Argentina sign the United Nations Declara- 
tion. The Secretary replied that sentimentally we oppose it. We 
just cannot let Argentina come in at the last minute on a Declaration 
pledging full support to the war against the Axis when the Argentines 
had not given such support. It would spoil the spirit of the Declara- 
tion and would not be well received by a great many of the countries 
that had signed it in good faith. 

Mr. Dulles asked whether the admission of Argentina without its 
signing the United Nations Declaration would open the way to de- 
mands from the other states that had not been invited to the Confer- 
ence. The Secretary replied that it undoubtedly would have that 
result. He was sure, for example, that Representative Marcantonio * 
would make a long speech in the House about the fact that Italy was 
left out. There might be serious repercussions on American public 
opinion. Mr. Dulles said that he personally would not oppose having 
the Conference at the end become more universal in its membership. 
The Secretary said that it would be difficult to do that because if 
Switzerland and Portugal were invited, for example, the U.S.S.R. 
would object strongly. Moreover, he said that there was a distinc- 
tion—that Argentina had declared war and was not a neutral country. 

The Secretary then asked each of the Delegates for concurrence in 
the decisions about Argentina and the Soviet Republics. Senator 
Vandenberg said that the Secretary should proceed as he thought best, 
although his own position remained as it was. Mr. Stassen said it 
would be very important to delay the matter of inviting the Ukraine 
and White Russia to the Conference in order to give time for the prep- 
aration of American opinion. Senator Vandenberg asked what we 
were going to get in exchange for our concession on this point, and 
Mr. Stassen replied that we would get the basis for insisting that the 
Soviet Government should follow through on Poland. Senator Van- 
denberg said he hoped we would not go through the same process with 
regard to Poland, of giving in at the last moment. The Secretary 
said that he thought there was no danger of that, especially since he 
had seen the President’s telegram on Poland.** He stated that there 
was @ Serious crisis now, in which the United States had to make this 
concession in order to keep the Soviet Government, in the Conference. 
Mr. Armstrong said he thought it would be most important to get a 
delay on the request for seating representatives of the two Soviet Re- 

* Representative Vito Marcantonio, of New York City. 
* Message of April 23 handed to Mr. Molotov by President Truman for trans- 

mission to Marshal Stalin, vol. v, p. 258.
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publics in the Conference. The Delegates agreed to the position that 
the Secretary had stated on the questions of Argentina and the Soviet 

Republics. 
_ [The Secretary left the meeting to speak to the Consultants Group 
for a few minutes and then to see the Soviet Foreign Minister.**] 

Cuaprer V—THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY, SECTION -B, Paracrary 1 

Senator Connally suggested that the group resume its considera- 
tion of paragraph 1 of Section B in Chapter V. Mr. Pasvolsky said 
that if the clause in question was taken out, the power of the General 
Assembly to make recommendations on the general principles of co- 
operation and the maintenance of international peace and security, 
including the principles governing disarmament and the regulation of 
armaments, would be restored. Senator Connally said that if there 
was no objection, this clause would be struck out. There being no 
objection, he stated that the Delegation had agreed. 

Cuapter VIII, Secrion B, Paracrary 1 

Mr. Dulles said that he wanted to raise one question before the 
discussion turned away from this paragraph. According to the lan- 
guage now proposed, the General Assembly does not have the power to 
make specific recommendations for the settlement of a dispute, and 
the Security Council does not have that power either. It seemed to 
him that the revised text of the Proposals did not permit any action 
on the merits of a dispute, and there was no real conflict on this matter 
between the Security Council and the General Assembly. 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that under paragraph 1, Section B of Chapter 
VIII the authority to recommend procedures and terms of settlement 
would lie in the Security Council if it was determined that a threat 
to the peace exists. The Security Council under this paragraph would 
have unlimited powers to avert a threat to international peace and 
security and could even impose the terms of settlement. Perhaps 
this provision goes too far, but this is a possible interpretation. 

Mr. Dulles said that it was a sweeping power, and Mr. Pasvolsky 
replied that if there was a threat to the peace the Security Council 
had to have very wide powers of action. Mr. Dulles said that under 
this power the Security Council could give the Sudetenland to Ger- 

many or could give Alaska to Russia in order to keep the peace. Mr. 
Bloom and Mr. Stassen said simultaneously that it must be remem- 
bered that the five permanent members would have to agree in order 
to impose terms. Mr. Dulles said that because of the veto power the 
United States would not be subjected to the imposition of terms of 
settlement, but that it would be terrific to put the small powers under 

> See memorandum cf conversation by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, infra.
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such a threat. Mr. Notter commented that two of the non-permanent 
members of the Council would have to agree. } 

Mr. Dulles stated that he thought that the provisions of VIII, B 1 
[It should take any measures necessary for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security in accordance with the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the Organization.|] referred to policing measures, such as 
economic sanctions and military enforcement. He did not think it 
was intended to decide such matters as revision of immigration or 
tariff policies or territorial revisions. Mr. Bloom asked if domestic 

questions could be subjected to the action of the Security Council. 
Mr. Dulles replied that the exemption of domestic affairs from the 

jurisdiction of the Organization applied only to the measures out- 
lined in Section A of Chapter VIII. Mr. Pasvolsky observed that 
the Security Council could do anything and take any steps 1f peace 
and security were affected. Representative Bloom said that un- 
doubtedly the immigration policy of the United States had been con- 
sidered by Japan a threat to peace, and Mr. Pasvolsky answered that 
Japan had never given any indication of wanting to go to war over it. 
Representative Bloom said that in his opinion this provision went very 
far. 

Mr. Sandifer said that this provision applied to an actual threat to 
or breach of the peace. If domestic affairs were excluded in such a 
situation, it would be difficult for the Organization to preserve peace 
under all circumstances. Certainly if there was an actual threat to 
the peace, the Organization must deal with it. Mr. Notter remarked 

that this provision would not come into operation until the parties 
had failed to settle a dispute by means of their own choosing and 
until the Security Council had failed to get them to settle their dis- 
pute peacefully. Finally, the Security Council might determine. in 
such a case that the continuance of the dispute was a threat to the peace 
and that, if peace was to be maintained, the Council must have the 
power to deal with the dispute. Representative Bloom said that only 
Congress can regulate domestic matters. | 

Senator Connally said that, while it-was true that the United States 
had a veto power in the Security Council, it seemed to him to be putting 
too much power and responsibility in the hands of one man to decide 
when that veto should be exercised. Mr. Dulles commented that if we 
should have as President or as delegate to the Security Council some- 
one who believed that the immigration or tariff policies of the United 
States should be changed, then by not exercising the veto he could 
enable the international organization to force the United States to 
change them. Mr. Stassen said that this pointed up another problem, 
and he thought it most important: that when Congress decides about 
the position of the delegate to the Security Council, it, must restrict 

his powers very carefully. Mr. Dulles said that if paragraph 1 means
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what Mr. Pasvolsky says it does, Congress will certainly act to restrain 
the American delegate, and Mr. Stassen said that it should certainly 
doso. Representative Bloom queried why some such restriction should 
not be put in here. 

Mr. Pasvolsky asked the group how the matter should be handled. 
Mr. Dulles said he thought that the word “measures” should be read 
in the context of the next paragraphs. He could see that it would in- 
clude invoking sanctions in order to prevent nations from going to 
war, but he thought it would be going too far to decide substantive 
questions and remake the world economically and socially. He sug- 
gested that the phrase be amended to read: “measures of the character 
hereinafter referred to”. Senator Connally thought this would be 
too broad because it might be taken to refer to all the rest of the 
Charter. Mr. Dulles said that in that case it could be restricted to 
the measures hereinafter referred to in this Chapter. [Mr. Pasvolsky 
left the meeting at this point.] Mr. Stassen said he thought that the 
experts had better confer on this matter and readvise the Delegates 
with regard to the interpretation of paragraph 1 and any possible 
revision that should be proposed or supported. 

Mr. Dulles said that measures of pacific settlement would already 
have been attempted, and when those had failed, the dispute would 
come under the provisions of Section B. He thought it right to say 
to the member states, “If you go to war, the Organization will impose 
diplomatic and economic sanctions or call out the contingents of armed 
forces to bomb your cities.” Senator Connally added that this was, 
however, wholly different from settling disputes. Mr. Dulles thought 
that the measures referred to ought not to include that. There would 

certainly be discrimination if the Security Council could impose set- 
tlements. It put too great a power in the Security Council, and it 
was not fair to subject small countries to it. Mr. Stassen said he 
thought that the measures referred to in this paragraph involved alter- 
native means of action if disputes were not settled on the recommenda- 
tions of the Organization or on some other basis. He did not think the 
Security Council could create substantive changes unless the disputants 
agreed, although they might be made to agree under pressure. 

Mr. Notter said that in drafting the Proposals one theory had been 
followed. The International Organization is being created because 
the nations want peace. It is not basically concerned with just settle- 
ments. It says to the nations, “You cannot fight”, and in Section A 
many procedures are offered for settlement without the use of force. 
Under Section A the Security Council has no right to recommend the 
terms of settlement. Under paragraph 1 of Section B, however, as 

a very last resort to’ keep the peace the Security Council would have 
the power to recommend terms of settlement in order to prevent a given 
dispute from continually threatening the peace of the world. Mr.
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Bowman said it was his recollection that there had originally been a 
provision for the Security Council to recommend terms of settlement, 
and Mr. Notter added that that was before the Dumbarton Oaks 
Conversations. | 

Mr. Notter said it was conceivable that the Security Council would 
apply force in order to preserve peace, and then, when the immediate 
crisis had passed, the parties might again threaten war, and it might 
be necessary to achieve a settlement in order to keep them from start- 
ing over again. If they do threaten to start over again, the Orga- 
nization is in a dilemma as to whether to keep on applying force or 
to try to settle the matter itself. Mr. Sandifer said that if the 
Organization is to maintain peace, it must at some point be able to 
establish terms of settlement, and if it has that power, it would come 
in at this point in the Charter. Such a provision would not be un- 
usual, however. Under the League of Nations Covenant, Article 11, 
if the Council voted unanimously to approve the terms of settlement 

the parties had to accept them. Mr. Dulles said that he did not 
recall this part of the Covenant. However, it was important to 
remember that the League of Nations did not impose obligations as 
far reaching as those involved in this Organization. Moreover, the 
Council’s vote would now be seven out of eleven—not unanimous. 

Mr. Armstrong asked whether anyone had ever suggested that the 
powers of the League of Nations were too broad because of the power 
of the Council to impose the terms of settlement. Mr. Gerig said 
that in the Covenant there had been no limitation on the power of 
the League in this respect. Senator Connally said that there would 
be serious difficulty in the Senate if paragraph 1 were construed to 
give the Security Council the power to impose terms of settlement. 

Senator Vandenberg asked whether the power to take any measures 
necessary for the maintenance of international peace and security 
was not qualified by the clause “in accordance with the purposes and 
principles of the Organization and the provisions of this Charter”. 
Mr. Bowman,said that this was the only place in the Proposals where 
the ultimate possibility of action was referred to. Mr. Bowman said 
that under the League of Nations and in the Dumbarton Oaks Con- 
‘versations this was really a key question and that the language to 
cover it had not yet really been devised. : , 

Senator Vandenberg asked if Mr. Dulles would be satisfied if the 
word “measures” were construed to cover the provisions of para- 
graph 38. Mr. Dulles replied that paragraphs 3 and 4, to his mind, 
were included under the word “measures”. Mr. Notter added that 

* For the Covenant of the League of Nations (Part I of Treaty of Peace be- 
tween the Allied and Associated Powers and Germany, signed at. Versailles 
J ane Pe see Foréign Relations, The Paris Peace Conference, 1919, ‘vol.
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the provision would mean, then, that the Organization would have 
no power to recommend terms of settlement. Mr. Dulles said that 
the power to make recommendations had been taken from the As- 
sembly. He thought it strange that if the Organization was to 
recommend terms of settlement, the power was not included in Sec- 
tion A, which deals with the situation before the fighting starts. 

Mr. Notter said that the Assembly can still make recommendations 
if the Council does not act on a dispute. Senator Connally said that 
if the Security Council, acting under Section A, had already tried 
to bring about a peaceful solution but had failed, then the word 
“any” in paragraph 1 of Section B means something more than has 
already been attempted. This constituted a very wide sweep of 
authority. Mr. Bowman suggested that the measures contained in 
paragraphs 2 and 3 defining the powers of the Security Council 
were really paralyzing powers and that if thoroughly applied they 
could stop unlawful action by the offending states. He doubted that 
it was necessary to assume that some ultimate great last resort has 
to be spelled out here. It seemed to him that peace would be 
restored and the dispute settled long before the states would let 

themselves be driven to that point. 
Mr. Armstrong observed that before Munich, Czechoslovakia would 

have been delighted to have an International Organization take the 
measures foreseen in paragraphs 3 and 4, but it would certainly not 
have agreed to the terms of the Munich settlement. Mr. Dulles 
said he feared that the World Organization, in a second Munich, 
could say to the disputing states, “If you do not accept the terms 
here laid down the enforcement measures such as economic sanctions 
and military pressure will be applied against you.” It would become 
too easy to give away the territory and the rights of the small nations 
in order to appease possible aggressors. This would be a far greater 
power than ought to be given to the World Organization. 

Senator Vandenberg asked Mr. Notter if he believed that this was 
meant by the wording of paragraph 1. Mr. Notter replied that 
respect for the sovereign equality of the members included respect 
for their territory, and he did not see how the Organization in that 
case would have a right to impose settlements involving the giving 
up of territory by any state. Mr. Armstrong commented that many 
modifications of sovereignty had been accepted in these Proposals, 

and that as a matter of fact every obligation that was undertaken 
by a state modified its sovereignty. Mr. Notter added that these 
obligations were, however, freely given and defined. Mr. Stassen 

said that this paragraph was open to the interpretation that it did 
not give the Security Council the power to change territories or 
matters within domestic jurisdiction without the consent of the states 
involved.
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_ Senator Connally. commented that if there was as much difference 
of opinion elsewhere as there was in the American Delegation about 
the interpretation of this paragraph, it should be more clearly defined. 
Mr. Stassen said he believed that the Advisers should discuss. the 
matter thoroughly and report back the result of their discussion. 
Mr. Dulles said that he would like to know more clearly the views 
of the Delegation as to what should be incorporated here, and then 
the Advisers could find the language to reflect their views, but he 

felt that the Advisers needed an indication of policy. 
Senator Vandenberg asked if the question would be covered by 

stating that the Security Council. could take such measures as are 
described in Section B of Chapter VIII. Mr. Stassen said that since 
the Principal Advisers seemed to disagree in their interpretation of 
the paragraph, he believed that they must go over it again and reach 
some agreement. Mr. Bowman said that the matter had been discussed 
endlessly in the State Department, and then the question had: been 
taken to Dumbarton Oaks and the controversy had raged again there.*’ 
It was his belief that the problem would still come up in the Organiza- 
tion if 1t were not clarified in the Charter. Now it was facing the 
American Delegation, and we would have to take some decision on it. 
He wanted to know the judgment of the Delegation as to whether an 
attempt should be made to deal with the last, ultimate consequences, 
assuming that such a point must inevitably be reached. Perhaps 
another position would be feasible, and he thought that the Advisers 
must be guided by the political judgment of the Delegates on this 
point. 

Senator Vandenberg said that he proceeded on the assumption ex- 
pressed by Mr. Bowman that the measures described in paragraphs 
3 and 4 could be so totally paralyzing that it is needless to go beyond 
them in the document. Mr. Gerig said that it must be kept in mind 
that many of the other countries wanted to have a phrase guaranteeing 
territorial integrity and political independence. This guarantee had 
been left out of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals deliberately. 

Mr. Bowman added that while everyone would like to have boun- 
daries drawn so that they could be permanent as well as possible and 
ideal, we cannot let boundaries be broken down continuously and 
cannot allow indiscriminate free migration across them. There are 
some boundary disputes in the world that are not yet settled, and we do 
not want to give the interpretation that all the treaties governing 
boundaries will be torn up on every complaint. There will be some 
cases, for example, the eastern boundary of Poland and the boundaries 
of Southern Albania, where there will be frequent disputes. We do 

7 See progress report on Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, September 19, 1944, 
and memorandum of November 20 analyzing the Proposals, Foreign Relations, 

1944, vol. I, pp. 824 and 901, respectively. 
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not want to shut off every chance for adjustment, and we should leave 
it open to the Council to make some investigations and assist in the 
ultimate settlement of these problems. 

As to the matter of sovereign equality and the integrity of states, 
the memorandum prepared by Mr. Gerig * indicates how the relation- 
ships of certain states to others vary, and it is difficult to define their 
exact degree of sovereignty and independence. The number of these 
political units goes up to about 70. The first 45 or so can be considered 
fully independent, but the sovereignty of the remainder is qualified in 
some degree. We have to leave out of the Charter any attempt to 
define a state or to guarantee boundaries, but we should come as close 
as possible to maintaining the integrity and independence of political 
units by regulating their behavior and preventing aggression. The 
question is likely to be discussed in the Conference and to rage in 
the Senate. On the one hand, we cannot guarantee boundaries. On 
the other, we cannot proceed to tear them up constantly. In order to 
make an adjustment a state must have a real case. In the matter of 
relationships of states, we must start where we are and work out from 
this point. We cannot jump to the millenium. , 

Representative Bloom said he was somewhat concerned about the 
matter of guaranteeing all the new boundaries that would be made at 
the end of this war. Mr. Bowman‘said we would have no difficulty 
with the enemy states, since they were not signing this document, but 
there might be troubles with many of our present allies. 

Senator Connally stated that paragraph 1 of Section B would come 
into play if a dispute cannot be settled even though every attempt has 
been made to settle it under paragraphs 3 to 5 of Section A. 7 

[3. The parties to any dispute the continuance of which is likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and security should 
obligate themselves, first of all, to seek a solution by negotiation, medi- 
ation, conciliation, arbitration or judicial settlement, or other peace- 
ful means of their own choice. The Security Council should call upon 
the parties to settle their dispute by such means. | 

4. If, nevertheless, parties to a dispute of the nature referred to in 
paragraph 3 above fail to settle it by the means indicated in that para- 
graph, they should obligate themselves to refer it to the Security 
Council. The Security Council should in each case decide whether 
or not the continuance of the particular dispute is in fact likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, and, 
accordingly, whether the Security Council should deal with the dis- 
pute, and, if so, whether it should take action under paragraph 5. 

5. The Security Council should be empowered, at any stage of a 
dispute of the nature referred to in paragraph 3 above, to recommend 
appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment. | 

% Memorandum on political units of the world, not printed.
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It was his interpretation that the word “any” in Section B, paragraph 
1, meant additional powers. | 

Mr. Bowman said he agreed with the suggestion made by Mr. Dulles 
and would subscribe to it, since he thought it was better not to at- 
tempt to meet the ultimate possible crisis. He could see that there 
might be many questions coming up on the imposition of settlements 
and that such a provision would mean all things to all men. Mr. 
Dulles said that we face a dilemma. The small states are clearly 
afraid that under paragraph 1 of Section B another Munich could be 
imposed and there could be a new wave of appeasement. That is why 
they want to guarantee territories and boundaries. Such a guaran- 
tee, in his view, was not the answer, and he thought it would certainly 
produce war if the Organization attempted to guarantee boundaries 
in perpetuity. He would advocate making it clear that the provisions 
of paragraph 1 do not extend to giving the power to the big nations 
to sacrifice small ones but only to preventing changes through violence. 

Senator Vandenberg asked what language could be used to clarify 
this matter. Mr. Sandifer suggested empowering the Security Coun- 
cil to take any means “as hereinafter specified in this Section”. Mr. 
Notter suggested examining just what that would ‘mean. After all 
of the conditions foreseen in Section A had been dealt with, we passed, 
in Section B, to the first stage of enforcement measures. He called 
attention to paragraph 2 of Section B, which he thought made it clear 
that the Security Council should have the power to recommend terms 
of settlement but not to impose them. , 

[2. In general the Security Council should determine the existence 
of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression and 
should make recommendations or decide upon the measures to be 
taken to maintain or restore peace and security. | 

He thought it most important that the Security Council should be 
enabled to mediate adjustments, and if it could make recommendations 
regarding terms of settlement, it might not have to use force in order 
to preserve peace. Senator Connally said that paragraph 2 would 
undoubtedly have to be adapted also. Mr. Dulles said. that these two 
paragraphs could not be redrafted extemporaneously but would re- 
quire a little more study. Mr. Stassen said he thought that the Ad- 
visers should consider the matter carefully in the light of the 
discussion. : 

Mr. Bowman said he felt the Delegates had now given the neces- 
sary guidance, and he wanted only to be sure that it was agreed that 
we would not pursue all the ramifications of the theory of maintaining 
peace. He believed that the intention of the Organization to encour- 
age peaceful settlement was spelled out in paragraph 3 of Section A. 
Section B, however, described the working of the Organization in
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case these efforts at peaceful settlement were to break down. Mr. 
Gerig said that paragraph B, 2 was really sufficient without para- 
graph 1, and he recalled that at one time paragraph 1 was actually 
the last paragraph in Section A. When the possible voting formula 
had been discussed at Dumbarton Oaks, it was decided that it would 
be better to have this paragraph under Section B. He thought that 
paragraph 2 covered everything that was important in paragraph 1. 

Mr. Bowman commented that there were many people who wanted 
a complete and perfect system of philosophy, and others wanted to 
implement a philosophy. It was difficult to attain a perfect system 
in the present world with all its interconnections. He thought that 
the Charter should be short and to the point and should indicate a 
wide range of means, powers, and procedures for accomplishing the 
basic purposes. He thought it unnecessary to fill out all the corners. 
If the Delegates were agreed on their point of view, the Advisers 
could develop the text. 

Senator Connally asked if the Delegates agreed that the Advisers 
should reconsider paragraphs 1 and 2 of Section B. Senator Van- 
denberg said he was willing to have them proceed on that basis. Sen- 
ator Connally added that the Advisers should consider paragraph 2 
together with paragraph 1 and recommend a revision of the text to 
limit the word “measures” to the enforcement action envisaged in para- 
graphs 8 and 4. Mr. Bowman said he was sure that the Advisers 
could bring the text into harmony with the views of the Delegation. 

Cuaprer I]—Princretes, Paracrapn 4 AND THE PROBLEM OF 
SELF-DEFENSE 

Mr. Sandifer called attention to the items on the agenda for this 
meeting. The first of the deferred items was Chapter II, paragraph 
4. Mr. Sandifer read the text with the proposed amendments: “All 
members of the Organization shall refrain in their international rela- 
tions from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with 
the purposes and principles of the Organization and the provisions 
of its Charter”. He stated that the question was whether the phrase 
“and principles” and the “and the provisions of its Charter” should 
be included. | 

Mr. Stassen said he objected to the new language because if Russia 
vetoed action by the Organization, he wanted it to be possible for 
the United States to take whatever action was necessary, consistent 
with the purposes of the Organization. He believed the original 

language, confining the obligation to refraining from the use of force 
im a manner inconsistent with the purposes, was preferable. 

Senator Vandenberg said he was nervous about the problem of 
self-defense in view of the long arguments that had occurred in the
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Senate when the Kellogg-Briand Pact ®® came up. The Foreign Re- 
lations Committee of the Senate had never been willing to yield until 
a reservation on the subject of self-defense was made.*® Mr. Dulles 

said he thought it would be better to go back to the original language. 
Senator Vandenberg, rereading the original language, said he would 
support it. Senator Connally stated that the Delegation had now 
agreed to support the text of this paragraph as it stood in the 
Proposals. | 

Senator Connally said he would appreciate it very much if he could 
have a statement on the subject of self-defense to use when the Charter 
comes before the Senate. Mr. Sandifer said he agreed with the 1m- 
portance of a statement on this point, especially since theré was notliing 
in the Proposals. Mr. Gerig commented that the problem of self- 
defense could be looked ‘at in the light of Section A, paragraph 3, 
which describes the measures to which, parties to a dispute are ex- 
pected to resort for peaceful settlement. ‘ If, in spite of the willingness 
of a state to resort to these measures, it is attacked by military force, 
then clearly such a state has the right to defend itself. Mr. Stassen 
said he thought that interpretation was sound, but that it would still 
be useful to have an authoritative explanation that could be used 
when necessary. 

Senator Connally asked Mr. Sandifer to proceed with the agenda of 
the meeting, and Mr. Sandifer called attention to the unnumbered 
paragraph proposed for inclusion in Chapter II, “Principles”. 

[The Organization should insure that states not members of the 
Organization should not interfere with action taken by the Organiza- 
tion, in accordance with these principles, for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security. ] | 

-, Senator Vandenberg said he hoped someone would give him and 
Senator Connally a statement of the State Department’s conception 
of the answer to the argument. on self-defense. Mr. Notter said that 
such a statement had already been. drafted and would be available 
if needed. Senator Connally said he believed that if a dispute was 
not settled by peaceful means, and an innocent state was attacked, it 
could still act with its own forces. Senator Vandenberg said he was 
concerned with the intermediate situation between the failure of peace- 
ful means of settlement and a decision on the part of the Security 
Council to use the armed forces at the disposal of the Organization. 
Mr. Sandifer said he believed that the test «was whether the use of 
armed force was in accordance with the purposes of the Organization 

° Treaty providing for the renunciation of war as an instrument of national 
policy, signed at Paris on August 27, 1928, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 

“See minutes of sixth meeting of the United States delegation, April 10, 
10:15 a. m., p. 227. . .
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and that the individual use of armed force by a state might on occasion 
be construed as serving the purposes of the Organization and at the 
same time constitute self-defense. 

Representative Bloom said that he was interested also in having a 
statement on the right of self-defense because the House of Repre- 
sentatives would want such a statement, and in general he wanted to 
get a copy of everything the Senators obtained. 

Senator Vandenberg read the second paragraph of the report of the 
Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate on the Kellogg-Briand 
Pact * to illustrate the attitude that must be faced when this Charter 
comes up for discussion. 

Representative Bloom asked why it would not be a good idea to 
repeat the qualification about self-defense in the Charter. Mr. Bow- 
man said that it was questionable whether the Charter should go so 
far as to acknowledge the right of each state to “judge its own 
measures”. Mr. Stassen said that the Charter should be drafted in 
such a way as to take cognizance of this problem and that he for one 
would welcome a memorandum on this subject. 

Mr. Notter asked if the Senators thought that a reservation on this 
subject would be made by the Senate if the Charter did not mention 
it specifically. Representative Bloom asked if it was the intention to 
foreclose all possibility of reservations to the Charter. Mr. Notter 
said that there might be a movement in the Conference to say some- 
thing about the right of self-defense in the Charter, and Senator Con- 
nally commented that, if it was not included in the Charter, the Sen- 
ate would certainly make a reservation. Mr. Notter and Senator Van- 
denberg simultaneously queried whether it would not be better, then, 
to have some statement included in the Charter. 

Representative Eaton inquired what was the use of all the provi- 
sions of the Organization if the right of self-defense under all circum- 
stances remained fundamental. Senator Vandenberg said he dis- 
agreed with this position. Representative Eaton asked what all the 
machinery was for if it was intended that each state would still have 
the right to use military force whenever it thought necessary in its 
own defense. Mr. Sandifer said he thought it might be better to make 
some statement about self-defense in general language. The test 
could still be whether action when taken was in accordance with the 

“ Preceding the vote of the United States Senate (legislative day Monday, 
January 14, 1929) giving advice and consent to ratification of the Kellogg-Briand 
Pact, the Committee on Foreign Relations submitted a report which contained 

the following statement: 
“The treaty in brief pledges the nations bound by the same not to resort to 

war in the settlement of their international controversies save in bona fide 
self-defense and never to seek settlement of such controversies except through 
pacific means. ...” (Ex. Rept. No.1, 70th Cong., 2d sess., in Congressional Rec- 
ord, vol. 70, pt. 2, p. 1730; for the voting on adoption of the Senate resolution of 
ratification, see ibid., p. 17381.)
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purposes of the Organization. A state might have the right to act in 
an emergency, and, if there was an allegation that this action was 
contrary to the purposes of the Organization, the Security Council 
might review it. 

Mr. Stassen said it might be assumed that the right of self-defense 
was inherent as long as it was not taken away by the language of 
the Charter. Mr. Dulles said it could be resorted to in order to repel 
invasion. Senator Vandenberg commented that the proposed Charter 
certainly involved approval of the use of force to maintain or restore 
peace and security, but required that such use should be regulated. 
Mr. Dulles said there was no prohibition on the individual use of 
force if it was done for the purposes of the Organization. Senator 
Vandenberg said he thought we needed an affirmative statement, and 
Senator Connally asked to have a draft prepared, which Mr. Notter 
said the Advisers would take up. . | 

CuapTer I]—Princretes, UNNUMBERED PARAGRAPH 

The group returned to its discussion of the proposed unnumbered 
paragraph of Chapter II. Mr. Sandifer asked what the Delegation 
had agreed to do about paragraph 8. Senator Connally said, and 
the other Delegates confirmed the statement, that it had been agreed 
to take out the phrase “and treaty obligations” and to support the 
remainder of the paragraph if some other Delegation proposed it in 
the Conference. Senator Connally stated that the unnumbered para- 
graph involved the question of imposing on non-member states the 
obligations of members of the Organization. Mr. Sandifer read the 
original text. | 

[The Organization should insure that states not members of the 
Organization act in accordance with these principles for the mainte- 
nance of international peace and security. | 

Senator Connally thought this form was better. Senator Vanden- 
berg said he thought this had already been agreed upon and asked 
why it was included in the deferred items. Representative Bloom 
asked whether this paragraph was to be proposed by the United States 
Delegation or supported by it. Mr. Sandifer said that the final deci- 
sion on it had been deferred. | 

Mr. Stassen commented that it would be of great importance to 
keep non-members in line so that they should not interfere with 
enforeement action by the Organization, since, if non-members were 
free to act as they wished, they might greatly weaken the Organiza- 
tion. Mr. Armstrong said he thought that the suggested new wording 
would make the provision more palatable to non-members. Mr. San- 
difer pointed out that the new form was stated in the negative. Mr. 
Stassen said that the ultimate objective of the Organization was to



430 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

have all decent states as members. The outlaws have to be kept in 
line, however. - | | . 

Mr. Notter said that the original language could be objected to on 
the ground that it gave the Organization the power to exert compul- 
sion on non-member states, on an undefined basis. Senator Vanden- 
berg said that actually the Organization should not police non-member 
states until a specific instance arose requiring such policing. Mr. 
Notter said that the purpose was to make the non-member states con- 
form their actions with that approved by the Organization. Senator 
Vandenberg said he thought about all that can be done is to arrange 
it so that non-member states will not interfere with action taken by 
the Organization. Senator Connally said he thought the negative 
language was better and that the Organization certainly had a right 
to protect itself‘ against interference. Representative Bloom com- 
mented that this was important, since it could be done for the purpose 
of maintaining international peace and security. 

Mr. Stassen observed that of course the ideal situation would be to 
have all states within the Organization, where they would all have a 
right to vote and to take part in the work of the Organization. Sen- 
ator Connally said that this would amount to a world state. Mr. 
Bowman said it would be inadvisable for the states in the Organiza- 
tion to try to make all other countries conform to the provisions of 
the Charter. Senator Connally said that we want to get them in 
voluntarily. Mr. Bowman said it was important to keep in mind 
what Mr. Stassen had said about wanting to bring in all peace-loving 
states. Therefore, it was important to write the obligations in broad 
terms and make it clear that one of the main purposes was to prevent 
threats to peace and security. | 

Senator Connally said that under this paragraph, if the Organiza- 
tion took enforcement measures, then states neighbors of the one 
against which enforcement action might be taken could be prevented 
from giving assistance that would undermine the efforts of the Orga- 
nization. Mr. Notter said he was of the opinion that it would be 
better to have the action that might be taken by the Organization 
against a member state directed toward preventing interference than 
to try to force such a state to act according to the provisions of the 
Charter. 

Mr. Sandifer asked whether the Delegation wished to propose or 
support this paragraph. Senator Connally said that he thought the 
United States should propose it. He considered that the sense of the 
paragraph was implicit in the document. The unnumbered para- 
graph with the language proposed in the April 16 document was 
approved by the Delegation for proposal to the Conference if no 

other Delegation brought it up. | oe |
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CuHAprer X—SECRETARIAT, PARAGRAPH 1 : 

_ Mr. Sandifer said that the next item of business was to discuss 
Chapter X, The Secretariat, which had not yet been considered by 
the Delegation at all. a 

Senator Connally said he was still concerned about Chapter ITI, 
Membership, especially the phrase “all. peace-loving states”. He 
wondered if 1t would not be a good idea to define what a stateis. Mr. 
Dulles said that any definition would exclude some political unit al- 
ready taking part in the Conference, for example, India. He thought 
the important thing to do was to agree on who would decide whether 
a given political unit had enough of the characteristics of a state to 
be entitled to membership in the Organization. Mr. Bowman said 
the General Assembly should decide it in the light of conditions. 

Mr. Sandifer presented Chapter X to the Delegation. Mr. Gerig 
opened the discussion on paragraph. 1. 

[Suggested Revised Text: — | 
1. There should be a Secretariat comprising a Secretary-General 

and such staff as may be required. The Secretary-General should be 
the chief administrative officer of the Organization. He should be 
elected by the General Assembly en reeormmendation ef the Security 
Gouneit with the concurrence of the Security Council fer suekh term 

for a period of five years and under sueh conditions as are speeified 
4a the Charter and should be éligible for re-election. He should be 
subject to removal for cause by a two-thirds vote of the General 
Assembly. | . } 

Mr. Gerig noted that the first suggestion was that the Secretary- 
General should be elected by the General Assembly with the concur- 
rence of the Security Council rather than on the recommendation of 
the Security Council. This revision: would emphasize the position 
of equality between the two bodies. Senator Vandenberg thought 
this was an improvement. Mr. Gerig said that there were two other 
proposals in this paragraph, first, that the Secretary-General should 
have a term of five years and should be eligible for re-election, and, 
secondly, that he should be subject to removal for cause. 

Senator Vandenberg asked what “for cause” meant and said he 
thought it was not necessary to include these words. Senator Con- 
nally commented that concurrence of the two bodies in the election 
of the Secretary-General must mean that they would vote separately. 

Mr. Gerig agreed and sald that they would vote by their ordinary 
votes. Senator Connally said that this would mean that seven votes 
would be required in the Council. Mr. Gerig agreed, saying that 

this was not a procedural matter. Senator Connally stated that in 
that case any one of the permanent members could veto the choice 
of the Secretary-General. Mr. Gerig said that it was important
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for the successful operation of.the Organization that the Secretary- 
General be acceptable to the great powers. Representative Bloom 
said that there could be a situation in which one state by voting against 
the candidate could prevent any election. Then there was a question 
as to whether the Secretary-General already in office would just 
continue, or whether the office would become vacant. 

Senator Connally said he thought that the question of voting in 
the Security Council as applied to the election of the Secretary- 

General was extremely important. Mr. Notter stated that, if the 
permanent members were to have a veto power, perhaps it would 
be better for the Security Council to decide first on its choice for 
Secretary-General. He liked the suggested revision better, except 
for the possibility of the veto, because it would be most unfortunate 
if two-thirds of the Assembly were committed to a given candidate, 
and then one great power could block that decision. Mr. Dulles said 
that it would create a very bad situation if the Assembly took action 
which was then vetoed by one member of the Security Council. 

Senator Connally suggested that the Secretary-General be elected 
by the General Assembly with the concurrence of the Security Coun- 
cil by a vote of any seven members. Mr. Notter said that this would 
amount to having the General Assembly cast its tightest vote, namely, 
two-thirds, and the Security Council its loosest vote. Mr. Armstrong 
suggested that this be considered a procedural matter. Senator 
Connally said that perhaps this would be the way out and reiterated 
his objection to the possibility of a veto by one great power. Mr. 
Dulles said that this possibility might block the entire functioning 
of the Organization. | 

Representative Bloom commented that the Organization had to 
have somebody in charge of its administration before it could actually 
get started. Senator Vandenberg said that of course there would have 
to be some sort of temporary organization. Mr. Sandifer noted that 
this would be taken care of by an agreement here at the Conference 
and that there was a plan for an Organizing Committee, which was 
not in the Dumbarton Oaks document. Representative Bloom asked 
what would happen if the temporary Security Council did not agree 

on the choice of a Secretary-General. 
Mr. Gerig referred to the experience of the League of Nations in 

electing judges of the Permanent Court of International Justice. He 
said that election of the judges had required the unanimous concur- 
rence of all members of the Council. No difficulty had ever arisen, 
and two panels of judges had been elected. Senator Vandenberg 
commented that that was before Stalin had taken over. Mr. Gerig 
observed that the position of the Secretary-General of the Organiza- 

tion would be very difficult if he was persona non grata to any of the 
principal states.
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Senator Connally said he had liked Mr. Armstrong’s suggestion 
that the Secretary-General be elected by the General Assembly with 
the concurrence of the Security Council, both bodies acting under their 
respective procedural authority. Mr. Notter said that another pos- 
sibility would be to provide that the Secretary-General should be 
elected by the General Assembly unless the Security Council by its 
procedural vote interposes an objection. Mr. Sandifer suggested the 

possibility of going back to the original language. Mr. Armstrong 
said he thought that was still bad because one of the permanent mem- 
bers could still impose a veto. Senator Vandenberg said we must 
be very careful about the total veto power of the permanent members. 

Mr. Gerig stated his opinion that the new language gave the As- 
sembly more power. Mr. Armstrong said that it would put more heat 
on the Assembly to take initiative in organization matters and put 

the responsibility on the Security Council for blocking any decisions. 
Senator Connally said that if there was a choice between the two 
bodies, the Security Council should have the primary power to choose 
the Secretary-General. He did not want the General Assembly to 
impose a Secretary-General on the Security Council, but he thought 
that 1f any seven members wanted a Secretary-General, that person 
should be elected. 

Mr. Notter said he had been checking over the probable member- 
ship of the General Assembly to estimate what states would hold 
the balance of power under a rule requiring a two-thirds majority 
for electing the Secretary-General. The Western Hemisphere states 
and the British Dominions would amount to more than one-third 
of the Assembly. In the Security Council there would undoubtedly 
be some of these states represented, and he thought that for Britain 
and the United States the arrangement that any seven could vote 
on this matter would be perfectly safe. Representative Bloom asked 
if the suggestion was that any seven members of the Council would 
be required to approve the action of the Assembly in its choice of a 
Secretary-General. 

Mr. Dulles said that he thought Mr. Armstrong’s suggestion should 
be adopted in some form. Senator Connally stated that he thought 
some such plan would be desirable. Mr. Dulles said that the veto 
power as exercised by the U.S.S.R. might be dangerous in this situ- 
ation. Senator Vandenberg said that perhaps it would be exercised 
so as not to let a provision be incorporated permitting the Secretary- 
General to be elected without the veto right. 

Mr. Armstrong suggested providing that the Secretary-General 
should be elected by the Assembly and the Security Council acting 
under their respective procedural authorities. Mr. Sandifer amended 
this to “respective procedural votes”. Senator Vandenberg called 
attention to the fact that in the General Assembly the procedural



434 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

vote is a simple majority. Mr. Notter said it was provided in Sec- 
tion C of Chapter V that a two-thirds vote was required in the 
General Assembly for elections. There would be less safety in a 
simple majority. Senator Connally said he did not intend that a 
‘simple majority should suffice in the General Assembly. Mr. Sandi- 
fer said he concluded, then, that only the Security Council should 
vote in this instance by its procedural formula. Mr. Stassen sug- 
gested that it be provided that the Secretary-General be elected by 
the General Assembly with the concurrence of the Security Council 
acting under. Section C, paragraph 2 of Chapter VI. The Delegates 
agreed. 

_ Mr. Gerig pointed out that the next proposed revision was to 
prescribe a five-year term instead of leaving the term to be determined 

by the General Assembly. It was not desirable to have the term too 
long, but if the Secretary-General was good, it should be possible 
for him to be re-elected. Senator Connally asked what the provision 
had been under the League of Nations, and Mr. Gerig replied that 
the Secretary-General had been elected for a first term of seven years 
with the possibility of re-election for three years. Senator Connally 
asked if the Delegation agreed to including the provision about the 
term of office for the Secretary-General, and the Delegates replied 
in the affirmative. oe — oo 

The Delegates agreed to the suggested provision for removal by 
a two-thirds vote of the General Assembly with the words “for cause” 
left out. Mr. Sandifer.asked if this was to be_proposed or supported 
by the American Delegation. Representative Bloom said that if we 
wanted it in the Charter, we should propose it. Mr. Stassen said 
it would be better, however, if others proposed it. Senator Vanden- 
berg said he thought the American Delegation should support it for 
the time being, and this view received general assent. 

CHAPTER X—SECRETARIAT, Paracrapus 2, 3, 4, 5 AND 6 

Mr. Gerig called attention to the proposed changes in paragraph 2 

of Chapter X. 

[Suggested Revised Text: | | 
2. The Secretary-General or his representative should act in that 

capacity in all meetings of the General Assembly, of the Security 
Council, and of the Economic and Social Council, and of the Trustee- 
ship Council and should make an annual report to the General 
Assembly on the work of the Organization.]| | | 

He noted that if it was desired to assign trusteeship functions to the 
Organization, an organ would have to be provided to handle the 
matter, so that it would have to be listed at this point. It would 
be more efficient if the Secretary-General could designate a deputy



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 435 

to attend meetings, since there would undoubtedly be a great many 
of them. Senator Connally stated that in the absence of objections 
the Delegation would approve this revision for support. 

Mr. Gerig’ presented the suggested amendment of paragraph 3. 

[Suggested Revised Text: 
3. The Secretary-General should have the right to bring to the 

attention of the Security Council or the General Assembly any matter 
which in his opinion may threaten international peace and security 
or impair the general welfare. | oo 

He commented that this involved a substantive addition to the text. 
At present the Secretary-General has the right to call the attention 
of the Security Council to any matter threatening peace and security. 
Therefore, it seemed necessary to empower him to call to the atten- 
tion of the General Assembly any situation which might impair the 
general welfare. This provision would give him a similar right 
to that which he would have in relation to the Security Council. 
Representative Eaton commented that the Secretary-General is an 

agent of the General Assembly as well as of the Security Council. 
Mr. Gerig pointed out that this suggestion gave the Secretary- 
General some discretion in deciding what matters to bring up and to 
which body to refer them. | 

Mr. Notter suggested it be provided that the Secretary-General have 

the right to bring to the attention of the Security Council and the 
General Assembly any matter within their respective competencies. 
Mr. Bowman asked if it was necessary to spell out the respective fields 
of jurisdiction. Mr. Notter said perhaps it would be better to hold 
back the tendency to obscure the differentiation between the two bodies. 
Senator Connally said there might be considerable discussion as to 
where a given dispute or situation should be referred. Mr. Sandifer 
said there were two different kinds of situations: (@) those which 
might threaten peace and security, and (0) those which might impair 
the general welfare. Representative Bloom objected to the phrase 
“in his opinion”. Senator Vandenberg said that situations tending 
to impair the general welfare might also threaten international peace 

and security. Mr. Stassen suggested taking out the phrase “in his 
opinion”. ie - . | 
- Senator Vandenberg read the revised suggestion, which was ap- 
proved for support. . | 

[8. The Secretary General should have the right to bring to the at- 
tention of the Security Council any matter which may threaten inter- 
national peace and security, and to the attention of the General 
Assembly,’ any matter which may.threaten or, impair the general 
welfare. |, . me | |
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Mr. Gerig presented a suggested new paragraph 4. | 

[4. The Secretary-General should appoint such officers and other 
personnel as may be required. The appointment of principal officers 
should be subject to confirmation by the General Assembly. | 

Representative Bloom asked how “principal officers” should be de- 
fined. Mr. Gerig said that in practice there was a pretty clear under- 
standing that the Deputy Secretary-General, Under Secretary-General 
and Assistant Secretaries-General, and Directors of Divisions and 
Departments would be considered principal officers. This would con- 

form to the practice of the International Labor Office and the League 
of Nations. Mr. Dulles suggested amending the text to make the 
appointment of principal officers subject to such confirmation by the 
General Assembly as it may require or specify. Senator Connally 
asked if there was any objection, and, since there was none, he de- 
clared that the Delegation agreed. 

Mr. Gerig presented the suggested new paragraph 5. 

[5. Subject to the requirements of technical or administrative com- 
petence and experience, officers of the Secretariat should be recruited 
on the widest practicable geographical basis. | 

He said this was intended to give satisfaction to all countries and make 
the provisions for the Secretariat more acceptable to the small states. 

Senator Connally asked if the Delegation approved it, and the Dele- 
gates gave their assent. Senator Vandenberg asked why it would 
not be a good idea for the United States to propose it. Senator Con- 
nally answered that we would probably not catch many flies that way, 
and it was agreed that the United States should support it if proposed 
by other Delegations. 

Mr. Gerig presented the suggested new paragraph 6. 

_[6. In the performance of their duties, the Secretary-General and 
the staff should be responsible only to the Organization. Their re- 
sponsibilities should be exclusively international in character, and they 
should not seek or receive instructions in regard to the discharge 
thereof from any authority external to the Organization. The mem- 
bers should undertake fully to respect the international character of 
the responsibilities of the Secretariat and not to seek to influence any 
of their nationals in the discharge of such responsibilities. ] 

Mr. Dulles said he thought this provision extremely important. Sena- 
tor Vandenberg said that having such a statement in the Charter would 
not stop the nations from trying to influence their nationals on the 
Secretariat. Mr. Bowman said it had worked quite well in the League 
of Nations except for the Axis countries. Senator Connally asked if 
there was any possibility of removing officials who would violate such 
a provision. Mr. Gerig said that the principal officers of the Orga- 
nization would have the authority to remove members of the staff in



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 437 

such a case. Senator Connally said it was worth thinking about mak- 
ing some clear provision for removing officials who violated this pro- 
vision of the Charter. Mr. Bowman observed that the League of 
Nations had had a scheme for retirement and that it would be possible 
to work out the necessary regulations. Mr. Dulles said that normally 
the officials of the Organization would be removable for violations. 
Senator Connally remarked that he thought a penalty was needed in 
addition to the general policy. 

Mr. Gerig called attention to the fact that in the draft constitution 
for the Food and Agriculture Organization there was a provision 
similar to the suggested new paragraph 6.“ Mr. Dulles said it might 
be suggested that the Assembly would have a general power to remove 
any official who violated this provision. Mr. Stassen said it would 
be important not to interfere with the authority of the Secretary- 
General as the chief administrative officer of the Organization. 

Mr. Armstrong suggested that there should be some discussion of 
the responsibility of the member states to grant immunities and priv- 
ileges to the officials of the Organization, and members of its organs 
and other bodies, especially since it was contemplated in some quarters 
that the Organization might meet from time to time in different coun- 
tries. .Mr. Gerig said there was a section on that point in the pro- 
posed new chapter on juridical status. Mr. Armstrong read the 
proposed new chapter on juridical status, paragraph 3. 

[3. The members of the Organization should accord diplomatic 
privileges and immunities to persons appointed by other members as 
their representatives in or to the Organization, and to the higher offi- 
cials of the Organization, not being their own nationals. Immunity 
from jurisdiction shall be subject to waiver by the members of the 
Organization in the case of their representatives in or to the Orga- 
nization, and by the Organization in the case of higher officials of the 
Organization. | 

Mr. Sandifer said that this chapter together with the ones proposed 
on the registration of treaties and on inconsistent obligations had been 
left for Mr. Hackworth’s committee“ to consider. Mr. Armstrong 
said he just wanted to open up the question whether it would be suit- 
able to have such a provision in the chapter on the Secretariat if there 
were no separate chapter on Juridical Status. Mr. Stassen said that 
in Chapter X only the members of the Secretariat were involved, but 
that in the proposed separate chapter all officials and representatives 
of the Organization could be included. 

Senator Vandenberg asked how it would be possible to exempt offi- 
cers of the Organization from taxation of their salaries. Mr. Sandi- 

“See Article VIII (Staff), paragraph 2, First Report to the Governments of 
the United Nations by the Interim Commission on Food and Agriculture (Wash- 
ington, August 1, 1944), p. 44. 

“ Commission IV (Judicial Organization).
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fer said that it could be taken care of by a treaty regulating the legis- 
lation of each country. Senator Connally said that the Charter could 
exact a promise from each country not to levy taxes on the salaries of 
the nationals of other states working in the Organization Secretariat. 

Mr. Stassen asked if it was desirable to support or propose the sug- 
gested new paragraph 6. The Delegates agreed to support it. Mr. 
Gerig said that it was important to make sure that it gets into the 
document. Mr. Stassen said in that case the United States should 
propose it, and the Delegates agreed. 

_ Cxaprer.XI—Amenpments, New Paracrary 2 

Mr. Sandifer presented the suggested new paragraph of Chapter 
XI,. Amendments, | : OG 

[2. A general conference of the members of the United Nations may 
be held at a date and place to be fixed by a two-thirds vote of the 
General Assembly with the concurrence of the Security Council, for 
the purpose of reviewing the Charter. Each member shall have one 
vote in the Conference. Any alterations of the Charter recommended 
by a two-thirds vote of the Conference shall take effect when ratified 
in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by the 
members of the Organization having permanent membership on the 
Security Council and by a majority of the other members of the 
Organization.| 

He said that at the last meeting in Washington * the substance of this 
paragraph had been discussed, and it had been suggested that there 
should be a new provision to provide for a constitutional convention 
ata later date. This draft had been prepared subsequently but had 
not yet been considered by the Delegation. Senator Connally com- 
mented that this proposal would make the Charter more liquid. Mr. 
Dulles pointed out that the adoption of a new Charter would be ac- 
complished by the same process as the adoption of an amendment. 
Mr. Stassen said he was willing to agree to this formulation, although 
he preferred to say that there must be a constitutional convention 
within twelve years. Senator Vandenberg said that this proposal 
was all right as far as he was concerned. | 

Mr. Notter pointed out that the Soviet Union could still prevent the 

calling of a conference for revision of the Charter. Mr. Dulles said 

that the Soviet Government would have the power to veto amend- 
ments also and that this was the same as the amending process. Mr. 
Notter said that this differed from the amending procedure, which 
did not require the prior approval of the Security Council before an 
amendment could even be considered by the member states. Mr. 
Sandifer said that the United States was protected either way. — 

"© Pwelfth: meeting of ‘the United States delegation, April 19, 9:10 a. m.; for 

minutes, see p. 330. So SO
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Mr. Dulles was in favor of classifying as a procedural matter, cov- 
ered by the provisions of paragraph 2 of Section C, Chapter VI, the 
concurrence of the Security Council in the call for a general confer- 
ence. Since this was not a matter involving the‘use of enforcement 
measures, he thought it would be better to consider it a procedural 
question. Mr. Sandifer said it was'a more important matter than 
electing a Secretary-General. Under‘the provisions of a procedural 
vote, a conference could be called against the opposition of four per- 
manent members, and he thought that would be going too far. Senator 
Vandenberg asked if it was not procedural to call a convention. Mr. 
Sandifer said he thought not. Mr: Armstrong said that many of the 
smaller Governments would say that apparently nothing was pro- 
cedural under the Charter. Senator Connally said that he agreed 
that this was a more fundamental matter than a question of procedure. 

Representative Bloom asked whether it would not be desirable to 
require a larger vote in the Assembly. Then if there was a deadlock 
in the Security Council, the Assembly might break it. Senator Van- 
denberg commented that that would give the Assembly an overriding 
veto. Mr. Notter said the matter might be taken care of by requiring 
a higher vote in both the General Assembly and the Security Council, 
but no veto for the permanent members. For example, there could 
be a requirement for a three-fourths vote in the General Assembly and 
ten members of the Council. Representative Bloom said that some 
way should be provided to take the matter out of the hands of the 
Security Council if one of the permanent members tried to block the 
obvious desire of all the rest of the Organization. Dean Gildersleeve 
said it was terrific to think that any one member could block the will 
of the whole Organization. | | 

Mr. Sandifer said that any provision other than the one mentioned 
here would involve a new type of voting in the Security Council. Rep- 
resentative Bloom commented that the call for a conference would be 
merely to consider matters of general concern to the Organization in 
connection with the Charter. Mr. Notter said that this was, however, a 
fundamental matter which opened the door to a far-reaching revision 
of the Charter. Dean Gildersleeve said that the actual amending 
power would be left as it stands. Senator Connally said that the 
ordinary amending processes could still be used. Mr. Sandifer added 
that two-thirds of the General Assembly could adopt amendments, 
which would come into force only when ratified by all the permanent 
members and the majority of the other members of the Organization. 

Mr. Dulles observed that this provision was more liberal than the 
proposed second paragraph. He did not think, in fact, that the pro- 
posal added anything that could not be done uch more easily under 
paragraph'l. In the first paragraph the Assembly can take the initia- 

723-681-6782
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tive and does not need the concurrence of the Security Council. Mr. 
Sandifer asked whether this country would be willing to have a con- 
stitutional convention called by two-thirds or three-fourths of the 
General Assembly, without requiring the concurrence of the Security 
‘Council. 

Senator Vandenberg said there might be some advantage in having 
the same process for both amendments and the calling of a constitu- 
tional convention. Mr. Sandifer said this could be much more serious 
than a single amendment, and the situations would not be parallel. 
He thought it should require a minimum of a three-fourths vote in the 
General Assembly. Mr. Dulles said that if the great powers lose their 
influence to such an extent that they cannot block the will of three- 
fourths of the Assembly, then the Organization has come to a sad pass. 
Mr. Bowman said he doubted whether it was good judgment to provide 
for a general revision of the Charter, especially since there is provision 
for amendments. 

Representative Bloom asked whether there was any limit on the 
time in which amendments are to be adopted. Mr. Bowman said he 
did not like the proposed paragraph 2. Senator Connally said that by 
setting a date for a constitutional convention, the United Nations 
would be admitting at the start that the Organization as constituted 
now is likely to fail. If the Organization is confronted by a demand 
for amendments, then it could start work on revisions, but it would 
not invite some 30 or more dissidents to start agitating right away 
for revisions. He thought that it would be within the competence of 
the Organization to undertake drastic revision of the Charter if neces- 
sary. Mr. Bowman said he thought this was implicit in the Charter. 
Mr. Stassen said that in that case the provision concerning a call for 
‘a conference would show the intention of the Organization. Mr. Bow- 
man doubted the wisdom of inviting the member states to plan to 
call for a conference to revise the Charter before this one has had an 
opportunity to work. Mr. Stassen said it had not worked out that 
‘way in our Constitution. Representative Bloom said that if the pro- 
vision is to be included, it should be made flexible. Mr. Bowman 
said that we already have the amendment provisions of paragraph 1. 
Mr. Stassen thought that too remote a means of dealing with the 
matter. Representative Bloom felt there should be a way to call a 
conference if necessary to revise the Charter and referred to the fact 
that in New York State there was a provision for constitutional 
conventions. 

Mr. Bowman asked why it would not be satisfactory merely to indi- 
cate the process by which the matter of a thoroughgoing revision 
could be approached and leave it in a two.or three line formula. Mr. 
Dulles said he thought there should be much less formality and pro-
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cedure, and he thought the suggested provision actually did not give 
any fresh implementation. The General Assembly could meet and 
consider the revision of the whole document itself without calling a 
‘special conference, and this would be a more flexible arrangement. 
Mr. Bowman said that the Assembly could amend everything. Mr. 
Dulles said he thought it a question of policy whether there should 
be a paragraph explicitly recognizing the need for subsequent revi- 
sion. He himself thought it might be desirable to recognize that 
the Charter is inadequate as it stands and that it would be a good 
idea to improve it later. Mr. Stassen said it would make it clear that 
we did not presume that all wisdom had been accumulated here. He 
thought the whole discussion had been a wholesome one and that it 
would be good to have some such provision in the Charter. Senator 

Vandenberg said the psychological value would be very great. 
Mr. Notter suggested that it would be making the draft a little 

too loose to incorporate a thoroughgoing revision by the same proc- 
ess as the making of amendments. He thought it might be possible 
to empower the General Assembly, at “a time and place which it 
should determine”, to convene in special session for a thoroughgoing 
reconsideration of the Charter. Mr. Bowman asked what vote would 
be required and whether the Security Council should have some check 
on such a determination in the interests of security. Mr. Armstrong 
said it would be important to avoid having the threat of such a move 
hanging over the Assembly. He thought it probably desirable to 
have some sort of provision but not so imminent as this. 

Senator Connally asked if it would be acceptable to provide that 
“to, general conference of the members of the United Nations may be 
held at a date and place to be fixed by a three-fourths vote of the 
General Assembly with the concurrence of the Security Council by a 
vote of seven members”. Mr. Stassen said he agreed, and Mr. Bow- 
man added that he was satisfied. Mr. Notter estimated that there 
were eleven smal] Eastern European states that could be considered 
as coming within the orbit of the Soviet Union. While this was 
close, it was still not enough to block a three-fourths vote of the 
General Assembly. Senator Connally said that with a majority as 
high as three-fourths, there would be more stability. He foresaw 
that the smaller states might be dissatisfied with the Charter, and 
if they were agitating for changes all the time, it would weaken the 
effectiveness of the Organization. Mr. Bowman said he was now 
prepared to agree with this paragraph. Mr. Stassen said that he 
would accept the incorporation of this paragraph with the suggested 

amendments, and he thought that the American Delegation should 
propose it to the Conference. The Delegates agreed that a constitu- 
tional conference could be called by a three-fourths vote in the As-
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sembly with the concurrence of the Security Council acting under 
the provisions of paragraph 2, Section C, Chapter VI. Senator 

Connally commented that thé United States would be protected in 
the provisions for ratification. . 

Mr. Gerig asked if the last four lines of the suggested paragraph 
should be eliminated, since it was merely a repetition of the descrip- 
tion in the previous paragraph. Mr. Stassen said he thought it would 
be better to keep it as it is, as it is a complete statement. Senator 
Connally stated it was agreed by the United States Delegation to keep 
the last four lines and that the whole paragraph as revised should 
be classified among the itemstobe proposed. =, 

_, . . WITHDRAWAL PROVISION po 

The group turned to the next item on the agenda: the question of 
a provision for withdrawal. Mr. Sandifer read the following pro- 
posal, which had been drafted but not yet considered : 

“Any member may withdraw from membership in the United 
Nations for stated cause and upon six months’ notice, during which 
period its rights, privileges, and obligations of membership with 
respect to the functions allocated to the Security Council shall be 
suspended automatically. Any provisions of the Charter relating 
to voting that may be affected by the withdrawal of any member 
shall be adjusted accordingly by the General Assembly, subject to 
amendment of the Charter.” 

Senator Connally asked for an explanation of the last phrase “sub- 
ject to amendment of the Charter”. Mr. Sandifer said that it meant 

pending the amendment of the Charter. Since the withdrawal of a 
permanent member. of the Security Council would affect the voting 
provisions of the Security Council, Representative Bloom said it 
was reasonable that a member of the Council should not vote if it 
had announced its intention to withdraw. 

Mr. Notter explained that the withdrawal problem would affect the 

Organization seriously only if one of the great powers should go. 
out of the Organization. The first question was how quickly a state. 
could withdraw if it was permitted to do so at.all. Ifa member of the. 

Security Council decided to leave the Organization, it would want. 
to do so quickly, and it would not want to be held to the obligation to. 
join in the use of force. Therefore, a short period was desirable. 

There was also a question of how quickly such a state could drop its. 

responsibilities. If the United States were to withdraw, it would 
certainly not want to have any responsibility for the work of the. 

Security Council any longer. Therefore, the rights, privileges, and. 
obligations of membership with: respect to the functions allocated: 

to the Security Council should be suspended automatically for a state. 
upon its giving notice of intention to withdraw.
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Senator Connally said that under this provision any nation could 
withdraw whenever it was called. upon to use force and did not wish 
to comply. Mr. Sandifer said this was an important question; it 
should be given sufficient time for careful consideration, and he would 
like to have an opportunity to circulate the draft of the proposal 
he had read to the group. He thought a prior question was whether 
it was desirable to have any provision for withdrawal in the Charter 

and that could be considered at a later meeting the same day. 

Senator Connally said that in the few moments remaining he would 
like to discuss the general attitude of the United States Delegation 

toward the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. It was his impression that 
except for the items which the United States Delegation had agreed 
to propose as amendments, or those which they had agreed to support 
if amendments were offered, the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals should 
stand as the framework of the Charter that we would like to see 
adopted. Mr. Bowman said that many: of the American proposals 
reflected the views of other governments, which had been taken into 
account in the drafting of suggested alterations. Senator Vandenberg 
said it would not be desirable for the United States to take a hard and 
fast position of refusing to consider any other amendments. Miss 
Gildersleeve said the Delegation could not really decide until it had 
had an opportunity to hear what the other Governments expected to 
bring up. She thought the group might wish to alter its. position 
after hearing other proposals. __ a 

Senator Connally said that of course it might be necessary to accept 
amendments offered by other countries. What he was trying to get 
at’ was a view of our main objectives. Miss Gildersleeve said she 
thought the Delegation should agree in the first instance to adhere 
to the position defined in these meetings. If other proposals are made 
with good arguments to back them up, then the Delegates should come 
back and report to the whole group. Mr. Bowman said that other 
Governments might have later thoughts than those that were incor- 
porated in memoranda circulated before the Conference, but he 

thought it advisable to have a general attitude defined. 

Senator Connally said that there should be a meeting of the Dele- 
gation every day, with the members of each Commission reporting on 
the most important items that came up in their respective groups. 
Mr. Bowman said that is where any revisions of the American attitude 
would be worked out. Mr. Stassen said he thought that would give 
the group a stable basis for its work. 

Mr. Sandifer pointed out that there were still several items on the 
agenda, especially the Preamble; Chapter IX; Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion A; and trusteeship. It was agreed that a meeting would be held
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at 8:30 on the evening of the same day to complete this agenda. Mr. 
Sandifer suggested that the order of business be Chapter IX; Chapter 
VIII, Section A; trusteeship withdrawal, and the Preamble. Mr. 
Stassen asked that the subject of trusteeship be considered first, and 
the group agreed to this arrangement. Representative Bloom said 
that it would be a safeguard to provide a 24-hour legislative day for 

the Delegation to consider amendments. 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:00 p. m. 

500.CC/4~2645 

Memorandum by Mr. Charles FE. Bohlen, Member of the United States 
Delegation, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, April 26, 
1945, 10: 20 a.m. 

Present: The Secretary of State Mr. Dunn 
Mr. Molotov Mr. Bohlen 
Ambassador Harriman Mr. Sobolev 
Ambassador Gromyko Mr. Pavlov 

Tue Secrerary said he asked to see Mr. Molotov to give him his 
opinion on the matter which Mr. Molotov had raised the day before 
yesterday.*® He said that first of all he wished to make it plain that 
that U.S. Government had always been fully prepared to live up 
wholeheartedly to the agreement reached at the Crimea in regard to 
the admission of White Russia and the Ukraine as initial members of 
the World Organization. The day before yesterday, Mr. Molotov had 
asked him as to his opinion of the attitude of the other countries at 
this Conference. He had then frankly told Mr. Molotov that he did 
not know. Since then he had had an opportunity to consult other Dele- 
gations and to ascertain their views, and that as a result of this work, 
he was now glad to be able to tell Mr. Molotov that he was confident 
that the Soviet proposal regarding the admission of these two Repub- 
lics as initial members of the proposed Organization would be ap- 
proved by the Steering Committee. | 

Mr. Monorov expressed his pleasure and gratitude for the Sec- 
retary’s statement. He then said that he would like to inquire as to 
the second phase of his question—invitations to attend the Conference. 
Tue Secretary replied that this was another question and one for 

which he would need more time to consult with other Delegations 
before giving an answer. He advised Mr. Molotov not to press this 
second phase of the question but to delay it until a little later. He 
said he thought it could be arranged if some time was given. 

| ane’ memorandum of conversation by Mr. Bohlen, April 24, 5:45 p. m., 
p. 380.
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr Min 19 

Minutes of the Nineteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation 
(A), Held at San Francisco, Thursday, April 26, 1945, 8: 40 p.m. 

{Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (28) present at meeting. | 
Senator Connally presided during the absence of the Secretary. 
Trusteeship System. Mr. Pasvolsky announced that agreement 

had been reached on a draft of a proposed trusteeship system, with 
the exception of three minor suggested changes in the draft before 
the Delegation. (Arrangements for International Trusteeship 
(D-1o 4*)). It had been pointed out that in Note 2 of the document 
the wording required revision since if the trusteeship plan were to be 
included as a chapter of the Charter of the Organization, the provi- 
sions of the Charter would have to be modified in order to accom- 
modate the trusteeship provisions. Therefore the wording of the 
note should read that the Charter would have to be harmonized with 
the trusteeship provisions. He also noted that with respect to para- 
graph 3 of the draft it had been suggested that a statement be added 
to this effect: “It would be a matter for subsequent agreement as to 
which territories would be brought under a trusteeship system and. 
upon what terms”. This, said Mr. Pasvolsky, would be consistent 
with the Yalta agreement,“* and there would be no objection to 
adding a sentence of this nature. The sense of this statement, how- 
ever, was already implicit in the wording of the draft document as 

would be noted in paragraphs 1, 3, and 4. While there would be 

no objection to adding this sentence, there is a question as to whether 
the addition of a statement of this nature would be good for nego- 
tiations on the document. : 7 

Representative Bloom raised a question as to whether the proposed. 
trusteeship draft ought not to be taken up point by point, in order 
that the discussion might bear upon the merits of the plan. Mr. 
Pasvolsky replied that he had assumed that the Delegation had 
studied the plan and would be ready to discuss it. Senator Connally 
suggested that Mr. Pasvolsky might present a five-minute summary 
analysis of the draft. Senator Vandenberg suggested that Mr. Pas- 
volsky might take a territory as an example and trace the working of 
the plan for the benefit of the Delegation. 

Mr. Pasvolsky then undertook a paragraph-by-paragraph analysis 
of the draft document. With respect to paragraph 1, which he read, 
he pointed out that the phrase “by subsequent agreement” in this 
paragraph should be interpreted to mean that no territory could be 

“ Not printed ; see draft text (D 1-p), April 26, p. 459. 
“ Conferences at Matta and Yalta, p. 977.
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placed under the trusteeship system except by agreement among the 
states concerned, subsequent to the establishment of a trusteeship 
system. . | a 

Representative Bloom queried as to what would happen to a man- 
date if no “subsequent agreement” respecting it would be made. 
Mr. Pasvolsky replied that in that case the particular territory could 
not be placed under the system. Representative Bloom expressed 
the view that this would seem to be entirely different from the original 

conception of the mandated territories. , 
Recapitulating, Mr. Pasvolsky stated that the first point is that 

territories. would be placed under the: trusteeship system only by 
agreement among the states directly concerned. The second point 
is, he stated, a statement of the objectives of the trusteeship system. 
He read paragraph 2 of the draft.. These objectives, explained Mr. 
Pasvolsky, would be applied in each territory placed under trustee- 
ship in accordance with the trusteeship arrangement for that par- 
ticular territory. In paragraph 8, which he read,:he pointed out 
that there is a limitation in the form of a statement of the three 
categories from which territories to be placed under trusteeship may 
be drawn. He cited a Japanese territory as an example.in point 
for category A on the one hand with respect to the Japanese mandated 
islands and for category B with respect to Japanese territory other 

than that under mandate which might be detached from Japan at 
the end of this war. These three categories of territories, Mr. Pas- 
volsky observed, were set forth in the Yalta agreement. Mr. 
Pasvolsky read the relevant passage of the Yalta agreement: “It 
was further agreed that no discussion of the specific territories will 
take place during the preliminary consultations on trusteeships or 
at the United Nations Conference itself. Only machinery and prin- 
ciples of trusteeship will be formulated at the Conference for inclusion 
in the Charter, and it will be a matter for subsequent agreement 
as to which territories within the categories specified above will 

actually be placed under trusteeship.” a 

Senator Vandenberg asked who would make the agreements, and 
Mr. Pasvolsky replied that the answer would be found in para- 
graph 4 which refers to the “states directly concerned”. Continuing, 
Mr. Pasvolsky remarked that the negotiation of the agreements with 

respect to the mandated territories, for example, would presumably 
be among the nations concerned with the mandatory system, that 1s, 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

Senator Connally asked what role Japan would play in this agree- 
ment, and Mr. Pasvolsky explained that Japan and Italy would be 
required by the peace treaties to renounce all of their rights in these 
territories. Mr. Pasvolsky continued with an explanation of category
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B of paragraph 3. The Italian colonies to be detached at the end of 

this war and any Japanese territory which would be taken away 
from Japan, for example, would involve negotiations based upon 
any arrangement to which the United States would agree in the peace 
treaties with these nations. The question as to what disposition 

would be made of such territories, under whom they would be placed, 
is not yet settled, of course, and there is an open question as to whether 

Great Britain, the Soviet Union and the United States as Principal 
Allied Nations would make the decisions, whether China would be 
included, or the United Nations outside of Europe would be in- 

cluded—these questions are not yet settled. 
Mr. Gates observed that it should not be assumed that the mandated 

territories would be turned over to trusteeship. 
Representative Bloom inquired whether it had not been decided 

in the Delegation that a distinction should be recognized as between 
territories of economic importance and territories of strategic 1m- 
portance. Mr. Pasvolsky pointed out that this distinction had been 
made and was recognized in the draft document, which carried 
special provisions affecting the strategic territories. 
_ Mr. Pasvolsky then read paragraph 5 of the draft document without 
comment and continued by reading paragraph 6. With respect to 
paragraph 6 he emphasized that some of the territories under the 
trusteeship system may be designated in whole or in part as a strategic 
area or areas. Paragraphs 7, 8, and 9 were then read by Mr. Pas- 
volsky, and with respect to the last paragraph he pointed out that the 
idea was that in formulating the composition of the Trusteeship 
Council the nations administering trust territories would be perma- 
nently on the Council. 

[Mr. Stettinius arrived at this point, accompanied by a photog- 
rapher. After the pictures were taken the meeting was resumed.] * 

Discussion was held as to whether the Delegation should go into 
executive session at this point or continue its discussion of trusteeship. 
Mr. Stettinius inquired how long the trusteeship discussion might take. 
Representative Bloom pointed out that it was just getting underway, 
and Mr. Pasvolsky had not yet completed reading and commenting 
on the draft. Mr. Gates stated that the military advisers had had no 
opportunity to comment and wished a hearing. Representative Bloom 
observed that Congress was very much interested in this question, that 
a number of Congressmen had introduced resolutions on the subject 
recently, and that some time should be taken to discuss the matter 

thoroughly in the Delegation. | | a 
Senator Connally stated that it would be hard on the advisers to 

have to leave the meeting again, but it could not be helped. Governor 

* Brackets appear in the original. © :
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Stassen moved that the meeting go into executive session. This was 
agreed upon, and Secretary Stettinius informed the advisers on 
trusteeship that he did not think the executive session would take very 
long, perhaps 20 to 25 minutes. 

[Following the executive session,®® discussion on trusteeship was 
resumed at 10:35 p. m. | 5 | 

Mr. Pasvolsky suggested that the three changes in the draft proposal 
recommended by the Secretaries of War and Navy had been accepted. 
The three changes involved: (a) a rewording of the explanatory note 2 
at the beginning of the document to read, “If this draft is to be in- 
cluded as a chapter of the Charter of the Organization, the relevant 
paragraphs and clauses of the Charter would require revision in order 

that they might be brought into harmony with the trusteeship provi- 
sions.” (6) the addition of a statement in paragraph three to the 
effect that “it would be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which 
territories would be brought under a trusteeship system and upon 
what terms”; and (c) omission of the words “by the Organization” 
in line 4 of paragraph 4 (D-lo). 

These suggested changes were agreed upon. 

Senator Vandenberg suggested that an example of what would hap- 
pen under the proposed system with respect to a particular territory 

should be given. 

Admiral Willson explained in outline the process of negotiation with 
respect to a given island. He stated that the nations directly con- 
cerned with that island, which in the case of the Japanese mandated 
islands, would be the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and in 
which the United States would have a veto power, would agree that the 
territory would be placed under the trusteeship system and would work 
out the particular arrangements which would apply to that territory. 
If the arrangements provided that the territory was to be designated 
as a strategic area the arrangements would be presented to the Security 

Council, if not, to the General Assembly. Until the trusteeship ar- 
rangements were agreed upon nothing could be done to place the terri- 
tory under the trusteeship system. Admiral Willson further pointed 
out that as a permanent member of the Security Council the United 
States would also have a veto vote in that body. 

Senator Connally inquired if under this system the United States 
would be “free to make agreements”. Admiral Willson replied af- 
firmatively but pointed out that an assumption would have to be made 
with respect to the negotiation of satisfactory peace treaties, since the 
territories taken from enemy states would be involved in the peace 
treaties. He pointed out that nothing about the peace treaties could 

be undertaken in this document. 

© For minutes of the executive session, 9: 05 p. m., see infra. | 
8 Brackets appear in the original.
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Senator Vandenberg inquired whether this could be taken to mean 

that nothing in the draft of the proposed trusteeship system would 

hamper the United States in negotiating the peace treaties. Admiral 
Willson replied that the proposed system would not hamper the 
United States in the peace treaties, and that the United States would 
have a free hand in the negotiation of treaties, strengthened by the 
fact that with respect to the Pacific islands in which the United States 
is interested the United States is in possession. He emphasized that 
nothing could be done with respect to such territories without the 
agreement of the United States and reiterated the importance of the 
veto vote of the United States in the Security Council. It was for 
this reason, he stated, that the strategic areas were placed under the 
Security Council in the draft proposal. 

Senator Vandenberg stated that he would like to take up the matter 
of island “X” and that he would then be through with his questions. 
He asked what would be the situation if our military people decided 
that island “X” is strategically necessary, and we are in physical pos- 
session of the territory. When negotiations are entered into with 
respect to the peace treaties affecting this island “X”, would there 
have been any prior commitment which would prejudice the question 
of our control or which would require any special negotiations affect- 
ing our right of control ? 

Admiral Willson replied that this would depend entirely on the 
peace treaty and would not involve the proposed trusteeship system, 
since this system would make no prior commitments on the part of 
anybody with respect to any territory. There is nothing in the pro- 
posed trusteeship system, he continued, which would prevent the 
United States from obtaining outright possession of any territory. 
Our hands would be completely free in so far as the trusteeship sys- 
tem is concerned in this matter. If, however, it should be decided that 
territory ““X” would be placed under the trusteeship system, then the 
procedures required in this system as outlined previously would be 
invoked. If we, as one of the powers directly concerned, decided that 
territory “X” should be placed under trusteeship, then nothing could 
happen. | 

Senator Vandenberg inquired further whether there was anything 
in the draft proposal which would prevent the United States from 
taking an island outright. Admiral Willson answered that there was 
not, and that the proposed system would apply only to those terri- 
tories which would be specifically placed under it. Governor Stassen 
remarked that it would be a matter of our own national policy as to 
whether a territory would be placed under the system or kept out of it, 
and that this would be the case with respect to the Japanese islands. 
He stated, however, that he would personally hope that the United 
States would place such territories under the trusteeship system, since
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in its present form it incorporated full safeguards with respect to 
areas essential to our security. | | 

Senator Connally inquired whether there were any reservations 
with respect to the proposal on the part of the Army and Navy. Gov- 
ernor Stassen pointed out that the three amendments offered by the 
Army and Navy had been accepted and would be incorporated in the 
draft. - 

‘Mr. Gates explained that the Army and the Navy were in agree- 
ment with the proposal if the three small changes suggested were 
made. Since they had been accepted on that basis he could say that 
the plan would be acceptable to the Army and Navy. 

Senator Connally inquired whether this statement ought not to be 
interpreted as meaning that the Army and Navy were accepting this 
proposal because they were unable to do anything better. 

Mr. Gates replied that the Army and Navy would prefer that the 
subject not be discussed at this time but that if for political or other 
reasons it had to be discussed at this time the proposal was acceptable. 

Governor Stassen pointed out that this position would be going 
behind the policy clearly fixed by the President. 

Mr. Pasvolsky gave reassurance that the draft proposal was en- 
tirely within the framework of the President’s directive. 

Mr. Pasvolsky went on to inform the Delegation that the question 

of trusteeship had come up in the Steering Committee at its meeting 
this morning * and that the heads of two of the delegations had raised 
the question as to whether trusteeship would be discussed and had 
suggested that there would be trouble if it were not discussed. They 
also intimated that it would be unacceptable to try to pin the discus- 
sion down exclusively to the security question. Mr. Pasvolsky stated 
that he did not know what the reaction of the other governments would 
be to this paper, but that he would like to recommend it as a basis for 
discussion. This recommendation was accepted and the paper was 
approved. | 7 

Governor Stassen stated the feeling that the technical experts and 
advisers who had worked on the trusteeship subject had done a fine 
job on an extremely difficult subject. He considered the report a sig- 
nificant contribution to the Charter of the Organization. 

Senator Connally observed that a motion had been made to approve 
the document and inquired whether it was satisfactory to Dr. Bowman. 
Dr. Bowman replied that he accepted it. 

- Senator Connally stated that it had been suggested during the after- 
noon that he should be on the negotiating committee for this document, 
but that he would like to renege. Senator Connally inquired of Gov- 
ernor Stassen whether he would like to substitute for him. Governor 

© Doc. 29, DC/4, April 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 50. |
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Stassen replied that he would have no objection, but. that arrange- 
ments with respect to his other assignments would have to be made. 

Senator Connally inquired if Genera]. Embick concurred in the ac- 
ceptance of the proposed trusteeship draft. General Embick replied 
affirmatively and added that the Army and Navy feel that there are 
two essential bases for our security—hemispheric solidarity and con- 
trol of the necessary islands in the Pacific. 

Senator Vandenberg inquired of General Embick whether he was 
aware that we are engaged in creating a world organization and won- 
dered whether this might be the source of trouble over this document. 

General Embick responded that he had believed in the League of 
Nations and in world order, but that he believes there was more chance 
for the League of Nations to endure than for a new world organization 
to endure. | 

General Embick stated that there is too much chaos in the world of 
today. He felt, however, that the people in America would give the 
new world organization full support, but the American people must 
recognize the extent of the chaos in the world and the lack of common 
standards of value. Therefore, the American people must keep a 
sharp lookout for United States interests. In 1918, he stated, the 
military people did all they could to keep the Pacific islands from 
being mandated to Japan, and later to prevent their fortification. He 
pointed out that the American military leaders had made plans for de- 
fense of the Philippines which they knew were hopeless. He stated 
that they had told the President when Japan took those islands that all 
the military could do at Corregidor would be to continue to fly the 
American Flag as a matter of national prestige. If the United States 
is to be adequately protected, he said, we must have an entire chain of 
island bases. SS 
Admiral Willson called attention to the fact that the trusteeship 

plan as now formulated falls under both the Security Council and 
the General Assembly. Therefore, he felt that there might be an 
organizational problem in that the draft proposal would actually need 
to be considered by two committees of the Conference. Senator Con- 
nally pointed out that the classification of territories was based on 
islands that we had need of for strategic purposes and those which 
were not needed for such purposes. 

Mr. Pasvolsky explained that consideration had been given to the 
question of Conference organization during the afternoon, and that 

a statement had been made to the effect that in some instances there 
would be unavoidable overlapping and that this would be taken care of. 

Mr. Pasvolsky’s recommendation that the draft proposal incorporat- 
ing the three changes suggested by the Secretaries of War and Navy 
be adopted as the negotiating document was approved.
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Mr. Pasvolsky announced that there were some economic matters 
outstanding which ought to be discussed for three quarters of an hour 
the next morning and inquired whether it would be possible for the 
Delegation to meet at 9:50 on Friday morning, April 27. This 
was agreed upon. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 19 (Exec) 

Minutes of the Nineteenth Meeting (Ewecutive Session) of the United 
States Delegation (B), Held at San Francisco, Thursday, April 26, 
1945, 9:05 p.m. : 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (24) present at meeting. } 

Secretary’s Report on STEERING COMMITTEE 

Tuer SECRETARY, In opening the session, gave a brief report of the 
Steering Committee meeting that afternoon.” ... 

Tuer Srcrerary said that he had talked to the President and to 
Mr. Hull regarding the situation and had received from them encour- 
agement to follow the policy which the United States Delegation was 
advocating. He said that the President particularly said that he felt 
the Delegation should “stick to its guns” in the matter of advocating 
the election of a single President. 

ELEcTION OF PRESIDENT OF CONFERENCE 

In reporting the general discussion on the subject of the election of 
the President, THe Secretary said the proposal for the election of a 
single President [of the] Conference had been supported by Foreign 
Minister Padilla of Mexico, who had said that it was in the tradition 
of this Hemisphere. THe Srcrerary said that then the British had 
advocated—as a compromise proposal—the election of four Presidents 
of the Conference, but that they had failed even to specify that any one 
of the four should serve as a chairman. However, he said, the British 
did propose that the United States representative should be chairman 
of the Steering and the Executive Committees. 

At this point, the Secretary turned the discussion over to Mr. Dunn 
for a more detailed report on the British position on this matter. 

Mr. Dunn said that the previous evening, word had been sent 
to Mr. Eden that the United States Delegation declined to accept the 

Reference is made to the meeting of the Heads of Delegations at 10:37 
a. m.~2: 30 p. m., April 26. After the three meetings of the Heads of Delegations, 
April 26, 10:30 a. m., April 27, 10:45 a. m, and April 30, 11:18 a. m., they 
became the Steering Committee which came into existence in accordance with 
recommendations of the Heads of Delegations adopted by a plenary session of 
the Conference on April 30.
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British proposal of four chairmen for the Conference. He said that 
Mr. Hiss, on Wednesday night, had talked to Sir Alexander Cadogan 
and that he, Mr. Dunn, had talked to Sir Alexander on Thursday 
morning regarding this matter. Mr. Dunn said that it was his under- 
standing that Mr. Eden hoped that Field Marshal Smuts or Prime 
Minister King would present the Secretary’s name as the President 
of the Conference, and later, at the Steerig Committee meeting, 
Mr. Epen said that he himself would do it. Instead, however, Mr. 
Eden made the proposal that the Conference have four Presidents 
and that each one of the four should rotate as presiding officer at 
the plenary sessions, with the United States representative being 

Chairman of the Steering and Executive Committees. 
Mr. Dunw said that Mr. Molotov had proposed in the Steering 

Committee that the Conference have four Presidents of equal status, 
and that the Conference be run by the four Presidents equally and 
together. Mr. Padilla had been caught unawares by the British pro- 
posal, since he had expected to second the nomination of the Secretary 
to be the President of the Conference and the other three representa- 
tives of the sponsoring Governments to be Vice-Presidents. Conse- 
quently, Mr. Padilla, in speaking to the point in the Steering 
Committee meeting, had to make his case on the basis of the precedent 
at Inter-American Conferences, and was forced to make the original 
motion proposing the election of the Secretary as President and the 
representatives of the other three sponsoring Governments as Vice- 

Presidents. | : 
Mr. Dunn reported that Mr. Molotov had made a strong speech 

in reply to Mr. Padilla’s proposal, pointing out that the Soviet Gov- 
ernment considered it a principle of equality and unanimity among 
the four Governments that the Soviet proposal of four Presidents be 
accepted. Mr. Molotov had implied that Mr. Padilla had made a 
prepared speech. Mr. Padilla replied—Mr. Dunn reported—that his 
speech had been prepared on the basis of the traditional operations 
of Conferences in the Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. Duwn reported that considerable confusion had then developed 

in the Steering Committee, with Field Marshal Smuts favoring the 
Soviet proposal, although it was originally understood that he had 
been furthering Mr. Eden’s proposal. Mr. Fraser of New Zealand, 
in effect, also supported the Soviet proposal. On the other hand, 
representatives of the other American republics clearly favored the 
proposal advanced by Mr. Padilla. 

Mr. Dunn further reported at this point in the Steering Committee 
meeting that the Secretary made it clear that the United States could 
not accept the Molotov or Eden proposals. Mr. Dunn explained that 

under the Eden proposals, the Conference would have four presidents 
who would preside in rotation at the plenary sessions, with the Secre-
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tary of State presiding at the Steering and Executive Committee 
meetings with full authority to conduct the affairs of the Conference. 
Mr. Dunwn also reported that there was clearly great sentiment for 
the Eden proposal. 

Messrs. Dunn and Pasvorsxy then both reported the happenings 
at the Steering Committee meeting during which it developed that 
Mr. Molotov appeared to favor the first part of Mr. Eden’s proposal 
for the four Presidents of the Conference, but did not appear to favor 
the second part of the proposal, whereby the Secretary of State would 
preside at the Steering and Executive Committees. It was clear, 
however, that Mr. Molotov had agreed that the Secretary should be 
chairman of the four Presidents. Further, it developed that Mr. 
Molotov had also proposed that there be four chairmen who would 
serve in rotation as heads of the Steering and Executive Committees. 

Mr. Dunn reported that a vote had been taken on the issue but that 
it was not a clear-cut one. In the confusion, Mr. Molotov had made 
his point that he wanted the vote divided into two parts to cover 
the two items of the Eden proposal, but Mr. Eden would not consent 
to such a division, although Mr. Fraser of New Zealand had indicated 
his willingness. Following the confused situation, the Steering Com- 
mittee had taken a brief recess and Tue Secrerary reported that he 
had adjourned the meeting following the end of the recess, since it 
looked as if the situation would develop beyond control. 

Tuer SEecRETARY said that he wished to have Ambassador Harriman 
report upon his conversation with Mr. Eden and other British officials 
regarding their apparent failure to carry out the understanding of 
the previous evening whereby they would have proposed that the 
United States representative be elected President of the Conference. 

Mr. Harriman said that he had seen Messrs. Eden and Attlee, Lord 
Cranborne, Lord Halifax and Sir Alexander Cadogan just prior to the 
meeting of the United States Delegation. He said that he had told 
them that the United States Delegation felt that they had been “let 
down” by the British Delegation. Mr. Harriman said that Mr. Eden 
told him that they had understood that the United States Delegation 
had accepted the British proposal made the previous evening, stressing 
particularly that Sir Alexander Cadogan said he so understood from 
his conversation with Mr. Dunn. Mr. Harriman also reported that 
Mr. Eden said it was his understanding that Mr. Molotov did not 
accept the British resolution made in the Steering Committee meet- 
ing that afternoon, but accepted only that part of the proposal cover- 
ing the four Presidents for the Conference. Mr. Harriman said 
he reported to them that the Secretary had talked with the President 
and that the President had insisted that the host Government have the 
presiding officer for the Conference. Furthermore, he said, he had
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reported to them that, in the opinion of the United States Delegation, 
this whole question was a matter of substance and not of form. 
Furthermore, he said, he had conveyed to them the views of the United 

States Delegation that the Delegation would not accept any proposal 
under which the Secretary of State was not made President of the 
Conference, chairman of the Steering and Executive Committees, and 
responsible—with full authority—for the conduct of the Conference. 

Mr. Harriman reported that Mr. Eden said he would consult the 
representatives of the Dominions and would report their reactions later 
in the evening. He said that Mr. Eden felt that if his own proposal 
were divided into two parts as suggested by Mr. Molotov, he—Mr. 
Eden—and the British Delegation would support the United States 
proposal on the Conference Presidency. In response to an inquiry 

from Senator Connally, Tue Szcrerary assured him that the British 
had known of the United States proposal for the Conference Presi- 
dency for more than a month. Mr. Dunw said that he had even 
called Sir Alexander Cadogan to find out which of the British 
Dominions was going to nominate Mr. Stettinius for the post. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY said that he felt that this appeared to be a lack 
of good faith on the part of the British Delegation. 

Mr. Harriman said that he felt that Mr. Eden and the British 
Delegation thought they were carrying out the wishes of the U.S. 
Delegation in the matter in the Steering Committee. He said that in 
his conversations with them he had said that the United States Delega- 
tion would undertake to handle the matter with the other American 
Republics if the British would undertake to handle the question with 

the Dominions. ‘He said that, in his opinion, it would be better not 
to let this matter come to a vote in the Steering Committee without 
careful political preparation. 7 | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom inquired as to why the Dominions had op- 
posed the United States proposal of that afternoon. Mr. Harrtman 
replied that in his judgment, the matter had not been discussed with 
them properly, and as a consequence, misunderstanding had occurred. 

Tue Srcretary at this point said that he wished to make clear his 
position in regard to this whole matter. He said that he did not think 
that the issue of the Presidency of the Conference was of terrific im- 
portance insofar as the San Francisco Conference was concerned. But 
he did believe that if the Soviet proposal were accepted by the Con- 
ference, there would be thereby provided a pattern for the proposed 
international organization which might prove to be very serious in the 
end. Mr. Harriman added that, in his opinion, the Soviets were ad- 
vocating four Presidents for the Conference because they wanted a 
“veto” position, which attitude arises out of their mistrust of other 
nations. 

723-681—67-—33
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Senator ConNALLY inquired as to whether it might not be possible 
that the British Delegation were using the Dominion Delegations in 
this instance as a “stalking horse”. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that in his 
opinion such was not the case; that Mr. Eden had said in the Steering 

Committee meeting that his original position was the same as that of 
Mr. Padilla. Mr. Epen said that the compromise which he had put 
forth was advanced in the hope that if he moved from his original posi- 
tion Mr. Molotov would also move and it might be possible to agree on 

a compromise proposal. | | , 
SENATOR CONNALLY inquired as to whether there was any possibility 

that the British Delegation was doublecrossing us; that they were 
petting the Russians at our expense. Mr. Harriman replied that he 
did not believe that such was the case; that the entire affair was due 
entirely to a misunderstanding and because of that fact he believed 
that it would be possible for the United States Delegation to straighten 
out this situation. Furthermore, he said that in his opinion, no useful 
purpose was served in questioning the motivations of the British Dele- 
gation in this particular instance. DEAN GILDERSLEEVE Said that she 
agreed with this general position of Mr. Harriman. SENnatTor Con- 
NALLY said that in. his opinion it all developed into an unfortunate 
situation. os | 
-RepreseNtTATIVE Bioom then inquired as to whether the Delegation 

would continue to maintain the original United States position in this 
matter. Tur Secrerary:said that both the President and Mr. Hull 

had advised him to stick to the original position. He also said that 
he would like to have the advice of the Delegation in this matter as to 
whether (a) he should stick to the original position or (0) accept the 
Eden proposal. | | : 

The Delegation was then polled by the Secretary with the following 
results: Dean GILDERSLEEVE said that if the Eden compromise satisfied 
the Soviet Delegation, then she thought it should be acceptable to us. 

If.it.did not, then she thought we should revert to our original position. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said that he thought we ought to adhere to 
the original United States position in this matter, but if the Soviet 
Delegation was willing to accept the Eden compromise, he thought it | 
should be accepted by us. oo | , 
When he was asked for his views, Senator CoNNALLY inquired as to 

what the wishes of President Truman were. Tue Srcrerary replied 

that the President preferred a single President for the Conference, to 
be chosen from the United States Delegation, but that we were 
authorized to accept the proposal advanced by Mr. Eden. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he felt the Secretary had been too 
scrupulous in this matter; that he was, in effect, tying his own hands | 
too much by asking for detailed instructions from the Delegation. 
He said that in his opinion the Secretary should be authorized to
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accept the proposition upon which the United States Delegation could 

obtain the most votes. . . 
CoMMANDER STASsEN said that in his opinion the question of equal 

authority and rank of the four nations was involved. Mr. Dunn 
added that the Soviet Delegation wanted four equal Presidents so 
that no one could act without the approval of the other three. Mr. 
STASSEN suggested that it might be wise to find out if the Soviet Dele- 
gation would accept the Eden compromise. If the Soviets would not, 
then, he suggested, the United States. Delegation might determine 
whether it could obtain the necessary votes for the original United 

States proposal. He further stated that he thought the Secretary 
should make a clear statement in the Steering Committee meeting 
that no question of rank was involved in these matters. Furthermore, 
CoMMANDER Strassen thought it might be helpful if the Secretary 
would get in touch with the Soviet Delegation at once. | 
Tur Srcrerary then asked for further opinions on this matter of 

the Advisers to the Delegation, with the following results: : 
Messrs. Pasvotsky and Harriman said that if the Soviet Delega- 

tion did not get its way in this question, there was a possibility that 
they might withdraw from their position as a sponsoring power in 
order that they might have a free hand in the Conference. . 

Mr. Hackworru pointed out that the same situation had been faced 
in the Committee of Jurists in Washington; that the Soviet represent- 
ative there would not serve as one of the three Vice Presidents after 
the Soviet proposal for four chairmen of the Committee had been 
defeated. _ _ 

Messrs. Gates and Duties ‘agreed that it might be better to delay 
the vote in the Steering Committee the next day in order to gain 

time to consider the situation and mobilize support for the United 
States proposal. : | | . 

- At this. point Mr. Hiss entered the meeting and Tue Secretary 
inquired as to. whether there was any possibility of a misunderstand- 
ing the previous evening when Mr. Hiss had conveyed to the British 
Delegation the views of the United States Delegation on the British 
proposal. Mr. Hiss said that he thought that he had clearly stated 
the situation to Sir Alexander Cadogan and that there was no doubt 
in his mind at the time that the British Delegation clearly understood 
what the views of the United States Delegation were in the matter. 

_ Tue SEcRETARY said that it was his sense of the discussion that the 
United States Delegation was willing to accept the compromise ad- 
vanced by Mr. Eden but that, in the opinion of the Delegation, it 
would be better to go back to the original United States proposal. 

8 See exchange of notes on this subject by the United States and the Soviet 
Union, April 11 and 14, pp. 269 and 291, respectively.
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SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that the Delegation might advance 
& proposal under which the Conference would have four Presidents 
with the Secretary of State as Executive Chairman of the Conference 
chosen by the four Presidents. Murssrs. Dunn and Pasvoitsxy opined 
that the Soviet Delegation would accept such a proposal at once. 

_ Senator ConNALLY said that in his opinion the United States 
Delegation was defeated on its original stand and that it could not 
go back to the original United States position. Therefore, it ap- 
peared better to him to accept the Eden compromise. 

In attempting to summarize the discussion again, THe SEcRETARY 
said that it was his view that the Delegation preferred the original 
United States proposal but that they would authorize him to com- 
promise on the Eden proposal asa minimum. Mr. Armsrrone added 
that in his opinion it would be much better if the Delegation were 
defeated supporting the compromise than if they were defeated on 
their original proposal. : | 

Dr. Bowman said that this discussion had somewhat disturbed him 
because he felt that the Delegation was attempting to go too far 
in giving detailed instructions to the Secretary as to what his position 
should be. He felt that this was the type of a decision which should 
be made at the top, and that only the general position of the Dele- 
gates and the Advisers ought to be stated. 

Mr. Pasvoisky said that after what had happened that afternoon, 
the smaller countries now thought that the present situation in the 
Steering Committee was essentially a fight among the four sponsor- 
ing Governments. Therefore, it was impossible at this time to obtain 
a real heartfelt vote on the original United States proposal. He 
said that he felt that it would be better, however, to let the original 
proposal stand and if it were accepted by the Conference to see what 
the Soviet reaction would be. If Mr. Molotov refused to serve'as 
one of the Vice Presidents, that situation would have to be met when 
it.arose. Therefore, he thought it might be well for the Secretary to 
talk to Mr. Molotov regarding this situation before the next meeting 
of the Steering Committee. 

The meeting of the Delegation closed with Mr. DuLixs expressing 
the view that the Secretary should attempt to obtain the best deal 
that he could; with Senator ConNnaALty expressing the belief that the 
original United States proposal was a better one but that the Dele- 
gation was licked on it and that it would have to go ahead on a 
compromise; and finally, with both Commanprr StassEN and SENATOR 
ConNaLLy stating clearly to the Secretary that he had their vote to 
do whatever he thought was best under the circumstances. 

The meeting was adjourned by the Secretary at 10:35 p. m.
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RSC Lot 60 D 224:D 1-p | | 

Draft United States Proposals for Trusteeship * 

[San Franectsco,] April 26, 1945. 

| CHAPTER —— 

“ARRANGEMENTS FOR INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIP 

(Note 1: This draft deals with principles and mechanism only and 
makes no assumption about the inclusion of any specific territory.) 

(Note 2: If this draft is to be included as a chapter of the Charter 
of the Organization, the relevant paragraphs and clauses of the Char- 
ter would require revision in order that they might be brought into 
harmony with the trusteeship provisions. ) : 

1. The Organization should establish under its authority a system 
of international trusteeship for the administration and supervision 
of such territories as may be placed thereunder by subsequent 
agreement. 7 | 

2. The basic objectives of the trusteeship system should be: (a) to 
further international peace and security ; (b) to promote the political, 
economic, and social advancement of the trust territories and their 
inhabitants and their progressive development toward self-govern- 
ment; and (¢) to provide for non-discriminatory treatment in trust 
territories with respect to the economic and other appropriate civil 
activities of the nationals of all member states. ; 

3. The trusteeship systern should apply only to such territories in 
the following categories as may be placed thereunder by means of 
trusteeship arrangements: (a) territories now held under mandate; 
(b) territories which may be detached from enemy states as a result 
of this war; and (c) territories voluntarily placed under the system 
by states responsible for their administration. It would be a matter 
for subsequent agreement as to which territories would be brought 
under a trusteeship system and upon what terms. 

4. The trusteeship arrangement for each territory to be placed 
under trusteeship should be agreed upon by the states directly con- 
cerned and should be approved as provided for in paragraphs 7 and 
8 below. 

5. The trusteeship arrangements in each case should include the 
terms under which the territory will be administered. — 

“Text of this draft (D 1-p, the 16th draft of United States proposals for 
trusteeship made since the beginning of interdepartmental consideration early 
in 1945) was adopted by the United States delegation at its nineteenth meeting, 
April 26, 8:40 p. m.; after clearance by telegraph with the War and: Navy 
Departments copies were transmitted to the Acting Secretary of State in tele- 
gram 9;:April 27, and to President Truman in memorandum of May 1, neither 

Prien the omission of Note 2, this document is the same as that submitted to 
nS “oe at midnight, May 5 (Doc. 2, G/26 (¢), UNCIO Documents, vol. 8,
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6. There may be designated, in the trusteeship arrangement, a stra- 
tegic area or areas which may include part or all of the territory to 
which the arrangement applies. 

7. All functions of the Organization relating to strategic areas, 
including the approval of the trusteeship arrangements and their 
alteration or amendment, should be exercised by the Security Council. 

8. The functions of the Organization with regard to trusteeship 
arrangements for all other areas should be exercised by the General 
Assembly. oe : = 7 | 

9. In order to assist the General Assembly to carry out those func- 
tions under the trusteeship system not reserved to the Security Coun- 
cil, there should be established a Trusteeship Council which would 
operate under its authority. The Trusteeship Council should consist 

of specially qualified representatives, designated (a) one each by the 
states administering trust territories; and (5) one each by an equal 
number of other states named for three-year periods by the General 
Assembly. — . a 

10. The General Assembly, and under its authority, the Trusteeship 

Council, in carrying 6ut their functions, should be empowered to con- 
sider reports submitted by the administering authorities, to accept 
petitions, to institute investigations, and to take other action within 
their competence as defined by. the trusteeship arrangements. 
11. The administering’ authority in each trust territory within the 

competence of the Genéral Assembly should, make an annual report 
to the General Assembly upon the basis of a questionnaire formulated 
by the Trusteeship Council... Oe 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 20 - : 
Minutes of the Twentieth Meeting of the United States Delegation 

(A), Held at San Francisco, April 27, 1945, 9:30 a. m. 

a - [Informal Notes—Extracts] . 

_ [Here follows list of names of persons (21) present at meeting. | 

Press Poricy — 

The Delegates and Advisers assembled between 9:30 and 9:40 
A. M., with the exception of the Secretary and Senators Connally 
and Vandenberg. ... | 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked Mr. Stassen to take the chair for. 

the discussion, and it was agreed that the Delegates present should 

consider the problem of press relations and perhaps formulate a pro- 
posal which could be put before the remainder of the Delegation.” 

5 See minutes of the twenty-third meeting of the delegation, April 30, 9:30 
a. m., p. 488.
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Cuarrer [X—ARRANGEMENTS FOR EcoNnoMIC AND SocrAL CoopEra- 
TION—-EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL COOPERATION 

Mr. Strassen suggested that the. Delegates present should now 
take up some of the deferred items that had not yet been dealt with. 
He thought everyone was present who was concerned with the Pre- 

amble. Mr. Gerig suggested that the Arrangements for Economic 
and Social Cooperation had better be taken up and that it would 
be a good idea to wait with the Preamble. Mr. Duttes said this could 

be taken up better than some other questions. 
Miss GILDERSLEEVE said that before this was discussed, she wanted 

to clarify the status of the official text in the light of the Russian 
approval of the Chinese proposals.°® She asked whether this made 
the official text different. Mr. Guric said there was a revised draft 
of Chapter IX ** being proposed which took account of the sug- 
gestions that the Chinese Government had made at Dumbarton Oaks. 

Mr. Strassen said it was his understanding that the three Chinese 
proposals now had the same status as the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
themselves. a a 7 7 

Mr. Gertie asked whether they should be treated as a separate para- 
graph or woven into the text of the document. REepresENTATIVE 
Bioom commented that Miss Gildersleeve, himself, and Representa- 
tive Eaton were on this committee® = re 
Mr. Bowman recalled that the Advisers had put before the Delega- 

tion in Washington a program.-on this subject and that this program 
had been discussed and some revisions had been suggested. He asked 
whether the text had been redrafted, and Mr. Norrer said it had been. 
Mr. Bowman said that. the groupthat had discussed the matter. was 
here, and REPRESENTATIVE Buoom said that they should come in .to 
listen to the discussion now. Mr. Bowman asked if it would be all 
right to open the discussion again. Mr. Strassen thought that the 
Delegates could discuss the draft more intelligently if these people 
were available and if the Delegates could have their views. 

Mr. Norrer said that ordinarily Mr. Stettinius decides when an 
executive session should be held, and Mr. Bowman added that the 
group present had to decide in his absence. Mr. Strassen said that 
unless there was some objection, he would call in the Economic and 
Social Advisers and Experts. Mr.Gerig sent forthem.... . 

* For Chinese proposal, see telegram 619, March 16, 11 p. m., to Moscow, 
p. 126; also, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 25; for Soviet approval of Chinese 
proposal, see minutes of first consultative meeting of the Four Foreign Ministers, 
April 23, p. 363. 

U.S. Doe. Und. 1, not printed. 
* Committee IT/3.
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Mr. Strassen asked if the advisory group felt that the tentative 
draft of Chapter IX had adequately incorporated the Chinese Pro- 
posals. Mr. STINEBoWER said that in working over the draft they 
had gone back to the original formulation except for a smal] change 
in Section C. He was sure that the language definitely would have 
taken care of the Chinese Proposals with some insertions, although 
these proposals were not specifically covered under, the specific lan- 
guage of Section A, Purposes and Relationships. Mr. Srassen said 
he thought some change was undoubtedly needed in Section A, and he 
asked whether the Technical Advisers would agree that this was so. 
He asked whether it was not necessary especially to make provision 
for education and other forms of cultural cooperation. He asked 
Dean Gildersleeve her opinion. 
_ Dean GILDERSLEEVE said she would be very glad to see specific men- 

tion of education and cultural cooperation in the draft. It was true 
that some of the Delegates and other members of Congress seemed 
to see dynamite in the word “education”. She thought it was possible 
‘to use educational cooperation internationally with great profit. For 
25 years she had worked in this field with some success through pri- 
vate international organizations.’ As the world 1s today, this cooper- 
ation cannot be carried: on completely and efficiently on an entirely 
non-governmental basis. There is undoubtedly some need of.a govern- 
mental framework, nationally and internationally, and it is important 
to provide for international educational cultural cooperation in plan- 
ning for the new international system. We have.-evidence of the 
results of international educational and cultural cooperation right 
here in San Francisco. For example, certain members of the Chinese 
Delegation were educated in American institutions and acquired a 
considerable understanding of this country and its ways, and an atti- 
tude of friendliness toward America as a result. This type of educa- 
tional exchange was certainly all to the good. She wanted to repeat 
that she was opposed to the idea of an international education office 
that would undertake to dictate or force forms of education on the 
people of any country, because she thought it would be harmful and 
ineffective. However, she would certainly feel that an international 
education office that served as a center of information and mutual aid 
and facilitated the interchange of teaching ideas and equipment and 
the visits of students and teachers was not only harmless but ad- 
mirable. She thought it would be enough to use the word “cultural” 
although many people in this country would be disappointed if the 
word “education” was left out. BO | 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom said he agreed with the Dean in the desire 
to have the word “education” in this document. However, he felt 
that it would be hard to get it through Congress. He said the word 
“cultural” was bad enough, and he recalled that there had been
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trouble in the Foreign Affairs Committee when the program of 
cultural cooperation with Latin America ®* had come up. Also, the 
Committee had voted down any proposition that UNRRA should have 
anything to do with education and that it should even be allowed 
to rebuild schools.®° He also recalled that when Mr. Fulbright came 
back from London last year after the conference on education, and 
made a statement that it would cost about $20,000,000 to carry through 
the projects of educational reconstruction, there were a great many 
members of Congress who would not listen any more to the idea 
of an international educational organization. 
DEAN GILDERSLEEVE asked whether Congress itself could not be 

educated. 

Mr. Dutiss said he thought it was significant that the Chinese 
Proposals had been accepted as the basis for discussion by the spon- 
soring governments, and he thought this gave reason for some hope 
of changing the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals for the better. He then 

read the three Chinese Proposals. 

[1. The Charter should provide specifically that adjustment or set- 
tlement of international disputes should be achieved with due regard 
for principles of justice and international law. oe an 

2. The Assembly should be responsible for initiating studies. and 
making recommendations with respect, to the development and re- 
vision of the rules and principles of international law. 

8. The Economic and Social Council should specifically provide 
the promotion of educational and other forms of cultural 
cooperation. | © oS 

Mr. Dutzss said it was important to recall that it had been agreed 
by the four Governments that these proposals were acceptable for 
discussion by the Conference, and this agreement had been specifically 
announced. He wished to inquire whether this Delegation was com- 
petent to reject a stand that already had been taken publicly by our 
Government. He questioned also, whether it would be expedient to 

° An act was approved on August 9, 1939, by the United States Congress “To 
authorize the President to render closer and more effective the relationship 
between the American republics” in accordance with the treaties, resolutions, 
declarations, and recommendations signed by all of the twenty-one American 
republics at the Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance of Peace held 
at Buenos Aires, Argentina, in 1936, and the Eighth International Conference 
of American States held at Lima, Peru, in 1938 (53 Stat. (pt. 2) 1290). For 
documentation on these two conferences, see Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. Vv, pp. 
3 ff., and ibid., 1938, vol. v, pp. 1 ff. | 

° See U.S. Congress, House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Hearings on HJ. 
Res. 192, a Joint Resolution to enable the United States to participate in the 
work of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, December 
1943 and January 1944 (78th Cong., Ist and 2d sess.). 

* Representative J. W. Fulbright, of Arkansas, member of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives. For documentation on the meeting 
of the Conference of Allied Ministers of Education, April 5-29, 1944, see Foreign 
Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 965 ff. 

“@ Brackets throughout remainder of this document appear in the original. .
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do so, especially since it might open the way for the Russians to go 
back on their commitments. 

Mr. Srassen said it was his opinion that this Delegation has the 
right to reject any part of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals if it deems 
wise, and that it was not bound by previous actions of the Government, 
not even by this agreement. Perhaps there were consequences that 
would have to be faced if any change were made, but the Delegation 
had the right to do so. Representative Bioom asked Mr. Dulles if 
it would be satisfactory to leave out the word “education” and include 
the rest. Mr. Duries commented that the Russians leave out the 
word “justice”. Mr. Cox remarked that this stand had been taken 
publicly and that an announcement had been made, so that it might 
have unfortunate repercussions to make any change. | 

Mr. StassEN said that all that happened was that Molotov agreed 
to what the British and American Governments had already agreed 
to.at Dumbarton Oaks and that the four Governments had agreed to 
release this information. 

| Representative Eaton asked for a definition of educational co- 
operation among nations. REpresENTATIVE Bioom said he had tried 
that in the Foreign Affairs Committee and that Mr. Fulbright and Mr. 
Murray ® and others who had experience in this field had attempted to 
define the word “education” for Congress. _ 

Mr. Cox said that the general public impression is that the Chinese 
Proposals are now supported by the United States and by the other 
sponsoring powers. 

REPRESENTATIVE EaTon repeated his question as to what educational 
cooperation is. Mr. Bowman said he had already given a definition 
and did not want to bore the Delegation by repeating it, but he would 
repeat it if they wished. He said that there were as many definitions 
of “education” as of “religion” and that since various forms of 
propaganda had been developed, some of which we condemned and 
some of which we approved under the name of “education”, there was 
considerable confusion about the whole matter. A great many fears 
had been aroused by the misuse of education to propagandize whole 

peoples, and he thought there was some feeling of the hopelessness of 
trying to educate entire nations by the processes involved in ordinary 
educational contacts. He said there were no serious differences as long 
as international educational cooperation meant setting up machinery 
forexchange of materials and students, but. the difficulties began when 
we tried to establish values and preach about them. .There is con- 
siderable controversy as to how to stay away from the latter while 
doing the former. He spoke of the experience of the Scientific Unions, 

88 Representative Howard J. McMurray, of Wisconsin, member of the House 

Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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where members from some countries had frequently tried to promote 
highly objectionable ideologies. He concluded that all that can be 
done is to exchange information and people on a friendly personal 
basis. He said it was a matter of having a in this country knowing 
a in another country. There will be a tremendous demand for ex- 
change of materials after this war. Countries that have been blocked 
off from normal contacts need everything, beginning with journals 
and books. When we are faced with such a demand and it comes in the 
form of a concrete practical job to be done, we can agree on that. 
Looking at the Chinese Proposals again, he said that the Technical 
Advisers should see what could be done with the text to incorporate the 
intention of Paragraph 3. The professional educators would not be 
satisfied, it is true. He was not enough of a politician to know what 
storms might be created if the word “education” was taken out. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said he was willing to have all sorts of 

international interchanges carried on but that it would be impossible 
to write the word “education” into the Charter and then hope for 
favorable action by the Senate and the House. 

REPRESENTATIVE EATON said he believed it necessary to face realities 
of the world situation on the intellectual and spiritual side. During 
the last century the world had developed a four-pronged philosophi- 
cal life. One system was based on the ideal of freedom. That was 
essentially represented by America and Britain. Three other ideolo- 
gies stemmed from one source, and the forms they take are the Com- 
munism of Russia, the Naziism of Germany, and the Fascism of Italy. 
Molotov had spoken on behalf of his ideology and with him, being 
against Fascism apparently meant being against tyranny. 

The real question was what would happen in trying te carry on 
cooperation with the three-pronged systems of education where the 

Governments supported and dominated educational life. We have 
not educated people for Democracy as these other nations have edu- 
cated their people for their ideologies. We take Democracy rather 
for granted and feel that we need not worry. The Russian system 
hopes now to advance by pacific means and to gain converts as, in 

fact, it has already done on a large scale even in this country. He 
was anxious to get background information on what. we mean by edu- 
cational cooperation. What would happen if we sent our educational 
philosophies to the U.S.S.R. and they sent theirs here? Our people 
would come back converted to the Communist system: The Russians 
shave succeeded admirably in educating us here with the people they 

have sent over. How is it possible to cooperate with the educational 
system of Russia, which is a country that indoctrinates its people 
deliberately ? | 

Mr. Bowman said he was in favor of simply working along the line 
of cultural cooperation. Mr. Stassen called on Mr. Hovde to outline
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what he thought was included in the term “cultural cooperation”. 
.Mr. Hovnz said that personally he felt that the word “cultural” was 

broad enough. If that was left in, he thought it would be possible 
to persuade others that education, art, science, etc., were a part of 
culture. There was a practical situation, however, of which due ac- 
‘count must be taken. Between the two Great Wars and during this 

War, professional educational people had been organizing to promote 
educational cooperation on an international basis. They were inter- 
ested in school systems and methods of education and in developing 
the content of education for international understanding. It was 
not only the educational people who have drives to insert various 
descriptive words. Some people want specific mention of science 
and scientific cooperation. He added that Mr. MacLeish would bear 
out the assertion that artists in the United States feel very strongly 

on the matter of having artistic cooperation included. If all of them 
could be brought to agree that the word “culture” covers all of them 
and would permit them to engage in their proper lines of activity, 
it would be a very good thing. However, if we want the support of 
various groups, it may be important to try to satisfy them with a 
more precise formulation. | | 
«Mr. Strassen said that as the adjournment time of 12:30 was ap- 

-proaching, he thought that the Delegates would like to know what 
was happening in the Steering Committee, and he suggested sending 
Mr. Notter to go over to the meeting and come back and inform the 
group. Mr. Norrer said that before going he wanted to say that by 
this time there had been a great deal of experience with programs of 
cultural cooperation, and he was for all achievable progress in this 
field. He thought the big test was whether cultural cooperation would 
involve freedom of information. He wanted to raise this question of 

a free exchange of information, thinking this a far more serious 
problem. It reached all the way to radio, news, etc., and was actually 

much more explosive. [Mr. Notter left the meeting. | 

Mr. Bowman said that in the period when the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals were being explained, it had been necessary to take a posi- 
tion on policy and to interpret and explain various points in detail. 
It was not enough to take a timid attitude and try to avoid the issues. 
We should have to come out and explain what we read into any form- 
ular that was adopted. In public discussions now, as after the Dum- 
barton Oaks Conversations, public interest is intense, and it is 
important to enlighten the public as to our meaning. He believed 
it necessary to state what elements of education we think suitable 
to have flourish in the world after the war. He thought it well to 
expand the idea of cultural cooperation and explain that it includes 
education, arts, and sciences, and perhaps that would bring us a little 
farther along the road.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 467 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said that if any other word besides “cultur- 
al” was used, that is any specific term, the other specific terms would 
have to be added. He thought it usually better to keep to more gen- 
eral formulas. For example, Congress under the Constitution was 
given the right to regulate Post Offices and Post Roads and because 
of that had been able to deal with a great many specific matters. 
Thus, he thought it better to use a broad term and interpret it to 
include science, arts, and education. -He had one further example. 

When Congress was considering a proposal to finance the committee 
for the preservation of the monuments of Europe, there was a great 
deal of misunderstanding until it was explained that this term covered 
art treasures, museum objects, etc. He cited this as an illustration 
of how difficult it is to work with certain words. He was sure that if 
the word “education” was in the Charter, there would be a fight in 
Congress. 

- Mr. MacLetsu said he had been a member of the Delegation to the 
education meeting in London last year and had been living with his 
[this?| problem for sometime. He was reluctant to make any sugges- 
tions on the subject, of public pressure, knowing what the members of 

Congress felt on this matter. He would like, however, to underline 
what Mr. Hovde had said. The American people feel strongly on the 
subject of education, and there is a considerable body of opinion and a 
tremendous support for proposals that lie in the educational field. 
One aspect of the problem was that the people of the United States, 
having seen that education had been used as a weapon by the Nazis, 
now believe that this tendency could not be left uncombatted. He 
thought that the difficulties were obvious, and it was a problem how 
to deal substantively with the problem in any terms. The matter 
could be approached in terms of interchanging the instruments of 
education, that is, technical information, documentary films, books, 
new developments and the techniques of education everywhere. Then 
we could favor an international organization to exchange information 
about advances in these fields, and circulate reports on developments 
in different countries. However, it would be difficult and dangerous 

to ignore the fact that in many minds, education has been abused; and 
if we really intend to stop war, we must begin to do so and not refuse 
to take necessary steps in all fields. He would agree that one general 
word was better than several specific terms. The word “culture” is 
suspect in America, but there is no substitute for it. He thought it 
would be better to take the general term and develop it in statements 
afterwards. Hespoke of plans for establishing a special international 
organization for education and cultural cooperation, which would 
encourage the interchange of knowledge and techniques and throw 
light on the developments of education in various countries. This’
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might give part of the control that is needed when things begin to go 
wrong substantively. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton asked if this is what Mr. MacLeish meant 
by the term “education”. Mr. MacLetsu said he thought there was 
something risky about having announced acceptance of the Chinese 
Proposals and then whittling them down, and we should face the con- 
sequences. RrpresENTATIVE Broom asked if Mr. MacLeish could not 
suggest any other word, and Mr. MacLetsu said he could not. Repr- 
RESENTATIVE Broom said that he was trying to ease the way and 

thought it would be helpful if the word “culture” could cover the word 
“education”. 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE Said she thought the word “culture” could cover 
it, although she would have to do a lot of explaining when it became 
generally known. It was an important point to keep in mind that 
the four Governments had agreed on the Chinese Proposals and were 
now making changes. The American people have an almost super- 
stitious reverence for the word “education” and would be shocked if 
the word is cut out. She thought the matter could be explained if 
the Delegates were permitted to talk freely about it, so that actually 
we were coming back again to the question of public relations. 

Mr. SrassEn said that the word “education” is a fighting word and 
a symbol. To many it means better information and an opportunity 
to learn more. To others it is a device through which to establish 
central control of what people shall learn, and it is this element of 
control that is opposed by a great many people. | 

Mr. Duttezs thought this problem could be met by making the lan- 
guage clear and saying that control is not intended. 

Mr. MacLetsu said that the proposed Constitution of the United 
Nations Organization in this field ** had been drafted in the State 
Department and approved by President Roosevelt shortly before his 
death, and it was intended for later consideration. However, it was 
relevant to mention it here. It had been very carefully gone over 
and worded so as to indicate the objectives very clearly, and to limit 
and define them. If this draft constitution is brought out soon after 
the Charter is agreed upon, it may resolve some of the misunder- 
standing. 

Mr. Armstrone said he would like to ask about a specific applica- 
tion of the theory of international educational cooperation. What 
would an exchange of knowledge and techniques between the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. involve? 

Mr. Hovpe said that educational cooperation as we conceive it in- 
cludes a continuous study of methods of education as they are carried 

“ For the final United States draft, March 8, 1945, which was explained to the 
Conference of Allied Ministers of Education in London at its meeting on April 11, 
1945, see Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation, p. 649.
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out in various countries and of reports describing them as they are 
published. For example, some country might want improvements 
in its educational system and might request the international body or 
the United States directly to help it obtain a survey of its educational 
system. Then there could be exchanges of students, professional 
educators, and leaders in various fields who would learn how the 
people doing corresponding work in other countries conducted their 
operations. If they should see something worth adopting, they might 
recommend making use of it in their own countries. It was conceiv- 
able that there might be-some sort of cooperative model school estab- 
lished to test out various educational methods in actual conduct and 

to see whether a real contribution could be made through them. It 
is not merely a matter of the interests of professional educators in this 
country. American education is admired to a high degree in many 
other countries, for example, in China, the Balkan countries, Scandi- 
navia, England, and France. Many people look to the United States 
for suggestions and help. Mr. Bowman asked if Latin America 
should not be included in this list. Mr. Hovpr said it should be. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked Mr. Hovde what was the name of 
the division of which he was chief, and Mr. Hovpe replied the 
Division of Cultural Cooperation. Representative Buoom said that 
this was another place where the word “cultural” was used rather 
than “education”. He thought Congress would have to be educated, 
but he was trying not to give them an excuse for opposing the 

Charter at this point. ran G1LpERsLEEVE said she would like to be 
free to tell the educators that the effort to use the word “education”: 
had been blocked by Congress. RxpresEnTATIVE Bioom said it would 
not do to say that the word “culture” meant something else. It would 

be better just to say that the word “culture” is all-embracing and that 
the word “education” is too limited. Oo 

REPRESENTATIVE EATON said he thought it should be remembered 
that the members of Congress quite faithfully represent the cultural 
and educational level of the people they represent in Congress and 
that their views are not peculiar. 

Mr. Armstrone said he still wanted an answer on Russia. He 
said he wanted to help the people who wanted us to help them, but 
we might not be so much interested in interchanges with those who 
wanted to educate us. | 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE said she believed it would be much better if 

more Americans had been in Russia and could speak Russian. She 

thought we were handicapped in this Conference by a shortage of 
people who can talk freely with members of the Russian Delegation. 
It would be desirable to have international machinery to facilitate 
sending American students to learn about Russia and to learn to speak 
the Russian language.
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Mr. ArmstroNG said he did not think of this as coming under the 
heading of educational techniques. Mr. MacLeisu said it was gen- 
erally thought here that the cure for the failures of Democracy is 
more Democracy. If this is true, then it seems that the cure for 
failures of information is more and not less information. "We cannot 

and should not exclude ideas, but we must be sure that they are fully 
exchanged. It is true that there are difficulties imposed by the Rus- 
sians themselves. We, however, would like a very full exchange of 

students, teachers and documents and would like to make available 
to all the common body of knowledge. Mr. Srassen said that the 
real difficulty was that Russia so far has not opened up the avenues 
of information about the rest of the world to its own people, though 
we might live in hope of improvement. a 

REPRESENTATIVE EATON said that ideas are like thistledown and 
they fly like the wind. He said that you take American boys and 
girls and send them to Russia and they come back Communists. 
However, whenever Russians come over here they do not go back 
as Democrats. Very few Russian missionaries had become converts 

to Democracy. 
Dan GILDERSLEEVE and Mr. Bowman questioned this observation, 

saying that most American young people who went to Russia came 
back anything but Communists. 

Mr. Strassen then read a proposal made by Mr. Dulles for an 
addition to the Chinese Proposals on educational and cultural coopera- 
tion, suggesting the the phrase be added: “through exchanges 
between the states; but the Economic and Social Council should not 
itself sponsor or permit any particular educational or cultural meth- 
ods or matter.” : 

Mr. Wuirs said he thought the sole question here was the impact 
on the public and Congress, and the attitude of Congress was decisive. 
All Governments supported some degree of educational interchange, 
and the phraseology would not affect the actual operations. The 
question here was not what would actually be done in this field. He 
thought that “culture” as the broader concept was preferable. He 
believed that the matter could be explained and that it would be 
useful to have the experts instructed to prepare a redraft of Chapter 

IX taking the Chinese Proposals into account. 
Mr. Cox said there was bound to be some emotional reaction, but 

he thought it was important to get in the concept of freer interchange 
of knowledge and to include the idea that cultural interchange in- 
cludes science, art, and education. 

Mr. STassENn said he did not see that the use of the word “education” 
would be enough of a gain to justify the loss of support that might 

come if the word was used.
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Mr. STINEBOWER presented the alternative draft for the first para- 
graph in Section A, Chapter LX. 

[1. With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well- 
being which are necessary for peaceful and friendly relations among 
nations, and in order to further their common economic, social, and 
cultural development, the Organization should promote respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms and should encourage sep- 
arate and cooperative action by all nations for the solution of inter- 
national economic, social, health, and other related problems. | 

In substance, it was the same as the one presented at the last meet- 
ing in Washington. Moreover, it included the words “cultural devel- 
opment” but not “education”. Dan GILDERSLEEVE said she thought 
that in this formula, human rights seemed an intrusion. It was cer- 
tainly vital to keep in the recognition of human rights, but she thought 
this was not the right place for it. Mr. Srassen expressed the view 
that there were an unnecessary number of words used here. Repre- 
sentative Bloom asked why the phrase “all nations” should be used 
and not just “nations”. Mr. STINEBOWER said it was not a very im- 
portant matter, and Rerresenrative Broom suggested taking out 
the word “all”. 

Mr. Strassen asked if the wording of Subsection B had been 
approved. 

[to make recommendations on its own initiative with respect to inter- 
national economic, social, cultural and other.related matters, provided 
any such recommendations made to governments or to specialized orga- 
nizations are not inconsistent with those adopted by the General. 
Assembly. | 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked if the technical experts had not gone 
too far in redrafting this text. Mr. Srrnrsower said they intended to 
go less far than the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals by encouraging “sep- 
arate and cooperative action” and looking to the nations as well as 
to the international organization for action. | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked if it would not be preferable to have 
fewer words if the same results could be obtained. He thought that 
the original language was as broad and even broader. Mr. Stine- 
BOWER said it had been retained because the Committee thought it a 
desirable safeguard. Miss Giprersterve said she thought that the 
simplest thing to do would be to keep the original language and put 
in the word “culture” in order to adapt the draft to the Chinese Pro- 
posals and also to leave the order of. words as in the original. 

Mr. Strassen said that with the agreement of the Delegation, he 
would ask the Technical Advisers and Experts to prepare a draft, 
taking account of the Chinese Proposals, and then bring it back for 

decision. The Delegates agreed with this suggestion. 

723-681—67——34
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Mr. StrneBoweEr asked whether the word “humanitarian” could not 
be struck out and the word “related” used instead. Mr. Armstrrone 
suggested it would be better to leave out the word “other”. Rzeprs- 
SENTATIVE Bioom said that the word “humanitarian” is a good word 
and that it should be left in. | 

Mr. Strassen instructed the Technical Advisers and Experts to draft 
a text which would include the cultural phase of the Chinese Proposals 
with a minimum of words. He then thanked them for their assistance. 
The meeting was recessed at 12: 15 and reconvened in executive session 
at 12: 35.% | 

500.CC/4-2745 

Minutes of the Third Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Questions 
of Organization and Admission, Held at San Francisco, April 27, 
1945,10 a.m. 

{Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of participants, including members of delega- 

tions of the United States (6); United Kingdom (2); Soviet Union 
(4); and China (1).] | 
Tue Secretary said he had called this meeting in order to clarify 

the results of the Steering Committee © concerning Chairmanship of 
the Conference. He said that Mr. Eden’s proposal had been accepted 
by the Committee and Mr. Molotov ‘had made a reservation, and he 
hoped to be able to go before the: Committee today and say that the 
four powers were united on the text of Mr. Eden’s proposal which Mr. 
Molotov had received. a CO 

Mr. Motorov said he could accept points one, two and three in Mr. 
Eden’s proposal but that he proposed that the plan of four Chairman- 
ships be carried on to the Steering Committee. | | | 

Mr. EpEN inquired as to the last sentence of the resolution which 
stated that the three other Presidents would give Mr. Stettinius full 
powers to conduct the position [business ?] of the Conference. 7 

Mr. Mozorov said that if the word “practical” was added before 
business, he felt he would be able to accept that sentence. _ | 

Mr. Epen said he did not believe he could accept any changes in 
the wording of the proposal, and he was very much opposed to the 

idea of four official Chairmanships for the Steering and Executive 
Committees. 

* The delegation went into an executive session to hear a report from Mr. 
Notter regarding the events during the morning at the meeting of the Steering 
Committee (Doc. 30, DC/5(1), April 27, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 81); 
minutes of the meeting of the United States delegation in executive session, 
12: 35-12: 50 p. m., not printed. 

® Doc. 29, DC/4, April 26, ibid., p. 50.
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Tuer Srecrerary pointed out that they had gone almost all the way 
in trying to meet Mr. Molotov’s desire that the plan of equality of the 
four guiding powers should be established, and he did not feel that 
it was possible to go any further. He asked Mr. Eden-whether he 
thought that Mr. Molotov’s amendments could be accepted. 

Mr. EpeEn said emphatically that he did not believe they could. 
Dr. Soone agreed with Mr. Eden. 
Tuer Secretary then said that his position; that of Mr. Eden’s, and 

that of Dr. Soong was that the resolution as adopted at yesterday’s 
session should stand unchanged. 

Mr. Motorov said in that case, if his amendments were not accepted, 

he could not agree. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 21 

Minutes of the Twenty-First Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Friday, April 27, 1945, 8:30 p. m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (24) present at meeting. | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG called the meeting to order at 8:38 p. m. in 

the absence of the Secretary and Senator Connally. 

Economic AND SociaL CoorERaTION | 

Mr. Pasvotsky announced that it would be necessary to take up 

the suggestions made with respect to Chapter IX, Arrangements for 

International Economic and Social Cooperation (Yellow Paper, 
4/18/45) .87 In this connection Mr. Srinesower called attention to 
the paper on this Chapter incorporating suggested changes, which 
had been circulated as a result of the morning’s meeting. Rzrre- 
SENTATIVE Broom explained that the idea was to discuss possible 
modifications in view of the Chinese proposals. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE recalled that tentative agreement had been 

reached in the morning’s meeting to insert “cultural cooperation” in 

paragraph 1 of Chapter IX. ae 

Mr. STINEBOWER proceeded to explain the following suggested 
changes: 

(a) Paragraph 1: The insertion of the phrase “cultural coopera- 
tion and” in line 6 between “promote” and “respect”, that is, the para- 
graph would facilitate solutions and promote cultural cooperation. 

Mr. PasvorsKy pointed out that this was not a new proposal. This 
change was agreed upon. 

Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that the elimination of the word “other” 

might cause trouble. | 

Not printed.
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[Senator Connally arrived at this point.]| * 

(6) The addition of a paragraph on the responsibility of the Orga- 
nization, the first sentence of which was formerly the last sentence of 
paragraph 1, and the last sentence of which would be new and would 
read “The Organization shall, where appropriate, initiate negotiations 
among the nations concerned for the creation of any specialized eco- 
nomic, social or other organizations or agencies for the accomplish- 
ment of these objectives.” : | 

Mr. Srinzsower stated that this paragraph had been considered 
by the Delegation at its first meeting when the economic questions 
came up.®® The first part of the paragraph, he observed, was not new. 
The new part is the part underlined. The first part of the paragraph 
was originally the last sentence of paragraph 1. 

Mr. Pasvorsky stated that this again was something which should 
be put up by other governments, and in that event it might be sup- 
ported by the United States. | 

SENATOR CONNALLY inquired whether this was to involve any 
authority beyond that of recommendation, and Mr. PasvorsKy re- 
plied that this was all that was involved. Srnator Connatty stated 

that he would then have no objection. 
[The Secretary of State and Commander Stassen arrived at this 

point. | | 
MR. STINEBOWER explained that the next suggested change was some- 

thing new—a new statement in Section B, providing for a staggered 
system of representation on the Economic and Social Council. 

Mr. Dunn inquired whether this had been proposed by any other 
Delegation, and Mr. StrnesoweEr said that it had not. It was not to 
be considered a substantive proposal, however. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that it appeared unobjectionable 
and might be marked “B”.7° 

Mr. Srinesower further explained that the suggested changes in 

Sections C and D were not new and had been approved by the Delega- 
tion in Washington. 

It was agreed that all of these changes, while acceptable, would be 
marked “B” and although they would not be put forward by this Gov- 
ernment, they would be carefully watched by the American repre- 
sentatives on Commission II.” 

An executive session was called at this point (9:05 p.m.) and the 

Economic Advisers left. : 

* Brackets throughout remainder of this document appear in the original. — 
*° See minutes of meetings of the United States delegation, April 11 and 18, 

pp. 259 and 330, respectively. 
The classification “B” refers to changes in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 

which the United States delegation was prepared to support. 
7 April 28 draft of chapter IX, in “Proposals Which the U.S. is Prepared to 

Support (B)’, not printed.
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Cuarter VIII, Section B, Paracrarus 1, 2, anv 3 

_- Following the executive session the meeting turned its attention to 
Chapter VIII, Arrangements for International Peace and Security, 
Including the Prevention and Suppression of Aggression, with par- 
ticular attention to the suggested reorganization and rewording of 
Section B, paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 proposed by Messrs. Armstrong, 
Bowman, and Dulles, which read as follows: 

“Should the Security Council deem that a failure to settle a dispute 
in accordance with procedures indicated in Paragraph 3 of Section A, 
or in accordance with its recommendations under Paragraph 5 of 
Section A, constitutes a threat to the maintenance of international 
peace and security or if the Security Council should otherwise deter- 
mine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace or 
act of aggression, it may make recommendations as to how to maintain 
or restore peace and security and it may invoke the measures provided 
for by Paragraphs 2 and 3 of this Section.” 
“Renumber Paragraph 8 to be Paragraph 2 and strike out ‘to give 

effect to its decisions’ and substitute ‘to maintain or restore inter- 
national peace and security’. Renumber the succeeding paragraphs.” 

It was pointed out by Mr. Pasvorsxy that the proposed change in 
the wording of these paragraphs would involve a fundamental change 
in substance, namely, from a mandatory position to a permissive posi- 
tion, and Mr. Pasvorsky pointed out the desirability of retaining the 
mandatory position. Mr. Pasvorsxy observed that this would alter 
the sense of paragraph 1, which was a compromise, and that it would 
eause considerable discussion, == | a 

Mr. Dunn inquired whether the meaning was that the Security 
Council would have to make recommendations. Mr. Dutuxs remarked 

that the Security Council may make recommendations, and it may 
invoke action, that these are two entirely independent powers, and that 
there may not be time to make the recommendations first. 

Mr. Norrer pointed out that the biggest change involved in the 
suggested wording is that the Council is given discretion to act, 
whereas in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals this action was mandatory. 

Dr. Bowman pointed out that paragraphs 8 and 4 are severe, and 
that diplomatic channels might be employed in the interval. 

Mr. Dutuzs stated that paragraphs 3 and 4 are to be interpreted 
as giving the Security Council the power to take measures but not to 
compel it to do so. 

Mr. Dunn inquired why the word “may” had been used instead of 
“should” in the rewording. Dr. Bowman explained that this was to 
convey the thought that there may be an interval which might bring 
about an agreement before action becomes necessary. Mr. Dunn sug- 
gested that the phrase might read “should make recommendations, and
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if necessary should invoke”. Mr. Dutues stated, however, that he 
would prefer the term “may” with respect to recommendations. Mr. 
PasvotsKy pointed out that “may” would become “shall” in any case 
in the final drafting, but Mr. Hackworrn stated that it need not 
become “shall”. | 

Mr. Pasvorsxky stated it as his view that it would be desirable to 
adhere to the Dumbarton Oaks language. 

Mr. Dvutzes pointed out that it would be possible to argue in the 
Council for a month as to what recommendations to make. SENATOR 
Connat_y stated that the Council might make recommendations and 
might act on them, and Mr. Pasvorsky added that the meaning is that 
the Council would have complete freedom of action and suggested the 
wording “it should make recommendations as to how to maintain or 
restore peace and security or it may invoke...”. It might make 
recommendations, it might invoke non-military sanctions, it might 
invoke military sanctions, or it may do all three. , 

Mr. Dunn stated that he also favored the original language. 
Mr. Pasvotsky agreed and suggested an alternative wording “de- 

cide upon the measures to be taken to maintain or restore... .”. He 
pointed out that the object of the redraft is to eliminate the word “any” 
in paragraph 1 and that this had been done. 

Mr. Pasvousky observed that another possible wording would be 
“it should make recommendations or decisions on measures to be 
taken to maintain or restore peace and security as provided for in 
the paragraphs below”. 

Mr. Duttes stated that they could sit around in the meeting all 
night discussing language. | 

Mr. Pasvoisky suggested that the meeting might focus its attention 
on the proposition that it is desirable to eliminate the word “any” 
and to make sure that we preserve the measures provided for in para- 
graphs 3 and 4. | 

Mr. Duties remarked that force is to be used to maintain peace and 
it should not be coupled with recommendations. Mr. Pasvousxy added 
that that is precisely why distinction is made between recommenda- 
tions and measures. It is certainly clear, he said, that what we. had 
in mind was that the Council might make recommendations or take 
measures, or do both. The use of “or” therefore is more flexible, 

Mr. Dunn remarked that 1f recommendations are made they: would 
come first. | : 

Mr... HackworrH: suggested that paragraph: 2 should actually be 

paragraph 1. yo | . 
_ Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that .the two paragraphs could be combined 

necessarily if there is agreement that the measures to be taken are
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solely the measures provided for in paragraphs 8 and 4, and that the 
Council will not use force with respect to recommendations. He con- 
tinued that we would get into international] arguments if we play with 
the language. 

_ Mr. Norrer called attention to the last two lines of paragraph 1 as 
it was originally and pointed out that words had been added which 
have been dropped in the suggested rewording. 

CoMMANDER STassEN urged that serious effort should be made to 
finish the consideration of American proposals at this meeting in 
preparation for our discussions with other governments. 

Dr. Bowman inquired of Mr. Pasvolsky whether the weight of his 
objection to the new draft was the substance of the draft as opposed 
to the substance of the old wording or the difficulty of negotiating the 
new draft. 

Mr. Pasvortsxky replied that there were two points involved. One 
was the change from a mandatory to a permissive position, and this, 
he said, is fundamental. The position should be mandatory. The 
second was his acceptance of the position that the word “any” should 
be eliminated. He was inclined to put aside the question of the diffi- 
culty of negotiating the draft resulting from the deletion of the word 
“any”. Mr. Dunn read paragraph 4, Section B and observed that 
it would seem that any action that was deemed necessary could be 
taken under this wording. Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that up to now 
the interpretation had been one whereby the Council would have the 
right to impose a settlement when there is a threat to the peace. 

It was finally agreed that the desired end could be attained by 
accepting a formula offered by Mr. Dulles, which would involve adding 
the phrase “set forth in paragraphs 3 and 4 of this Section” following 
“measures” in line 7 of paragraph 1, Section B, and following “meas- 
ures” in line 4 of paragraph 2, Section B, and by adding the phrase 
“to maintain or restore international peace and security” following 
“decisions” in line 4 of paragraph 3 of this Section. | 

It was agreed that the proposal of Commander Stassen be accepted 
that the suggestion advanced by Mr. Dulles be marked “A”.” 

| | PREAMBLE ~ 

Senator VAaNDENBERG observed that the next item on the agenda 
would be a discussion of the Preamble. / : 
_ Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that the Preamble is all, new and read the 
new Preamble, noting that it provided that “The High Contracting 
Parties hereby agree upon this Charter and accept its obligations”. 
COMMANDER STASSEN read a suggested wording for a preamble which 

“The classification “A” refers to changes in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
which the United States delegation was prepared to initiate (U.S. Und. Doe. 2).
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he had drafted, which he pointed out would draw considerably from 
the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. Pasvotsky commented that the difficulty encountered in at- 
tempting to write a preamble embodying such ideas is that they would 
be repeated three times. He said he would like to be sure that a 
substantial part of the document would contain these ideas and re- 
marked to Commander Stassen that in the draft he had just read all 
of the basic ideas were present and well-stated. He noted also that 
several people were working on a preamble. : 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE remarked that it would be desirable to have a 

simple preamble which could be hung up and should be hung up in 
every peasant’s cottage throughout the world. This, she said, would 
not be easy to draft. 

Mr. PasvoisKky read a second version of the preamble, which Srn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG stated that he hked. Commanprr Strassen, how- 

ever, expressed dislike of the phrase “The High Contracting Parties”. 
. Mr. Hackworts stated that instruments such as this usually start 
out with the names of the parties signatory. This, he said, is a draft- 
ing problem and should be turned over to a drafting committee. 

Mr. Pasvotsxky advised that there are two questions involved in this 
matter: (1) should the United States Delegation put forward a pro- 
posal on a preamble; and (2) if so, should it be of the type that has 
just been read. one ae OO 
CoMMANDER STASSEN suggested a wording as follows: “The United 

Nations, in conference assembled ordain the creation of an inter- 
national organization to maintain peace and security, establish justice, 
and promote the general welfare of all peoples”. Oo 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE stated that she rather liked this wording, but 
Mr. Duties suggested that it was too much reminiscent of war. 

Mr. Dunn stated that the most forceful approach would be one 
in which the states would obligate themselves to do the things men- 
tioned in Commander Stassen’s wording. : 

Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that it should make reference to the deter- 
mination of states to maintain international peace and security, law 

and order, to foster respect for these concepts. SENATOR VANDEN- 
BERG added facetiously that he “rather liked the idea of getting 

Foster’s name in there”. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy advised that the Mexican Delegation would propose 

a very long preamble which would incorporate a bill of rights for 
individuals and nations. He suggested that the Delegation might 
collect. all preambles that would be proposed, take a look at them, 
and come forth with one of our own. 

Mr. Hackwortu advised that all preambles with which he was 
acquainted named the states involved, but Mr. Pasvousxy pointed out 
that the Covenant of the League of Nations did not name the parties.
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SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that it might be given to the 
Preamble Committee to handle. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY remarked that he would be in a much better 
position with respect to the proposals of the other governments if 
we had a short draft of our own. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that it would be better if we would take 
a look at the preambles of the other delegations and then suggest 
one of our own, but if we should introduce a preamble proposal of 
our own first, the other groups would try to tack things on to it. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY repeated that any proposal on the preamble 
that we might advance should be short and business-like. 

Mr. Pasvoitsky suggested that the matter might be left to Com- 
mittee I/1 to propose a preamble after that Committee had examined 
the suggestions of the other delegations. : 

SenaTor VANDENBERG inquired whether there were any other sug- 
gestions and in the absence of any stated that it was agreed that the 
procedure outlined by Mr. Pasvolsky would be followed. He then 
called attention to the subject of withdrawal. : : 

| ‘Recistration oF TREATIES AND Recronan ARRANGEMENTS __ 

SENATOR CONNALLY stated that there should be a proviston some- 
where in the Charter requiring members making treaties of alliance 
toregisterthem. . © © | cay , | 
_.Mr. Pasvorsky pointed out that there was not only the question 
of registration of treaties but also inconsistent obligations, and. Mr. 
Dues inquired whether the recent Russian-Polish treaty * involved 
an inconsistent obligation. = 
_ Mr. PasvoisKy commented that this raises a very difficult problem. 
It is not a matter of a proposal. The Franco-Russian treaty,” for 
example, raises certain special questions, for this was directed solely 
against Germany. The British, he said, had already raised the ques- 
tion as to what position we would take on this matter. If the 
French advance a claim, he said, we would probably have to allow 
that claim, but only with the very clear understanding that if the 
Organization takes over the functions of the victor nations with 

regard to the control of Germany and Japan, then the Franco- 
Russian treaty would become inconsistent with the provisions of the 
Charter, a , oo, 

Mr. Duties remarked that there should be more liberality with 

respect to regional rather than bilateral arrangements. 

78 Ror agreement regarding friendship, mutual assistance, and postwar co- 
operation, between ‘the Soviet Union and the Polish Republic (National Council 
of the Homeland), signed at Moscow on April 21, 1945, see Department of State, 
Documents and State Papers, vol. 1, No. 4 (July 1948), p. 231. 

% Wor treaty of alliance and mutual assistance between the Soviet Union and 
the Provisional Government of the French Republic, signed at Moscow, December 
10, 1944, see ibid., p. 230.
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Mr. Pasvotsxy noted that when the section of the Charter on 
regional arrangements was drafted those drafting it had in mind 
bilateral and multilateral as well as regional arrangements. : 

' WITHDRAWAL | | a 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that there were. no questions in ‘con- 
nection with this problem which had to be settled at this time. He 
again mentioned the question of withdrawal. | 

SENATOR CONNALLY stated that he always thought there should be 
some provision .whereby a nation could disassociate itself from the 

Organization in its own interests. 
Mr. Hackwortu expressed the view that a withdrawal clause would 

weaken the document by fifty percent. | | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that in his opinion a withdrawal pro- 

vision should be included. If the United States wants to withdraw, 

he said, then it will withdraw. : : | 
Mr. Hackwortu admitted that this would be the case, but it was 

not necessary to include a provision in the Charter to provide for this. 

SENATOR CONNALLY remarked that he had just gone through a 
Senate fight on a treaty which was only because the treaty was 
“forever”. oe | | a 
COMMANDER STASSEN observed that as long as we have a veto power 

which operates in such way that the Organization cannot do anything 
we don’t agree with, then he could see no reason why we should not 
stay in it. Mes oT ee 

_ Senator Connatiy stated that this may be true, but the country 
that wants “out” and not “in” should be able to get'out.. = 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE inquired whethér any countries had proposals 
on withdrawal. | SO a | , 

Mr. Pasvoisky observed that we now have sixteen “A” proposals 
and that that is an awful lot. - 
CoMMANDER SrassEN stated that we would settle for eight of these 

if we could pick the eight. Mr. Duwnw stated that he did not think 

that the British would offer many. — 
Mr. Pasvotsky wondered whether they should all be advanced as 

formal proposals. | | 

Senator VANDENBERG inquired whether they would fall within the 
role requiring them to be present within a week, and Mr. PasvorsKy 

replied affirmatively. - 
CoMMANDER STASSEN suggested that we not propose anything on 

withdrawal and this was agreed upon. Mr. Dutzzs pointed out that 
it would have a bad psychological effect if this country should pro- 
pose it in any case.
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COMMANDER STASSEN inquired whether the discussions were not 
finished and whether it would now be possible to: put the document 
together and take it up with other governments. 

Mr. Pasvotsky replied that this was the case, and he added that by 
early next week the International Secretariat would provide the 
Delegation with a list of all proposals which the other governments 
are offering. OS : [ 

Cuapter VIJ—Tue IntTernationaL Court or JUSTICE 

Mr. Hackworts observed that Chapter VII of the Dumbarton 

Oaks Proposals relative to the Court had not been discussed in the 
Delegation. He suggested that a time should be set at which he 
could present the Delegation with a résumé of what took place on this 
subject in Washington.” There are, he said, only a few questions 
outstanding. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether this meant that the Dele- 
gation would have to reach a decision on some fundamental questions, 
and Mr. Hackworru said that such matters as compulsory jurisdic- 
tion, and the continuation of the present Court would have to be 
decided. er | Fe a 

Senator VANDENBERG announced’ that the Delegation would meet 
at 9:30 the next morning at the suggestion of the Secretary to meet 
with its “dissident constituents”, and would also meet at 9: 830 Monday 
morning to discuss the outstanding‘questions on the Court. = 
‘The meeting was adjourned at 10:48p.m. =~ OO 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 21 (Hxec) |. , a a 

Minutes of the Twenty-First Meeting (Executive Session) of the 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, Aprit 27, 
L945, 8:55 p.m. 

. [Informal Notes] . . . 

The Delegation went into Executive Session at 8:55 p. m. 

' Report ON THE CONFERENCE STEERING COMMITTEE 

Tue Sxcrerary reported that he had just talked to both the Presi- 
dent and Mr. Hull and that he felt that all in all the day had been a 
very successful one and that he was greatly encouraged by the events 
of the day. | 

Tue Secretary then gave the following detailed report on the events 
during the day at the long meeting of the Steering Committee.” 

*® Report on draft of Statute of an International Court of Justice, submitted 
by the United Nations Committee of Jurists to the United Nations Conference, 
April 25, 1945, Jurist 86, G/73, April 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 821. 

* For minutes of meeting of the Heads of Delegations to organize the Confer- 
ence, 10 : 45 a. m., see doc. 30, DC/5(1), April 27, ibid, vol. 5, p. 81.
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1. He said that Mr. Molotov had withdrawn his proposal that the 
World Trade Union Congress be made an official adviser to the Con- 
ference. He said that the British, the Chinese and the United States 
Delegations were prepared to oppose such a proposal and that he felt 
that it would have been defeated if it had come to a vote.”” 

2. He said that before the meeting he had tried to persuade Mr. 
Molotov to accept the Eden compromise but that he had been unsuc- 
cessful. However, he said that after the meeting began, Mr. Molotov, 
sensing the situation, had finally withdrawn the Soviet proposal and 
the Steering Committee had accepted the British compromise. 

3. He reported that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals constituted the 
agenda of the Conference and that amendments to these Proposals, 
if they were to be considered by the Conference, would have to be sub- 
mitted not later than midnight, May 4. At this point, REPRESENTATIVE 
Bioom inquired as to whether counter amendments to any such 
amendments submitted could be made later in the Conference, and 
the Secretary assured him,that such was the case. REPRESENTATIVE 
Buioom then said that he hoped that appropriate provision had been 
made so that any such counter-proposals would have to be submitted 
twenty-four hours in advance of the time at which action upon them 
would be decided. Mr. Dunn assured him.that such was the case. 
. 4, Tue Secrerary reported that Field Marshal Smuts had .asked 
for speed in completing the Conference work. As a sidelight on the 
afternoon’s events, Tue Srecrerary reported the details of his press 
conference following the Steering Committee meeting and said that 
hereafter he would hold no more press conferences after Steering 
Committee meetings but only after Plenary Sessions of the Conference. 

5. He reported that the Executive Committee had been approved 
as recommended. : 

6. The proposal for a two-thirds vote in the Conference on all sub- 
stantive matters had been opposed by the Australian Delegation and 
had been deferred for later consideration. In this connection, THe 
SECRETARY again mentioned that there had been great sentiment among 
the Delegates for speed in concluding the work of the Conference and 
that he had made the statement that he was for as rapid action. as 
could be taken, but not at the expense of producing a good Charter. 

7, The question of the seating of the two Soviet Republics had been 
advanced by Mr. Molotov who proposed them as initial members of 
the organization. He said that, Mr. Molotov, on his advice, had made 
only a very brief statement -on the question, and that the Secretary 
had then endorsed the proposal and said that the United States Dele- 
gation would vote for it. He said that Mr. Eden also approved the 

™ See UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 82, for report on the Soviet proposal made 
at the April 27 meeting; the action described herein by Mr. Stettinius took place 
at the April 80 meeting of the Heads of Delegations; see ibid., pp. 152-154.
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proposal in a short statement and that it had been voted unanimously 

by the Steering Committee. Tu Szcrerary said that Mr. Molotov 

then raised the question of seating representatives of these two Re- 
publics at this Conference. In this connection, he said that the Brit- 
ish Dominions were not at all helpful in the debate and it was with 
some difficulty that the matter had been referred to the Executive 
Committee for action at that Committee’s next meeting. He said 
that Mr. Molotov had tried unsuccessfully to have a report on this 
matter made available in twenty-four hours. 

8. Tue Secretary reported the next major item taken up by the 
Steering Committee concerned the question of inviting Poland to the 
Conference. He said that such a proposal was made by Mr. Masaryk 
of Czechoslovakia.”? The Secretary had formally replied that such 
a proposal could not be accepted in view of the Crimea agreement. 
Mr. Eden then endorsed the United States position in this matter. 
Other countries objected to introducing such a matter into this Con- 
ference, and a motion by Foreign Minister Spaak (Belgium) on this 
question was adopted unanimously. The sense of Spaak’s motion was 
that the question of Poland did not belong before this Conference but 
instead was a matter for the three major powers concerned to settle 
among themselves. 

CoNVERSATIONS WITH THE PresipeNT AND Mr. Hutu 

Following this long report of the activities in the Steering Commit- 
tee during the day, Tum Secretary also said that there were two other 

matters which he wished to report to the Delegation: ae 
1. He said that he had reported on the happenings of the day by 

telephone to the President, who was both delighted and pleased; and 
that the President now felt that the Conference was off to a good 
start.. Tse Secrerary said that he advised the President. that there 
was another big hurdle looming, and this. involved the seating of the 
two Soviet Republics at the Conference, as well as the question of 
Argentina. He said that the. President told him that if the seating 
of these two Republics and Argentina did not involve the signing of 
the United Nations Declaration, he would give the United States Dele- 
gation full power and responsibility to deal with this question as best 
they could when it arose.” 7 

® For summary discussion regarding admission of Poland, following statement 
by Jan Masaryk, chairman of Czechoslovak delegation, see doc. 30, DC/5(1), 
April 27, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 93. 

™In his message to President Truman reporting on developments at the Con- 
ference on April 27th (telegram 3, April 28), Mr. Stettinius stated: “At my 
press conference this afternoon I released the President’s letter to me directing 
me, pursuant to the commitment assumed by President Roosevelt at Yalta, to 
support the Soviet request for initial membership for the Ukrainian and White 
Russian Republics.” (500.CC/4-2845) For the President’s letter of April 22 
to the Secretary of State, see Department of State Bulletin April 29, 1945, p. 806.
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Tuer Secretary also reported that he had talked to Mr. Hull and 
that Mr. Hull preferred. not to advise the Delegation in this matter. 

Tue Secrerary said that he inquired of Mr. Hull as to whether he 

would not feel better if Argentina were merely seated at the Con-, 
ference. Hesaid that Mr. Hutt replied that he would not like it, but. 
if the Delegation had to agree to.such a proposal, of course, they 
would have to agree to it. . | 

Tue Secretary closed this report on these two conversations by 
saying that the President and Mr. Hull both felt strongly that neither 
the Soviet Republics nor Argentina should be permitted to sign the 
United Nations Declaration. | 

SEATING OF Soviet REPUBLICS © 

Tue Secrerary said that he felt it necessary to impress upon the 
Delegation the seriousness of this situation; that Mr. Molotov would 
press and press on the question of seating the two Soviet Republics at 
the Conference; that the Argentina question would go hand in hand 
with whatever Conference action was taken on the two Soviet Repub- 
lics. Tse SrcreTary again made the point that the solution of these 
two questions would have to be made at the same time. 

ADVISERS TO THE DELEGATION | 

Tue Secretary also reported that, according to his information, 

the Advisers to the Delegation were in a rather uneasy frame of mind, 
since they felt that the Delegation was not paying them the proper 
attention. Consequently, he suggested that he and one or two other 
members of the Delegation should appear before the entire group of 
Advisers on Saturday morning, and that the Delegation meet with 
them at 9:30. | | a 

Tur Secretary also reported that he wanted to recommend to the 
Delegation that Assistant Secretaries Gates and McCloy of the Navy 
and War Departments sit with the Delegation at all times. Mr. Sras- 
sen said he was strongly in favor of such & recommendation, and this 
recommendation was accepted without objection. 

oe Sovier Repusiics AND ARGENTINA 

SENATOR CoNNALLY reverted to the Secretary’s statements with re- 
spect to the two Soviet Republics and Argentina, and inquired as to 
whether the Secretary believed Mr. Molotov would be open to negoti- 
ation on this matter. Mr. Dunn said that he had discussed this mat- 
ter with Mr. Gromyko and that he had warned the Soviet Delegation 
that the American Republics would bring up the Argentina question 
as soon as the Soviet Republics question was brought forward by the 
Soviet Delegation. He said, however, that at his next meeting with 
Mr. Gromyko, he would warn him again that continued Soviet in-
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sistence on action regarding the seating of the two Soviet. Republics 
would be sure to raise the Argentina question. 
CoMMANDER STASsEN said that he thought that the general tactics 

should be that of attempting to delay action on the entire question, 
and to that end he thought the Delegation should give the Secretary 
full authority to act when, as, and if necessary. He said that he 
thought that his original suggestion of having the Soviet Republics 
seated perhaps three weeks after the Conference was too much of a 
concession. ae - 

SENATOR CONNALLY said that despite attempts to delay action, Mr. 
Molotov would insist that that question of the status of the two Soviet 

Republics be settled before regard to the issues which might be raised 
on Argentina. : 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that it was almost impossible to organize 
the Conference properly until the question of the two Soviet Republics 
was settled, since the Soviet Delegation was insisting that these two 
Republics be given positions in the Conference organization. Mr. 
PasvotsKy suggested that it might be possible to set up an organiza- 
tion slate with two vacancies left for the Republics and to assure Mr. 
Molotov that representatives of the two Republics would be assigned 
to these positions whenever they were seated. | 

- Mr. Rockerecter said that the reason that Argentina was not 
being brought up at this point was that the American Republics did 
not wish to disturb the possible success of the Conference, but that if 
the Soviet Government insisted on pursuing its proposal for seating 
the other two Republics, the American Republics would feel duty- 
bound to insist on the seating of Argentina. : : 

Tue Secretary suggested that the Delegation should take the week- 
end to consider the Argentina matter and to meét together early next 
week to decide what course of action they should follow. As the Sec- 
retary left the meeting at the close of the Executive Session, Mr. 

Warren said that he wished to make clear that the support of the 
American Republics for the admission of the two Soviet Republics as 
initial members of the international organization was a gesture of sup- 
port for the late President Roosevelt; that they had not liked the pro- 
posal and that they had agreed to support it out of respect and honor 
to him. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 22 

Minutes of the Twenty-Second Meeting of the United States 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, April 28, 1945, 

9: 30 a.m. : | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (42) present at meeting, and 
statements by the delegates to the Advisers, annouricement of sched-
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ule of meetings, discussions regarding a memorandum on press policy, 
report on work of the Conference, and anticipated study of the prob- 
lem of withdrawal.] | 

500.CC/4-2845 

Minutes of the Fourth Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Questions 
of Organization and Admission, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, 
Apri 28, 1945, 6: 45 p.m. 

[Informal ‘Notes] os 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (5); United Kingdom (2); Soviet 
Union (3); China (1); Brazil (1); Chile (1); Mexico (1); and 
Venezuela (1).] 
Tue Secretary said he had asked the sponsoring powers to meet 

with the four representatives of the Latin American countries in order 
to hear the requests they had to make. 

Dr. Papiiua said that all the countries of Latin America had been 
glad to vote for the admission of White Russia and the Ukraine as 
initial members of the Organization at the session of the Steering Com- 
mittee. He said he felt that this unanimous vote was a splendid indi- 
cation of unity among the powers represented here. He said in this 
connection he wished to refer to a commitment which had been as- 
sumed by all the Latin American countries at the Mexico City Con- 
ference in regard to Argentina. At that Conference, it had been 
agreed that if Argentina fulfilled certain conditions in accordance with 
the spirit and contents of the Act of Chapultepec then the other South 
American countries would accept: her back into the American family 
of nations. He added that the Argentine had fulfilled these condi- 
tions, had declared war on the Axis, and had subscribed fully to the > 
plans set forth at Mexico City. He said that from the point of view 
of the Latin American countries Argentina had taken these steps in 
confidence that the other Republics would keep their share of the 
bargain. He said he felt it would be appropriate, in view of Argen- 
tina’s action and the commitments of the Latin American countries if 
Argentina would be invited to this Conference as a recognition of the 
steps which she had carried out in good faith. He said it would be a 
very pleasant matter for the South American countries if this request 
could be treated in the same spirit of cooperation and unity which they 
had displayed in regard to White Russia and the Ukraine. He con- 
cluded expressing the hope that Mr. Molotov would find it possible to 
agree to this. 

Mr. Monorov inquired “How would it be understood if we were to 
invite Argentina to attend this Conference and not Poland?” He
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said he thought it would be difficult to explain since Poland had suf- 
fered so much in this war and had been the first country to be invaded 
~whereas Argentina had, in effect, helped the enemy. 

Dr. Papiiia answered that the Polish question had been considered 
at the last meeting of the Steering Committee ® and that he person- 
ally felt that since the three great powers had an agreement on the 
subject at the Crimea Conference it should be left to them to decide 
the Polish question. He said he did not feel that the other countries 
had any right or authority to attempt to decide this question. He 
went on to say that in regard to the Argentine, he felt that twenty 
American countries would-be in-a position of having failed to carry 
out their commitment and that Argentina could legitimately consider 
that she had been let down. | 

Mr. Moxrorov made a statement in which he repeated his previous 
arguments that both India and the Philippines although not inde- 
pendent countries were represented at this Conference. He said, in 
addition, there were a number of small nations who had no diplomatic 
relations with the Soviet Government but they had not objected to 
these countries coming to the Conference. He said that it would be 
impossible to explain the absence of Poland if Argentina were to be 
invited. He repeated his argument that Argentina had helped ‘the 
enemy at least until very recently whereas Poland had been one of the 
first victims of German aggression. He stated that there might be 

no objection to Argentina if Poland were to be invited but otherwise 
it would be impossible to explain an invitation to Argentina. 

Mr. VELLoso said that as Dr. Padilla had explained, there was no 
comparison between the two questions. In the case of Poland, the 
issue was not whether Poland as a country should be at the Confer- 
ence—he knew everyone warmly desired their presence—but rather 
the question as to which Government should be considered as repre- 
senting Poland. 

Mr. Fernanpez then inquired whether Mr. Molotov meant that an 
invitation to Argentina from his point of view was conditional upon 
invitation to the Warsaw Government. He said he supported the 
view of Dr. Padilla and Mr. Velloso that there were two distinct 
and unconnected problems. He added that it was up to the three 
powers who had been at the Crimea to decide the question of the 

_ Polish Government whereas Argentina had carried out in good faith 
_ what had been asked of her at the Mexico City Conference, and that 
the question irrespective of which side she may have been considered 
on before. 

Mr. Veutuoso then said that he regretted very much Mr. Molotov’s 
position and he was afraid that if Argentina was not admitted, the 

*® April 27, 10: 45 a. m.; see UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 93. 
723~-681—67——85
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American countries would have to vote against an invitation to White 
Russia and the Ukraine. 

Sir ALEXANDER CapoGANn in the absence of Mr. Eden, said he wished 
to make it quite clear that from the point of view of the British 

Government it was absolutely impossible to accept an invitation to 
the representatives of the Warsaw regime and that he did not feel 
the Polish question could be decided in this manner by the Conference. 

Mr. Motorov stated that without an invitation to Poland, he could 
not agree to one to Argentina and repeated his suggestion that it be 
brought before the Executive Committee on Monday.** 

The meeting broke up with this suggestion accepted. 

500.CC/4~2845 

| The Soviet Embassy to the Department of State 

[Translation] 

MrmoraNDUM 

Relative to the memorandum of the Department of State of April 24 
regarding position of the Government of the United States on the 
question of inviting representatives of the present Provisional Polish 
Government to the conference in San Francisco, the Soviet Govern- 
ment has the honor to state that for the reasons stated in the mem- 
orandum of the Soviet Government of April 17, it cannot agree 
with the position of the Government of the United States and continues 
to insist upon the participation in the conference in San Francisco 
now functioning, of the representatives of the Provisional Polish 
Government and that the position of the Soviet Government on this 
question remains as before. 

WasuHrinetTon, April 28, 1945.. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 23 

Minutes of the Twenty-T hird Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Monday, April 30, 1945, 9: 80 a.m. 

a [Informal Notes—Extracts] : | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (21) present at meeting. ] 
In the absence of the Chairman of the Delegation Srenaror Con- 

NALLY presided, and opened the meeting at 9:30 a. m. 

* April 30. | 
® Copy of memorandum in translation was transmitted by the Acting Secretary 

of State to Moscow in instruction 6, May 19 (not printed), for the information 
and files of the Embassy.
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Press Poiicy 

Mr. Byineton read the following proposed statement of press 
policy for the American Delegation: 

1. Official announcements by the Delegation shall be made through 

the Chairman. : 
2. All members of the Delegation are free at all times to converse 

with the press for background or to make such personal statements 
as they may consider appropriate. Copies of any formal statements 
made to the press should be sent to the Delegation’s Press Officer 

Immediately after they are made. 
3. All arrangements to speak on the radio shall be made through 

Commander Lloyd Dennis. : 
4. The Press Officer of the Delegation will arrange as frequently 

as possible for a background conference by one or more members of 
the Delegation together with one or more of the technical advisers. 

5. In making the arrangements for press conferences the Press 
Officer of the Delegation will consult with Commander Stassen who 
will act in behalf of the Delegation in directing the Press Officer with 
regard.to general arrangements. This suggestion is made on the basis 
of the Delegation’s discussion last Friday.® 

6. The Chairman of the Delegation will attend the background con- 
ferences and preside. However, arrangements shall be made by the 
Press Officer, through Commander Stassen, for a delegate to be defi- 
nitely on hand to preside in case it is not possible for the Chairman 
to attend, as will undoubtedly sometimes be the case. 

7. The first background press conference will be presided over 
by the Chairman of the Delegation and it is hoped that as many of 
the Delegates and advisers as can arrange to do so will be present. 
It will be held Tuesday at 2: 45 p.m. in the Red Room of the Fairmont 
Hotel. There will be a further background meeting with the press at 
2:45 on Wednesday. During the latter part of the week, an effort 
will be made to move the time for the conferences to 1:00 p. m. or 
quarter to one if possible. | 

In view of the tremendously large number of correspondents attend- 
ing the conference, it is suggested that these background conferences 
should be started on an experimental basis and without commitment 
on the part of the Delegation to continue them daily in:any set form 
since it may not prove feasible to have background conferences with 
such large groups as may attend. The press should be informed, 
however, that it is the intention of the Delegation to meet with them 
as often as possible and that all announcements of future conferences 
will be made-through the Press Officer of the Conference Secretariat. 

8 April 27, 9:30 a. m. ‘
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All newsreel and still camera arrangements shall be made through 
the Delegation Press Officer who will follow a policy of endeavoring 

to see to it that the camera men get all the pictures they want. 
Senator VANDENBERG asked if the United States Proposals or 

amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals had been submitted 

formally as yet, and if they were not available for public discussion. 

He thought they were a legitimate subject of publicity and that it 
was important to get them out. Mr. Geric explained that it was 
necessary to get an approved Russian text before. these Proposals 

could be released and that the Russian approval had not yet been 

obtained. Coneressman Broom commented that it seemed to take a 
long time to get this clearance... . | ; | 

- ‘Tickets ror PLENARY SESSIONS | : 

TRUSTEESHIP 

At the request of Senator Connatiy, Mr. Geric reported on the 
subject of trusteeship. He stated that it had been agreed at Yalta 

that the five permanent members of the Security Council would con- 
_ sult with respect to trusteeship prior to the San Francisco Conference. 
Mr. Stettinius and Mr. Dunn had been in touch with the other four 

_ governments over the weekend, and there would be preliminary con- 
versations with those governments beginning that evening at 8: 30.% 

Commander Stassen, Mr. Gates, Mr. McCloy, and Mr. Gerig (as Tech- 
nical Expert) would represent the United States. Mr. Gerie thought 
these conversations would take several days. The paper prepared by 
the United States Delegation *° would be submitted; and it was Mr. 
Gerig’s understanding that the British did not have a paper but would 
rely. upon the United States paper. Developments in this matter 

would be brought to the attention of the United States Delegation and 

every effort would be made to push the matter as rapidly, as possible. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked how this was different from the manner 

‘in which it would be handled in the Conference, and also asked if any 

over-all committee on trusteeship had been appointed for the Con- 

ference, as he had heard that there was such a United Nations Com- 
mittee with Saudi Arabia represented on it. Mr. Geri stated that 
under the erganization of the Conference, there would be a Committee 
on Commission II dealing with this subject but that such a committee 

had not as yet been appointed. The International Secretariat would 

*This meeting was the first of eleven consultations on trusteeship held by 
delegates of the four Sponsoring Powers and France: April 30, May 3, 5, 8, 14, 
23, 29, June 1, 8, 18 and 18; approved minutes of these meetings not printed. 

*° Draft United States proposal on arrangements for international trusteeship, 
April 26, p. 459.
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inform the United States Delegation at the earliest moment as to the 
membership of this committee. | 

Mr. Dutxszs observed that it would be desirable to decentralize this 
work. He noted that on this trusteeship question, the Delegation had 
considered primarily the military aspects, but that other countries 
would raise many other considerations, such as the Dutch East Indies, 
etc. He thought, therefore, that Commander Stassen would need 
advisers other than the Army and Navy people.’ CoNcressman 
Broom thought that with all due respect to Commander Stassen there 
should be some one representative from Congress dealing with this. 
subject. oo 

SENATOR ConNaLLy noted that the Army and Navy advisers took 
the position that strategic bases would be under the Security Council, 
and that other areas would be under the Assembly. He noted that 
Senator Vandenberg was associated with both Commission IT and. 

Commission III and therefore Senator Vandenberg should handle: 
this matter with Commander Stassen. CoMMANDER STASSEN observed : 

that this present consultation was merely to present the United States 
Delegation document regarding trusteeship to the other four govern- 
ments, and to explain to them informally what the United States Dele- 

gation intends. This was just a preliminary consultation and before: 
anything would be decided, the full Delegation would be informed. ; 

Tue INTERNATIONAL Courr oF JUSTICE: CoMPULSORY JURISDICTION | 

Srmnator Connatiy asked Mr. Hackworth to present a report to, 
the Delegation on the work of the Committee of Jurists in Washing- 
ton. Since Senator Connally and Senator Vandenberg had to leave 
in a few minutes, Mr. Hackworth was asked to take up the subject of 
compulsory jurisdiction first. ~~ . 
“Mr. Hacxwortu stated that in the Committee of Jurists there had 

been a considerable demand to write compulsory jurisdiction into the 
Statute of the International Court, particularly on the part of the 
small powers and also on the part of such countries as China and . 
Brazil. On the other hand, he reported that the USSR, the United 
Kingdom, Netherlands, Yugoslavia, Norway, Haiti, and France were 
opposed to compulsory jurisdiction and supported the Optional Clause 
of the present Statute, which also appears in the United States draft.®” 
These countries stated that they would not be parties to the Statute 
if it contained a provision for compulsory jurisdiction. Mr. Hack- 

wort stated that this situation presented a real problem. 

8 See memorandum on this subject by the Secretary of State to President Tru- 
man, April 23, p. 8362; for documents on the meeting of the United Nations Com- 
mittee of Jurists, April 9-28, 1945, see UNCIO Documents, vol. 14. . 

* For text of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice with 
revisions proposed by the United States, see Jurist 5, G/5, April 9, ibid., p. 323; 
for article 36 (compulsory jurisdiction ), see ibid., p. 338. -
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SpnaTor Connatty asked if under the Optional Clause a state 
could agree to accept the jurisdiction of the Court, either generally 
or just with certain states. Mr. Hackwortu replied that under the 
Optional Clause a state could go as far as it wished, 1e., it could 
accept the Court’s jurisdiction for a limited period of time or for 
certain types of cases, etc. REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked if Russia 
would object to that type of provision too. Mr. Hackworts replied 
that the United Kingdom and Russia were willing to accept the 
Optional Clause and, he supposed, the United States also. How- 

ever, he said, a large number of the small countries wanted the 
compulsory jurisdiction provision. Therefore, he had suggested that 
this article be put in alternative forms for the San Francisco 
Conference.* 
ConcRESSMAN Eaton asked what argument these countries used in 

insisting on compulsory jurisdiction. Mr. Hackworru replied that 
the little states seem to feel that it would be a great protection to 
them if they could bring other countries, both large and small, into 
the Court. Coneressman Eaton remarked that he could see their 
point. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he had the definite feeling that 
this was one situation where we would have to depend upon evolution 
to reach the desired objective. He thought that a provision for 

compulsory jurisdiction would be a red-danger signal in the Senate. 
He recalled the Court fight in the Senate which he had gone through. 
He felt, therefore, that the Optional Clause of the Statute must be 
retained for the purposes of the Senate. Senator ConNALLy agreed 
with Senator Vandenberg. He felt that from the United States’ 
standpoint, the Optional Clause must be retained. He said if we 
accepted the compulsory jurisdiction provision, we would not know 
what suits would be brought against us by other countries, both in 
this hemisphere and elsewhere. He thought, therefore, that the 
optional jurisdiction provision should be retained. He noted that 
unless nations were willing to submit a dispute to the Court on an 
optional basis, the case would probably have to go to the Security 

Council in any event. 
Mr. Dutzzs observed that everybody would like to have the compul- 

sory jurisdiction clause, but that we would have to move toward it 
through the process of evolution. He thought that the United States’ 
acceptance of the Court Statute with the Optional Clause would be 
as great a step at present as would be practical. 
CoMMANDER Strassen thought that this country had moved a long 

way from the old debates in the Senate on the world court. He would 

8 See Jurist 86, G/73, April 25, 1945, report submitted by the Committee of 
Jurists to the United Nations Conference, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 821 
(for article 36, see ibid., p. 841).
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like to have a provision for the compulsory jurisdiction of the inter- 
national court over certain limited types of cases and permit the Sen- 
ate to make what reservations it wished with respect to the compulsory 
jurisdiction provision. For example, he did not think that the Senate 
would make any reservation with respect to compulsory jurisdiction 
of the court with respect to the interpretation of international docu- 
ments. COMMANDER StTAssEN thought that this country had gotten 
away from the idea that the United States is above all law. He felt 
that it was ingrained in the American people that there are standards 
of justice applicable to everybody. Commanper Strassen then asked 
that whether or not the United States insisted upon compulsory juris- 
diction, would it not be better to let this matter come up in the form 
of a reservation in the Senate? 

Mr. Duss asked if Commander Stassen was proposing that the pro- 
vision for compulsory jurisdiction be made part of the world Charter. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN said that he preferred to let the Senate make a 
reservation to a compulsory jurisdiction provision rather than to pro- 
pose the Optional] Clause in the first instance. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
disagreed with Commander Stassen because, he said, it was very un- 
desirable to invite deliberately the process of reservation in the Senate. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN asked if the Senators expected that there would 
be no reservations made to the documents of this Conference in the 
Senate. Senator ConNaLty said that they intended to stand by what 
they had done here and would oppose any reservations to the Confer- 
ence documents in the Senate. ComMANDER STASSEN said that if we 
got a document here for which the two Senators would fight in the 
Senate without reservation, he would gladly withdraw his position 
with regard to compulsory jurisdiction in the Court and would sup- 
port the United States Delegation’s policy. © | 

Mr. Fany noted that the American Bar Association had proposed 
that there be a provision for compulsory jurisdiction of the court and 
also a provision for reservations to that jurisdiction. He observed 
that if the Optional Clause were adopted, it would still be necessary 
for the Senate to take affirmative action before the United States would 
become a member of the Court. Senator VANDENBERG said that could 
be taken up at the same time the Charter was ratified. ComMMANDER 
Strassen noted that the Optional Clause could be accepted by separate 
action in the Senate. oo 
SENATOR Connatiy asked Mr. Fahy if the American Bar Associa- 

tion’s proposal for compulsory jurisdiction were limited to certain 
categories of cases. Mr. Fauy read the categories of cases involved, 
as follows: “(a) the interpretation of a treaty; (b) any question of 
international law; (c) the existence of any fact which, if established, 
would constitute a breach of an international obligation; (d) the
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nature or extent of the reparation to be made for the breach of an 
international. obligation.” . Co, 

- At this point, Senator Connally and.Senator Vandenberg left the 
meeting, and Commander Stassen presided. ComMaNnpDER STASSEN 
asked Mr. Hackworth to give the Delegation an explanation of the 
other points involved in the Statute of the Court. 

Mr. Hackworru stated that he had prepared a draft with respect 
to compulsory jurisdiction which he thought would be safe. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN stated that in view of the opinion just expressed by 

Senator Connally and Senator Vandenberg, that Mr. Hackworth had 
better prepare a draft containing the Optional Clause and also the 
simplest possible provision for its acceptance by the various countries, ' 
which would also make it convenient for the countries individually 
and, subsequently, to consent either to limited or compulsory jurisdic- 
tion of the.Court. Representative Bioom asked whether it would 
be necessary to specify what cases would be covered by the Optional 

Clause. Mr. Hacxwortn replied that thé Optional Clause covers 
four categories of cases and réad Article 35 of the present Statute: 
“(q) the-interpretation’of a treaty; (6) any question of international 
laws(c)'the existence of any fact which, if established, would ¢onsti- 
tute a breach of an international obligation; (@) the nature or extent 
of the reparation to be made for the breach of an international 

obligation.” © ” | | 
 RepresENnTATIVE Broom asked if Congress might not object to some 

of those cases covered by the Optional Clause. Mr. Fany noted that 
under the Optional Clause the World Court would be limited to these 
four types of problems. RepresentTative Broom asked if this were 
safe enough, and Mr. Fany replied in the affirmative. a 

Mr. Dutizs asked if under this provision the Court would be 
limited to justiciable questions rather than political questions. He 
thought that if this were the case, then the Delegation should consider 
changing the corresponding part of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, 
Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 6, which read: “Justiciable 
disputes should normally be referred to the Internationa] Court of 
Justice.” Mr. Hackworru observed that in the Committee of Jurists, 
tthe United Kingdom Delegation had wanted to insert the word 
“Justiciable” in the first paragraph of Article 36 of the Statute.*° He 
reported that the question of getting “justiciable” had been debated at 
great length, and that it had also been suggested that the Court’s 
jurisdiction be limited to all cases “of a legal character”. ConcrEss- 
man Eaton asked if the Committee of Jurists did not know what the 
word “justiciable” meant. It was stated that there were many differ- 

ent meanings given to this word. | | 

*” Jurist 58, G/46, April 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 204. .
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Mr. Jessup observed that in line with Mr. Dulles’ comment, the 
language of Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 6 of the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals:should be toned down, because it suggested at present 

an obligation to refer justiciable disputes to the Court. Mr. Dutizs 

stated. that it might be changed to read that justiciable disputes 

should be referred to the Court “if the parties have agreed.” Com- 
MANDER StassEen noted that in theory the countries have to agree to 

action under the Security Council, with respect to the pacific settle- 

ment of disputes, although he thought that there might actually be 

some element of compulsion involved. | 

~ NoMINATION OF JUDGES OF THE INTERNATIONAL CourRT 

Mr. Hacxwortu explained to the Delegation the present system for 
the nomination and election of the judges of the Permanent Court of 

International Justice. He stated that the method of making nomi- 

nations under the present Statute was somewhat complex, but this 
is a result of a determined effort made by the Committee of Jurists 
who drew up the original Statute in 1920 to avoid as far as possible 
the making of selection on the basis of political considerations. Nomi- 
nations under the present Statute are made by the national groups on 
the panel of the old Hague Court of Arbitration under the Conven- 
tions of 1899 and 1907.°° These national groups (composed of four 
persons in each country) meet and nominate jurists for election to 
the Court. Mr. Hacxworrn stated that no group may nominate more 
than four persons, not more than two of whom shall be of their own 
nationality; nor may it nominate more than two persons for the same 
vacancy. Mr. Hackwortu then said that the British representative 
at the Washington meeting had proposed that each government nomi- 
nate one of its own nationals, and the Judges would be elected from this 
list. 

Mr. Hacxworts stated that there was a sharp division of view on 
this matter in Washington and that sixteen countries had favored the 
British proposal while sixteen others favored retention of the present 
system. Mr. Hacxworru recalled that this had been discussed in 
the United States Delegation in Washington, and that in accordance 
with the Delegation’s instructions, Chief Justice Strong and Chief 
Justice Hughes had been consulted. Both emphatically felt that the 
present system was better than having direct nominations by govern- 

ments. It was felt that while the United States might try to select 
the best man, other nations might nomiiiate politicians rather than 
jurists. Mr, Hackworru stated, therefore, that in the Committee of 

” Department of State Treaty Series Nos. 392 and 536, respectively, or 32 Stat. 
(pt. 2) 1779 and 36 Stat. (pt. 2) 2199, respectively. 

% Jurist 14, DP/4, April 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 315. 
” Jurist 57, G/45, April 16, ibid., p. 195.
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Jurists the United States representative had supported this system 
of nomination by national groups. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked if a vacancy occurred on the Court in 

a position to which the United States had appointed a Judge, whether 
the United States could appoint someone else. Mr. Hackwortu re- 
plied that while the United States might have nominated a Judge, 
the Judge would be elected by all of the countries. Mr. Jessup noted 
that none of the Judges are appointed, but elected by the Council. 
REPRESENTATIVE Boom still thought that such a vacancy should be- 
long to the United States; he also wanted to know if the countries 
could not select the Judges in their own way. CoMMANDER STASSEN 
felt that the Delegation ought to consider Representative Bloom’s pro- 
posal, and that some way should be found to compromise the two 
points of view so as to make the best of each. He thought that 1f the 
vote had been sixteen to sixteen on this matter, it was time to find 
another way of nominating Judges of the Court. 

Mr. Jessup noted that under the present system an international 
group would nominate two nationals and two other persons, whereas 

the British were proposing that each government would nominate 
their own national. This proposal, therefore, constituted a real 
change and he did not see how the two points of view could be har- 
monized. ComMaNpbER Strassen thought it would be necessary to try 
and blend the two. Mr. Fany stated that there might be two alterna- 
tives: (1) Let each government decide for itself or (2) Let the nomi- 
nation be made from a group recommended to the government. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE Bioom said he preferred the first alternative because it 
would make the people of a country feel that they were independent 
in the matter. Commanprr Srassen thought that the group could 
not go too far on this point at that time because of the absences in 
the Delegation that morning. 

Mr. Norrer noted that the result of the British proposal would be 
that there would always be a Russian Judge on the Court and that 

any jurist exiled from his country for political activities would be 
barred from a seat on the Court. Representative Eaton thought 
that the system of appointment by governments would result in con- 

tinuous seats for the five big powers. Mr. Duties noted that the 
Judges of the Court would be elected by the Assembly. ComMANDER 
STASSEN commented that the major powers would naturally attempt to 
push their nominees through. He thought, however, that this ques- 
tion would have to be explored thoroughly. Mr. Hackxworru noted 
that under the British proposal, those countries who already had 
nationals on the Court would in effect be precluded from making fur- 
ther nominations.
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CoNTINUITY OF THE CourT , 

Mr. Hacxworru then explained the problem as to whether the 
present Permanent Court of International Justice should be contin- 
ued under that name or whether a new Court under some other name, 

such as the “International Court of Justice”, as used in Chapter VII 
of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, shall take its place. He stated 
the arguments for continuing the present Court as follows: (1) it 
would give greater continuity to the system set up under the existing 

Statute; and (2) it would create less difficulty and confusion with 
respect to a large number of treaties between states, which provide 
for the jurisdiction of the Court in certain categories of cases. He 
noted in this connection that it would be possible to provide in the 
United Nations Charter that wherever treaties between members of 
the United Nations refer to an international court, the new court shall 
be the court intended. Thus, there would be no break in the treaty 
situation as between members of the United Nations, but there would 
be between members of the United Nations and states which are not 
members of the United Nations. 

Mr. Hackworrtu stated the arguments against continuing the Court, 
as follows: (1) there are a number of parties to the present Statute, 
who are not members of the United Nations, and hence were not rep- 
resented on the Committee of Jurists and not represented at San 
Francisco; (2) there are certain legal difficulties in continuing the 
existing Court where some of the parties to the present Statute do 
not become members of the new International Organization; and (8) 
acceptance, particularly in the United States, of a new court might be 
more general, in view of the long controversy regarding the United 
States’ adherence to the old Court. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked if the present Court were retained 
whether it would not avoid a debate in Congress with respect to the 
establishment of a new court. Mr. Hackworrn replied that all the 
people opposed to the present Court will object. He thought that if 
a new court were proposed, some of the controversy would be avoided. 

He noted that the present Court had never been accepted by the 

United States, and that the Senate had refused to ratify the Protocol 
several times. He thought it would be desirable to keep the present 

Court going if it were possible to avoid the recurrence of political 
controversy. He noted that the judges would have to be elected to 
the court and that no judges had been elected since 19389. Mr. Hack- 
WoTRH stated that three of the United States advisers felt that it was 
simpler to start fresh with a new court of the United Nations and to 
take over the equipment of the old Court so that it would be unnec-
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essary to bother with states who are not members of the United 
UN ations. - 

Mr. Fany stated that he did not feel strongly on this matter. as he 
did not think it was a critical point. He suggested renaming the 
court and starting anew. He noted that the revised draft statute 
retained about 99 per cent of the Statute of the present Court, so that 
it had the benefit of the experience of the Court. He suggested that 
it be called “The International Court of Justice”, as stated in the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

~~ Mr. Duuzxs noted that the American Bar Association was unani- 

mously in favor of continuing the present Court. He felt that the 
Delegation ought to follow the line strongly supported by the Ameri- 

_ can Bar Association. ComMANDER STAssEeN observed that the juris- 
. diction of the old Court could be carried forward by a clause in the 
Charter in which the United Nations could accept a substitution of a 

~ new court. 

~ Representative Broom asked if actually only the name of the court 
were being changed, since it was stated that 99 per cent of the present 
Statute would be taken over. Mr. Fany observed that a new court. 
would really be created, if this statute were adopted. He observed 
that he did not think that Russia would join the present Court. 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE asked what Russia’s attitude was on the Court. 
Mr. Hackworts said he thought that Russia had no strong feeling one 
way or another, and would go along with a strong movement in either 

. direction. Represrnrative Broom stated that the Delegation must 
/ consider what it can get most easily from Congress, whether a new or 

' anoldcourt. It was important to.avoid any controversy in Congress 
\ on the matter of the court. Mr. Hackworrs asked if it would be 
) easier to get a new court through the Senate than an old one. Rep- 
\. RESENTATIVE Boom observed that the House of Representatives would 

' have to be considered as well as the Senate. RepreseNTATIVE Eaton 
, said that it was important to consider the House because if the House 
had a strong feeling about a matter, the reaction would be felt in the 

_ Senate; and that moreover the House, as the voice of the people, could 
- backup the Senate. Mr. Jessup noted that the House of Representa- 

tives had first passed a resolution in favor of a world court.” 
“~ At this point, the meeting was adjourned. a 

' 8 Ror resolution approved by the House’ of Representatives, March 3, 1925, 
see the Congressional Record, vol. 66, pt. 5, pp. 5404 and 5413.,. For documentation 
on proposed accession of the United States to the Statute of the Court, see 
Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.; ibid., 1929, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.; and ibid., 

1935, vol. 1,. pp. 383 ff.
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500.CC/4-3045 : Telegram oo | | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the United States 
Delegation at San Francisco (Stettinius) 

Wasuineton, April 30, 1945—11: 23 a. m. 

8. The question of Italian. participation in the conference at San 
Francisco was discussed in the Staff Committee this morning. 
Reference was made to the communication of the Italian Government *° 
sent directly to the President of UNCIO and the forty-six delega- 
tions protesting Italy’s exclusion from the conference; to the recent 
liberation of the north of Italy,°* due in large measure to action of 
Italian Patriots and. unification of Italy under Government at Rome; 
and to indications that Argentina may be invited to participate at 
UNCIO in some capacity other than United Nation. In the light 
of these developments and the desire to support the moderate and 
democratic elements represented in the Government at Rome at a 
time when the heavy responsibilities of the north’s liberation will 
fall upon it, it was the consensus of the Staff Committee that we 
should reopen the question of Italy’s immediate participation in 
UNCIO in some eapacity.*’. Before putting this question up to the 
President we would of course like to have your views. 

There was some feeling in the Committee this morning that you 
would meet serious objections to such a proposal in certain quarters 
principally from the French, Greek and Yugoslav delegations if not 

the British. , 
ee GREW 

* The Secretary of State’s Staff Committee. | 
* Not printed. 
* See United States and Italy, 1936-1946: Documentary Record (Department of 

State publication No. 2669), p. 126. - 
7 A memorandum of April 13, 1945, by the Secretary of State to President 

‘Truman, providing special information on top diplomatic matters at the moment, 
contained the following statement on Italy: “Although a cobelligerent since 
October 1948, Italy is still subject to an armistice regime and considerable con- 
trol by the Allied Commission. Chiefly through our efforts, Italy’s status has 
improved, but less than we desire in view of the British policy of keeping Italy 
dependent. We have been unable to end the anomaly of Italy’s dual status as 
active cobelligerent and as defeated enemy. Great pressure is being brought 
to bear by groups in this country to make Italy one of the United Natieons—a 
step essentially in accordance with our policy but not with that of certain 
other allied governments.” (711.00/4—1345) 

** Mr. Stettinius replied in telegram 6, May 3, as follows: “. .. While we 
appreciate the considerations behind the suggestion, we feel it would be unwise, 
at least this early in the Conference, to raise the matter here. We shall keep 
it in mind.” (500.CC/5-345)
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 24 | 
Minutes of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Dele- 

gation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, A pril 30, 1946, 6 : 20 p.m. 

{Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (25) present at meeting. ] 

Tue Secretary called the meeting to order at 6: 20 p. m. and apolo- 
gized for being late, explaining that he had just talked with the 
President and Mr. Hull in order to bring them up-to-date on the 
day’s developments. He announced that he had a number of routine 
announcements to make. 

Regular and daily meetings of the advisers are to be held at 6:15 
p. m. in Room 462, Fairmont Hotel. At these meetings Dr. Bowman 
will usually preside. Twice a week the advisers and delegates will 
meet together to consider policy questions, the first of these meetings 
to be held Thursday, May 8, at 6:15 p.m. THe Srecrerary explained 
that the Soviet Union was still holding up agreement on the slate of 
assignments to commissions and committees, but that it was hoped 
that a final decision could be reached in the Executive Committee 
at 10:30 a. m. the following day ® so that the serious business of the 
Conference could start promptly. .. . 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked whether the assignments to the 

Trusteeship Committee had been determined. Tuer Srcrerary an- 
nounced that Mr. Dunn and Mr. Rockefeller were now working on 
getting an agreed slate for all the committees. Mr. Sanpirer pointed 
out that every country would be represented on Committee 4 of Com- 
mission IT, no matter what the decisions on the assignment of 
positions. | 

_ Tur Secretary announced that an exchange was now under way 
of amendments suggested for the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals by the 
sponsoring governments. This exchange, he reported, was taking 
place on the working level, and within 48 hours he thought there 
would be some reaction on the views of the other governments on our 
proposals. 

DEVELOPMENTS OF THE Day 

Tue SECRETARY announced that he would review the important 
developments of the day. He said that two subjects had been dis- 
cussed at the meeting of the Executive Committee at 9 a. m.2 and at 
the meeting of the Steering Committee at 10:30 a. m.2—the question 
of the seating of the Soviet republics and of Argentina at the Con- 

° Doe. 51, HX/3, May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 397. 
1 See Doc. 41, EX/2, April 30, ibid., p. 375. 
? See Doc. 48, DC/11, May 1, ibid., pp. 154-155.
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ference. He noted that the question of the signing by either of the 
Soviet republics or Argentina of the United Nations Declaration had 
not been raised at any time by any one. He explained that Mr. Molo- 
tov had pled that the seating of the Polish Government be linked with 
the seating of Argentina and the two Soviet republics, but that we 
had stood our ground. He explained that what Mr. Molotov had 

said in the Steering and Executive Committees was practically the 
same as what he had said in the afternoon. | 

The Latin American states, he felt, had behaved extremely well in 
voting for the admission of the two Soviet republics to the Conference 
before receiving a commitment on Argentina. The admission of the 
two Soviet republics, he explained, had been unanimously passed in 
the Executive and Steering Committees. In these committees Mr. 
Molotov had attempted to block the seating of Argentina until the 
Lublin Poles were admitted, but there was great resentment at this, 
and when it was put to a vote, Mr. Molotov was overwhelmingly voted 
down. Tue Secretary stated that it had been the general feeling 
that the business was then completed on these two questions. In fact, 
he had received permission to announce the action of the Executive 
and the Steering Committees to the press.. He had felt that the major 
hurdle had been cleared and that the Conference could now settle 
down to its serious business. However, Mr. Motorov had arisen in 
the Plenary Session and had made a long speech against the seating 
of Argentina.? This was followed by several Latin American speakers 
who urged the admission of Argentina. The question was then up 
to be thoroughly thrashed out in the Plenary Session. He explained 
that he himself had finally pled that the matter be disposed of 
promptly, that the log jam was finally broken, and another vote taken 
which was substantially the same vote as in the Steering Committee. 
The motion of admission of Argentina to the Conference was approved 
31 to 4. 

Tue Secretary explained that the representatives of the two Soviet 
republics had already asked for visas and that he had wired that they 
should be granted.‘ 
Tu Secretary commented that no one could tell whether the Polish 

settlement would come up again, but that we were taking the position 
that this question upon which agreement had been reached at Yalta 
was still in consultation and did not belong in the Conference. 

* See Doc. 42, P/10, May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 343. 
*In telegrams 15, 16, and 17, May 1, to the Acting Secretary of State, 

the Secretary-General (Hiss) requested that the Department inform the Govern- 
ments of Argentina, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, and the Byelo- 
russian Soviet Socialist Republic that the Conference in plenary session on 
April 30 had resolved that, having decided that those Republics would be invited 
to 'be initial members of the proposed international organization, the representa- 
as) be invited to take their seats at the Conference immediately (500.CC/5-
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- Tap Szcrerary pointed out that Mr. Molotov had suggested from 
the start that he would not stay at the Conference for a long period. 
He suspected that, when the work of the Conference got under way, 
the allocation of positions established, and the views of the sponsor- 
ing governments on the proposals thoroughly discussed, Mr. Molotov 

might return to Moscow. | SO 
Tum Secrerary explained that the question of the nationality of 

representatives of official international organizations invited to the 
Conference had been raised in the Executive Committee by the Soviet 
Government, but in view of the opposition which developed, Mr. Molo- 
tov did not ask for a vote and merely put himself on record. 

Tue Secretary described the events which led up to Mr. Molotov 
withdrawing his suggestion for the invitation to the World Trade 
Union Conference to send representatives as official advisers to the 
Conference. Tue Secretary explained that he had taken the posi- 
tion that it had been previously determined that only five organiza- 
tions should be invited to attend, and that, if this question was now 
opened: up, it would raise many problems. Tum Secrerary noted that 
Mr. Molotov, in the face of opposition, did not press for a vote, and 
it was agreed to instruct the Secretary-General to address a letter to. 
the World Trade Union Conference stating that the Steering Com- 
mittee regretted not being able to invite their representatives as ad- 
visers, but: that, if they liked, any suggestions which they transmitted 
would be distributed to all the delegations. 

Status oF REPRESENTATIVES OF OFFiIctaL INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS © | 

DrAn GILDERSLEEVE raised the question of the position of the I.L.0. 
representatives at the Conference who felt that they had.in fact no 
status at all, not even as much as the representatives of Rotary,’ and 
who would like to be given a more dignified position and be invited 
in as advisers in commission and committee discussions. THE SECRE- 
tary asked Mr. Tracy for his view on this problem. Mr. Tracy 
noted that there was considerable disappointment among the repre- 
sentatives of the five official organizations * who would like to have 
an opportunity to be heard before the committees and commissions. 

THe Secretary thought that, if the rule was broken and outside 
organizations were permitted to be heard in the commissions and. 
committees, the Conference would go on until next autumn. 

Mr. STINEBOWER stated that the representatives of the five orga- 

nizations had clearly understood their status prior to coming to San, 
Francisco, that they were only unofficial representatives... . 

°For a list of names of consultants, representative of Rotary: International, see 
Charter of the United Nations: Report to the President .. ., p. 265, 

° For list of organizations, see UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 3.
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ASSIGNMENT or Posrrions on COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES OF -THE. 
| » CONFERENCE © : 

At the request of Tae Szcrerary, Mr. Dunn presented’ the Draft 
Statement on the Assignment of Positions on the Commissions and. 
Committees of the Conference.” He pointed out that the one ques- 
tion that was holding up a definite agreement on the assignments was. 
whether Argentina was to have a position in any one-of the commis- 
sions or committees. The Soviets:were opposed to Argentina having 
any position on any of the commissions or committees. Mr. Stassen 
thought it would be well to keep them off. He sympathized with the 
Soviet position on this matter.. Tur Srecrerary agreed that this was: 
[not] an easy. pill to swallow. Mr. Dunn said he thought it should 
be clear that Argentina would be the only country without a position. 
on the commissions and committees, but that of course Argentina 
would be represented on each commission and committee. He noted 
that the Ukraine would have a chairmanship and the White Russian 
republic a rapporteurship. a. Bo 

Mr. Srassen urged that now that we had defeated Russia on the 
Argentinian question we should not rub the defeat in. Mr. Dunn 
remarked that the Soviet Delegation would never agree to a slate giv- 
ing Argentina a position, and that he was sure that they would fight. 
this matter through the Executive Committee, the Steering Commit- 
tee, and the Plenary Session just the way they had fought the earlier 
question.. Mr. RockEre.uer pointed out that perhaps Mr. Molotov had 
not had instructions, and that, if his instructions come through, the 
situation might change.. Mr. Dunn reaffirmed the fact that-the Rus- 
sians would fight the issue through the Plenary Session. - Tun Sxcre- 
rary urged.that in that event we back down. Mr. RockEFeLLer sug- 
gested that we agree to leave a vacancy on one committee and then see 
what happens. Mr. Dunn commented that the sponsoring govern- 
ments ought perhaps to meet tonight to settle this question, so that 
the slate could be taken up with other countries, including France. 
Tue Secretary agreed and asked that a meeting be scheduled for 9: 00 
that evening. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he did not like the decision that was be- 
ing made at all. He felt that we were letting down our only friends, 
the Latm Americans, and that what we-had come through today was 
just a preview of the fight that lay ahead of us. He did not like the 
idea of letting down the one group of states we could count on. Mr. 

STAssEN commented that this was precisely not the basis on which we 
could go forward to an effective organization and that having fought 
the Russians on one issue we should now make a decision on this less im- 

“Not printed; see chart entitled “Organization, Functions & Officerships” 
(Doc. 67, G/20, May 5), UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 79. 

723-681—67——36
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portant issue that would permit the Conference to go forward. Mr. 
Cox suggested that a statement might now be issued by the four spon- 
soring powers. Mr. Stassen urged that no statement be issued, but 
that we now demonstrate practically that we could go forward 

together. 

TRUSTEESHIP | 

ASSIGNMENT OF PosITIONS ON COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES OF THE 
CoNFERENCE 

Mr. Dunn presented the completed draft of assignments to com- 
missions and committees, reading the assignments to each commission 
and committee (Draft Prepared for Discussion with Sponsoring Gov- 
ernments Monday Evening, April 30, 1945). 
Tue Secretary questioned whether New Zealand should have the 

chairmanship of the committee on the trusteeship system. Mr. Hick- 
ERMAN explained that Mr. Fraser was all right. Mr. McCuoy said he 
might be satisfactory on security questions, but might not be satis- 
factory from the angle of the welfare of the dependent peoples. Mr. 
Waite urged that, although the chairman could not write the decisions 
of the committee, he wielded a great influence and that on committees 
important to us we should see that someone was picked who would 
not give us trouble. Mr. Dunn thought Mr. Frazer would be a good 
choice. 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that no one of the sponsoring governments 
had positions on commissions and committees, except that the Soviet 
Union, Great Britain, and China were each assigned a rapporteur- 
ship. The United States had of course the chairmanship of the Ex- 
ecutive Committee, the Steering Committee, and responsibility for 
the administration of the Conference. | 

Tue Sxcrerary asked that the question of leaving a chairmanship 
for Argentina be left in his hands, and that we not press the question 
of a seat for Argentina this evening. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that 
the Soviet Union would agree to a vacancy. Mr. Wuirts urged that 
we recognize the possibility that the Soviet Union might not agree. 
Mr. Dunn said that the Soviet Union will certainly raise the question. 
Mr. RockereLtter thought there might be some difficulty with his 
Latin American friends on the decision taken by the Delegation. Mr. 
Stassen thought that they would come along, and Mr. RockEretLer 
agreed that they probably would. Senator VANDENBERG stated that 
he thought the decision was a “lousy” one, but that, 1f Mr. Rocke- 
feller was agreeable, he would accept it. Anything, he said, that 
pleased Mr. Rockefeller on this question would satisfy him. 

The Secretary adjourned the meeting at 7:55 p. m.
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RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Four Pre Min 5 : 

Minutes of the Fifth Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Questions 
of Organization and Admission, Held at San Francisco, April 30, 

1945 
7 [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (5); United Kingdom (3); Soviet 
Union (5); and China (1).] 

The meeting convened in the apartment of the Secretary at the 
Fairmont Hotel in San Francisco at 9:15 p. m. April 30, 1945. 

THE Secretary said that he had received from Mr. Dunn a report 
that the deputies of the four Foreign Ministers * had agreed to recom- 
mend that the four Ministers approve the attached list of officer- 
ships of the commissions and committees.® 

Dr. Soone indicated his agreement to the list. 
Mr. Mo torov said that something along that line might be accepta- 

ble, and to Tur Srcretary’s question whether he would accept it, Mr. 
Mo orov replied in the affirmative. oe 

Mr. Epen said that he liked the list, but referred to the blank in 
the rapporteurship in the fourth commission and asked what would 
happen there. Mr. Mo.orov suggested thinking that matter over for 
a day, but agreed to the immediate submission of the report of the 
list with the blank. Tur Srcrerary stated that, because of general 
agreement among the four ministers, the list would be submitted to 
the Executive Committee and then to the Steering Committee in the 
hope that it would be accepted. | 

_ Mr. Ensn suggested that the Plenary Session meeting on the after- 
noon of May 1 be reconvened to meet also in the evening in an effort 
to finish the statements of the various chairmen of delegations. Gen- 
eral agreement was expressed and the recommendation was approved. 

Mr. Motorov also suggested a Steering Committee meeting at 11:00 
a.m. May 1. This was likewise agreed to. 

Mr. Mororov referred to the importance of having the commissions 
commence their work. Mr. Dunn stated that it should be possible for 
them to organize on the morning of May 2. 

The meeting adjourned with agreement that the calendar for the 
following day should be an Executive Committee meeting at 10:30 
a.m., a Steering Committee meeting at 11:00 a. m., a Plenary Session 
at 8:30 p. m. and an additional sitting of the Plenary Session at 
8:30 p. m. 

’The Deputies of the four Foreign Ministers held meetings April 29, April 30, 
May 1 and 2; record of meetings not printed. . 

* Not printed.
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500.CC/5—-145 : Telegram - ae : 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 
7 . Acting Secretary of State — - 

: San Francisco, May 1, 1945. 
7 _. [Received May 1—3: 20 p. m.] 

-% Will you be good enough to send the attached to the President 
in memorandum form as from me: : : 

: MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Charter for the International Organization | 

The United States delegation to the United Nations. Conference on 
international organization is unanimously agreed that in addition to 
the alterations in the Dumbarton Oaks proposals that it was pre- 
viously agreed we should propose during the San Francisco Confer- 
ence, and which were listed in the memorandum to you of April 19, 
(1945, a few additional alterations shouldbe proposed.t It has also 
been agreed that we should give our support to certain other sugges- 
tions when made by other governments.” a 

Alterations To Be Proposed. 

The most important additional points that we have agreed to pro- 

pose are: , | | | | 
Principles : 33 Se 
1. Change the principles concerning non-member states so that in- 

stead of the organization being obligated to‘ensure that non-member 
states take positive action in accordance with the principles for the 
maintenance of peace and security, the organization would be obli- 
gated to ensure that non-member states should not interfere with 
action by the organization for the maintenance of peace and security. 
Maintenance of Peace and Security: 4 
1, Extend the power of the Security Council to recommend appro- 

priate procedures or methods of settlement as well as of adjustment. 

2. Specify that the measures which the Security Council should 
take when it has determined that a threat to the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security exists are limited to diplomatic, economic, 
or other measures not involving the use of armed force and action 
by air, naval, or land forces necessary for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security. 

” Ante, p. 353. 
* Document giving texts of proposals which the United States was prepared 

to initiate, designated ‘‘A’”’, April 26, not printed. 
* Document giving texts of proposals which the United States was prepared 

to support, designated “B”, April 26 and 28, not printed. 
* Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, chapter IJ, unnumbered paragraph; the Pro- 

posals are printed in Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1. p. 890. 
“ Chapter VIII, sections A(5) and B(8).
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Secretariat: © : . 7 | | 
1. Specify that in the performance of their duties, the Secretary- 

General and the staff should be responsible only to the organization, 
that they should not seek or receive instructions in regard to the dis- 
charge of their responsibilities from any authority external to the 
organization, and that the members should undertake fully to respect 
the international character of the responsibilities of the Secretariat. 

Amendments : 16 
1. Supplement the amendment procedure by providing that a gen- 

eral conference of the members of the United Nations may be held 
for the purpose of reviewing the charter at: a date and place to be 
fixed by a three-fourths vote of the General Assembly with the con- 

currence of the Security Council by a vote of seven. Each would 
have one vote in the :conference, and recommendations of the Confer- 
ence by a two-thirds vote would take effect in accordance with the 

procedure prescribed for amendments. ) 

Alterations To Be Supported. : 

The most important points that we have agreed to support are: 

— Principles: ™ 
1. Specify the obligations of all members 
(a) To cooperate in the solution of international economic, social 

and other humanitarian problems, and 
(6) To respect international law and treaty obligations and to pro- 

mote their development and their adaptation to changing conditions. 
Membership: 8 
‘1. List the initial member states in an annex to the charter. 
Principal Organs: 
1. Eliminate the distinction between principal organs and other 

agencies of the organization, and list together all the main bodies 
mentioned in the proposals. 

General Assembly: 
1. Specify the power of the General Assembly to 
(a) Determine the number of representatives each member state 

could have in the General Assembly, 
(6) Formulate draft conventions for submission to states for 

ratification, | 
(c) Act within the limits of the charter on matters of concern to 

the organization which are not allocated to other organs. 

* Chapter X, additional paragraph following paragraph 3. | . 
* Chapter XI (2). . " 
™ Chapter II (7) and (8). . . 
*® Chapter III (2). 

Chapter IV. ~ . : . 
Chapter V, sections A, B (6), and (9). a
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9.21 Indicate that the rights and privileges of members that have 
been. suspended may be restored by the same process as that required 
for suspension (by the General Assembly upon recommendation of the 

Security Council), except that if the General Assembly is not in ses- 
sion they may be restored by decision of the Security Council. 

3.22 Provide that the members of the organization should report 

periodically on the effect given by them to recommendations of the 
General Assembly. 

4.3 Indicate that special sessions may be called by the Security 

Council or on request of a specified number of members. 
The Security Council: *4 7 

- 1. Specify that the Security Council, and member states in carrying 
out the decisions of the Security Council, should act in accordance with 
both provisions of the charter and the purposes and principles of the 

organization. 

, Arrangements for International Economic and Social Cooperation: 
' 1. Specify that the organization should: 

(a2) Promote cultural cooperation, 
(6) Initiate negotiations for the creation of specialized agencies for 

the accomplishment of its objectives. 
2.22 Kmpower the Economic and Social Council : 
(a) To initiate the agreements to bring specialized organizations 

into relationship with the organization, 
(6) To make only recommendations that are consistent with those 

adopted by the General Assembly, 
(c) To perform functions entrusted to it by inter-governmental 

agreements, subject to approval by the General Assembly, as well as 
functions assigned it by the General Assembly. 

3.27 Specify that the Economic and Social Council should: 
(a) Initiate the agreements to bring specialized organizations into 

relationship with the organization, 
(5) Set up such commissions, committees, or other bodies as it needs, 

rather than to specify an economic and a social commission. 

Secretariat: 8 
1. Provide that the Secretary-General shall be elected by the Gen- 

eral Assembly with the concurrence of the Security Council acting by 
a vote of seven, for a period of five years and eligible for re-election. 
Also that he should be subject to removal by a two-thirds vote of the 

General Assembly. 

# Chapter V, section B(3). 
> Chapter V, section B(8). 

* Chapter V, section D(1). 
74 Chapter VI. 
** Chapter IX, section A(1) and A(2), additional paragraph. 
* Chapter IX, sections A(3), C(b), and C(g). . 
77 Chapter IX, sections A(3) and D(1). 
*8 Chapter X (1) and (8).
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2. Empower the Secretary-General to bring to the attention of the 
General Assembly any matter which may threaten or impair the gen- 
eral welfare. | 

[Srerrinivs | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Four Pre Min 6 : 

Minutes of the Sixth Four-Power Preliminary Meeting on Questions of 
Organization and Admission, Held at San Francisco, May 1, 1945, 
7:15 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
Delegations of the United States (3) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (3) ; and China (2).] | 

1. Matters discussed during the casual conversation at dinner ?® 
were as follows: | a 

The question of the relationship of the Franco-Soviet Pact and the 
Anglo-Soviet Pact ®° on the one hand with the new United Nations 
Charter came up. Mr. Molotov stated that he felt that if these pacts 
related to the question of new aggression on the part of Germany, and 
as the new United Nations Organization will have nothing to do with 
dealing with Germany, at least for the present, these pacts could con- 
tinue in force without any modification. He produced a formula 
which he proposed for addition to the second paragraph of Section C 
of Chapter VIII of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. This formula 
was somewhat as follows: 

“Except, as to action provided for under treaties or arrangements 
which may have been entered into with regard to protection against 
aggression by Germany”. 

Mr. Eden was in entire agreement with this proposal. Mr. Dunn 
said this would seem to be satisfactory and acceptable as to the present 
situation and for some time to come, that is, during the period when 
the United Nations Organization would not have anything to do with 
the matter of dealing with German action, but that this proposal 
would not take care of the situation which would arise at some time 
in the future when the United Nations Organization might assume 
‘the responsibility of dealing with new German aggression. 

Mr. Molotov said that at that time the reason for these special 
treaties with respect to German aggression would cease and those 

*” Dinner given by Mr. Eden in his apartment at the Mark Hopkins Hotel. 
* For text of treaty of alliance in the war against Hitlerite Germany and her 

associates in Europe and of collaboration and mutual assistance thereafter 
concluded between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, May 26, 1942, see British Cmd. 
6376, Treaty Series No. 2 (1942), or Department of State, Documents and State 
Papers, vol. 1, No. 4, p. 227. :
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treaties might very well be cancelled. He said this was a point which 
could be discussed further. He left with Mr. Eden a copy of his 
suggested formula, and Mr. Eden promised to have it copied and 
‘gent on to Mr. Dunn the next morning. 

2. Mr. Stettinius at one point.asked Mr..Molotov whether it would 
be possible for the four sponsoring Governments to complete their 
consultations with regard to proposals of amendments or changes 
to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals before Mr. Molotov left San Fran- 
cisco, the American suggestions having already been presented to 
the British, Russian, and Chinese Delegations. Mr. Molotov said 
‘that he did not expect to leave until the Commissions and Committees. 
-of the Conference were set up and working. That would be two or 
three days and he hoped very much that agreement could be reached 
‘on suggested amendments among the four sponsors before he left. 

3. Mr. Molotov himself brought up the question of Poland, and 
said that there would be a great advance in the atmosphere of 
‘cooperation of the Big Powers of the Conference if some future step 
could be taken with regard to Poland and that he hoped that some 
exchange of views while he was here would help to make some progress 
along those lines. The Secretary said that he was looking forward 
to discussion of this matter the next day at 11 o’clock, as already 
arranged, and Mr. Eden said that he was intensely interested in the 
‘matter and would be glad to take it up at that time.** 

4, Mr. Molotov took occasion to refer to the enormous influence 
‘exercised by the Latin American Republics, even including the very 
‘small ones, which, he indicated, seemed, in his opinion, to have a 
voice out of all proportion to their power and resources, merely 
‘by associating themselves with others in the South American group. 
This matter was not pursued, but Mr. Molotov was plainly indicating 
his concern at the possible control of the Conference by a bloc as 

opposed to his own conception of having the Conference controlled 
by the four Major Powers under an agreement to maintain unanimity 
with respect to all major questions which came before the Conference. 
| These were about the only subjects of a serious political nature 
which arose at the dinner, as most of the conversation was on non- 
controversial subjects and in a tone of complete cordiality and friend- 
liness on the part of all those taking part. Immediately after the 
dinner, all the Foreign Ministers proceeded to the Opera House for 
the evening Plenary Session,” which was presided over by Dr. Soong, 
the other three Ministers sitting together in the seats of the United 
Kingdom Delegation. The obvious friendliness and cordiality of 
tone displayed by the three Ministers sitting in the British Delega- 
tion’s seats was remarked on by all those present, including the press 

See memorandum of conversation, May 211 a. m., vol. v, p. 272..— 

* Doc. 58, P/15, May 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 498. | -
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and photographers, and a general spirit of hopefulness resulted from: 

their appearing together in this manner. - | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 25 , : oo 

Minutes of the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
_ . Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 2, 1945, 9 a.m. | 

[Informal Notes—Hxtracts} “| . 

[Here follows list of names of persons (24) present at meeting.] 
Senator Connatzy stated that the Chairman 6f,the Delegation had 

requested him the previous evening to preside at. this meeting. He 
asked Mr. Hackworth to proceed with his report on the International’ 
Court of Justice. © I 
Mr. Hacxwortu stated that there were three questions as to which 

the United States Delegation should take a position so that we could 
know what the United States’ views were in the Committee proceed- 
ings. He observed that he had talked to Sir William Malkin of the 
United Kingdom, who had told him that the British Delegation had 
made up its mind with respect to the court. Mr. Hackwortn said he 
did not know what the British position was yet. The three questions. 
to be decided were: (1) Continuity of the court, which had been left 
open in Washington as it, was largely political; (2) nomination of the 
judges of the court; (3) compulsory jurisdiction—Mr. Hackwortu 
thought it had been decided the other day that the present optional 
clause should be retained.** Sznator Connauty told Mr. Hackworth 

that it had been definitely decided to keep the optional clause. Mr. 
Hackworru asked the Delegates for guidance on these questions to 
enable him to discuss them with the British, Russians, and Chinese, 
so as to reach some sort of understanding in Commission IV. 

Mr. Dunn suggested that perhaps Mr. Hackworth and the legal 
representatives of the other sponsoring powers might be added to the 
Subcommittee of the four sponsoring powers which was discussing 
the changes in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals.** He thought that 
by bringing in the legal representatives, this group could discuss those 
points there. Rerrresenrative Boom noted that Mr. Hackworth was 
asking for the Delegation’s decisions on these matters before going 
into the small Subcommittee. . 

CoNnTINUITY OF THE CourT OF JUSTICE 

SENATOR CoNNALLY then said that with regard to the continuity of 
the court, he understood that if the old court were retained, its present 
name would be retained as would its statute with some modifications. 

*% See minutes of the meeting of April 30, 9: 30a. m., p. 488, . . / 
“The Four-Power Deputies held four consultative meetings on suggested 

amendments to Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, April 29-May 2; notes not printed.
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Mr. Hackxworts pointed out that whether a new court or an old court 
were accepted it would still be necessary to elect new judges, as the 
present incumbents were hold-overs from 1939. ReEpresENTATIVE 
Eaton commented that in any event the court would be new to that, 
extent. | 

Senator CoNNALLY stated that Judge Hudson had asked him to 
be permitted to come to a delegation meeting as a representative of 
the court. Mr. HackwortH commented that the court now had three 
representatives in San Francisco: Judge Hudson; the President of 
the Court, Sr. Guerrero, of El Salvador; and the Registrar,®> who 
were representing the Court, as one of the organizations authorized 
to have representatives at the Conference. Dran GILDERSLEEVE re- 
marked that two or three of the Delegates had agreed to meet with 
the representatives of the ILO and wondered if the same procedure 
could not be followed with respect to the representatives of the Court. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he understood that the American Bar 
Association was on one side and the Lawyers Guild on the other, with 
respect to continuing the court. Mr. Hackwortu said that the Amer- 
ican Bar Association wanted to retain the old court, while the Lawyers 
Guild wanted a new court. He personally thought it would be pos- 
sible to have either court, although there would be some difficulty in 
taking the old court out of its present group and putting it into the 

United Nations. Srnatror Conna tty stated that if the present court 
were retained, it would have to be modified somewhat. Srnator Con- 
NALLY then asked that Commander Stassen be sent for, as he hated 
to arrive at any decisions on this matter, since Commander Stassen 
was assigned to Commission IV. 

Dr. Pasvoitsky then introduced the following Brazilian proposal 
with respect to the power of the court to review treaties: *° 

“Where any Contracting Party of an executory treaty alleges that 
it can not be carried out, either partially or totally, or that it is unjust 
to maintain its existence, the Assembly, by a majority of two thirds, 
may invite the other, or other Contracting Parties to agree with the 
first as to the revision or annulment of such treaty. Should one of 
the Contracting Parties not agree to the revision or annulment, the 
other or other Contracting Parties shall be authorized to have recourse 
to the Permanent Court of International Justice which, by a declara- 
tory verdict, shall decide whether the treaty in question has partially 
or totally lost its binding force in consequence of changes in the con- 
ditions which brought about the treaty, or because it has become 
untairly burdensome for one or more of the Contracting Parties.” 

Dr. Pasvotsky commented that this proposal would amount to com- 
pulsory jurisdiction in this type of case. 

*° J. Lopez Olivan. 
* Doe. 2, G/7(e), May 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 239.
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At this point, Commander Stassen entered the meeting, and Mr. 
Hackwortu restated the question whether the present court should 
be continued or a new court set up. Mr. Dunn asked if this related 
only to the personnel of the court; and Mr. Hackworru replied that 
it involved the organization of the court. 

Mr. Duties observed that Mr. Jessup had reported the impression 
that the British, Soviet and Chinese preferred to retain the present 
court. Mr. Jessup said that Mr. Fitzmaurice of the United Kingdom. 
had told him yesterday that the Russians would be willing to continue 
the old court and also that the British and Chinese had the same 
point of view. Senator Connatziy asked if that position would 
preclude modifications. Mr. Jessup said that it assumed that modi- 
fications would be made. 

Dr. Pasvousxy then asked about the states members of the present 
court who were not members of the United Nations. Mr. Hacx- 
WworRTH said that the neutral countries which are parties to the present 

Statute presented a real difficulty, but that of course the enemy states 
could be handled. He suggested that the Statute be opened imme- 
diately to the neutral countries. Senator Connatuy asked if it would 
not be desirable to do so if a country qualified, as he thought that this 
would strengthen the organization. Mr. Hackwortu agreed, as he 
thought the judicial process should be opened up to all countries. 
In his opinion, however, the Soviet Union would not allow Portugal, : 
Spain and Switzerland to join the court. He said on the train coming 
out, the Russian representative had definitely questioned both Spain 
and Portugal. He wondered if it would be desirable to have the 
League take up with these people the matter of liquidating their 
interest in the court. 

REPRESENTATIVE Buoom asked if Russia would let Spain come in 

if Spain had a different government. Mr. Hackworrs thought that 
Russia’s objection to Spain was directed at its present government. 
Mr. Dunn noted that it was important as a general practice to avoid 
suggesting that Spain be brought into any part of this organization. 

Mr, Fauy stated that there should be a new court. He said that 
the present Permanent Court of International Justice is a creature 
of the League of Nations. He noted that this court would be a new 
court since it will arise out of the United Nations Charter. While 
the Statute of the present court would not be changed in many re- 
spects, nevertheless, that statute comes out of the United Nations 

Conference. An election of judges would have to be held and the 
court constituted under the statute would be under the new statute. 
In other words, whether it is called the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice or the International Court of Justice, as stated in 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, it would in substance be a new court. 
Mr. Fauy thought the main question was whether the old name be
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retained, since there would be continuity. with regard to the statute 
in either event. Thus, the precedents created under the Statute of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice would be appropriate 
under the new statute. oo | oa : 

He thought the sole question was whether there was any advantage 
in changing the name of the court. He noted that it was true that 
the American Bar Association preferred the old.court and the old 
name; but he observed that most of those American Bar Association 

discussions had been in terms of American adherence to a World 

Court, without emphasis on the name of the court. . 
SENATOR ConNALLY asked’ if the old court had not been named 

in numerous treaties as the forum to which various matters should 

be submitted. Mr. Fany replied that that could be covered by a 

provision in the United Nations Charter to the effect that wherever 
the Permanent Court’ of International Justice was referred to in 
treaties, the new court should’ be deemed to be the court referred to. 
He stated that this would leave a question as to treaties in which one 

of the parties was not a member of the United Nations. However, 

he thought that this problem would exist even if the name of the old 
court were retained, since states not members of the United Nations 
might not be parties to the new statute... | : 

SunaTor Connatuyy asked if it were Mr. Fahy’s view that the name 
of the court were the only point of divergence. Mr. Fauy replied 
that.one difficulty he had with respect to the old Statute was that it 
really would not be the old Statute if it were modified. He did not 
think this was a critical point however. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that the Delegation should give 
Mr. Hackworth the option to proceed in either direction with respect 
to the statute. Smnaror Connauyy asked if the Delegation. should 
hear the American Bar Association on this matter. Mr. Hackworru 
reported that Mr. Simmons’ attitude was that the American Bar 
Association would accept whatever the Delegation would decide here 

at San Francisco. . | 
SENATOR CONNALLY thought that the idea of continuity, especially 

with regard to judicial matters, is entitled to some weight. He 
thought it would be desirable if we could retain the old organization 

with pertinent modifications. ComMaNnpER SrtassEn observed that 
there was no basic difference between the two positions. He thought 
that with regard to the old court, there was an asset in its precedents, 
an asset in its statute, and an asset in the fact that numerous countries 
had signed treaties referring matters to the court. On the other hand, 
the old court had the liability that there are countries now in it that 
,we do not want in it; and also the fight over the old court in this 

* David A. Simmons, President, American Bar Association ; Consultant, United 
States delegation.
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country was a liability. He thought it would be sound to give the 
court a new name, to provide in the Charter that the United Nations 
accept this court as a substitute for the old court, that the precedents 
of the old court are accepted by the countries, and that the statute 
of the old court would be accepted ‘with modifications. In this way, 
Commander Stassen thought you would have a revised court rather 
than a new or an old court. | : 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom thought. it would be a better talking and 
trading pomt for the United States to hold out for the new court 
at present, although he agreed that Mr. Hackworth and his advisers 
should be allowed to do what they think best. He felt that if the 
other three powers have agreed to the old court and we also agree 
to the old court, we have no further arguing point with them. : 

Mr. Armstrong asked Mr. Hackworth what Chief Justice Hughes, 
Chief Justice Stone, and Secretary Stimson had said in this respect. 
Mr. Hackworts stated that they had only been consulted with re- 
spect to nomination of judges.*® Mr. McCroy stated that Secretary 
Stimson felt that there was not much difference between keeping the 
old court and creating a new court, although the Secretary had favored 
continuity. | | 

- SENATOR ConnaAuzy thought it would be desirable to retain the court, 
but that it was not important. He then called for an expression of 
the Delegation’s views to Mr. Hackworth. Commanprer SrasseNn 
therefore moved that the option be left with Mr. Hackworth to pro- 
ceed in either direction in Commission IV, with the following provisos: 
(1) if a new court were created, some provision must be made for 
protecting the treaties involving the present court; if the old court 
were retained, some provision must be made to keep out the countries 
which are not members of the United Nations. | 

Mr. Hackwortu agreed to report back to the Delegation on this 
matter; Senator ConNnaL.y stated that the motion made by Com- 
mander Stassen states the view of the United States Delegation on 
this point. 

NoMINATION OF JUDGES OF THE CouRT OF JUSTICE _ 

Mr. Hackwortu stated that the next question was whether the 
judges of the court should be nominated as at present by national 
groups or whether they should be nominated directly by the govern- 
ments as the British had proposed. He stated that in the Committee 
of Jurists in Washington there had been a 16-16 vote on the motion 
to change the method of nomination.*® He had held that the motion 
was lost, since the vote was divided. Senator ConnaLty asked about 
the procedure of nomination through the panels of The Hague Court. 

8 See footnote 31, p. 270. . - 
*® Jurist 57, G/45, April 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 196.
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Mr. Hackxwortu replied that under the Hague procedure, each coun- 
try appoints a group of four of its nationals, and these groups decide 
upon the nominations. He said that the British want each government 

to make one nomination. Senator Conna.ty asked who elected the 
judges; Mr. Hackworts replied that at present, the Assembly and 

the Council of the League of Nations. He noted an important conse- 
quence of the British proposal, to the effect that if the United States 

already had a national on the court, its right to nominate would be 
worthless because it could not naminate a Brazilian or some foreign 
national and it was clear that the Assembly and Council would not 

elect another United States national. | | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY asked whether it would give the nominations 
a political tinge to allow the governments to nominate directly. 

Mr. Duxixs thought this was an extremely important question. He 
noted that the United States would undoubtedly name some outstand- 

ing non-political person, but that the United States was as much inter- 
ested in the other judges on the court as its own judge. Thus, to 
.make it the kind of a court to which the United States would submit 
disputes, the court must be non-political in character. Mr. Dues, 
therefore, recommended the method of nomination now in effect. 

Senator VANDENBERG asked about countries which are not members 
of the Hague Court; Mr. Hackworru replied that they used the same 
procedure as the Hague procedure for these nominations. SENaTOR 
ConNALLY inquired about states not members of the United Nations; 
Mr. Hackworru replied that a state would have to be a party to the 
statute of the court, even if it were not a member of the United Nations, 
in order to nominate a judge. 

CoMMANDER STAssEN thought that the Hague tribunal method was 
the best for the nomination of Judges, and that the British proposal 
for nominations by governments was not acceptable. He thought 
perhaps the nomination by the Hague group would have to be quali- 

fied. For example, it might be made subject to objection by a re- 
spective government, who might declare the nominee persona non 
grata. 

Mr. Fany recalled that Cuimr Justice STonE and Cuter Justice 

Hueues urged that the present method of nomination be retained. 
SreNATOR VANDENBERG and Drawn GILDERSLEEVE both stated agreement 

‘with this view. a 

Senator Connauy then declared that it was the general view of 
-the United States Delegation that the present method of nomination 

of judges of the court, provided in the Statute of the Permanent Court 
of International Justice, should be retained; that nominations of 
judges should be restricted to members of the United Nations. He 
therefore requested Mr. Hackworth to carry out this policy in the 
proceedings of Commission IV.
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REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked if this created any difficulty under 
the United States Constitution, which provides specifically for one 
Supreme Court. He wondered if this international court, in being 
made a court of last resort would not be superior to the United States 
Supreme Court, if anybody cared to appeal a case to the international 
court. Senator ConNALLY remarked that no individuals would appear 
before the international court. Mr. Hackworru pointed out that the 
world court was an international court with cognizance over disputes 
between states, whereas the Supreme Court was charged with juris- 
diction over the internal affairs of the United States and did not have 
competence to settle disputes between the United States and other 
countries. He noted that the international court had the same type 
of jurisdiction as arbitral tribunals to which the United States had had 
recourse on many occasions. SENATOR CoNNALLY observed that the 
fields of jurisdiction of the two courts were quite separate. He there- 
fore stated that the order of the Delegation, with respect to the nomina- 

tion of Judges, should stand for the present, and that Mr. Hackworth 
would report back to the Delegation. 

Mr. Hackworts then read off the alternative drafts which he had 
prepared for Chapter VII of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals (US 
Gen 22).4° Mr. Hackwortu observed that paragraph 6 of the draft 
for a new court attempted to tie in the treaties referring to the present 
court to the new court in so far as possible." Mr. Duttzs asked if this 
provision took care of the point raised by Commander Stassen to the 
effect that the prior decisions of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice should have the same weight as decisions of the new court. 
SENATOR CoNNALLY doubted if it would be wise to make a statutory 
direction to the court. Mr. Duuzs said he was merely suggesting that 
the same weight be given to the decisions of the old court, as would be 
given to the decisions of the new court. Mr. Fany thought that the 
court should be free to give whatever weight it chose to these pre- 
cedents, without a statutory direction. CoMMANDER STASSEN thought 
that some language would be necessary, perhaps to the effect that the 
court “may” give the same weight to the prior precedents. SENATOR 
ConNnaLty observed that the decisions of the old court would be pre- 
cedents, and that the court itself would go back to these precedents 
but should be free to change these precedents if it so desired. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN said he assumed that the precedents of the old court 
would be preserved. SrNAToR CoNNALLY observed that the decisions 
of the Permanent Cv«:rt of International Justice would be most per- 

* Draft of April 30 not printed (U.S. Gen. 22). ' 
“Draft article 6 read as follows: “When a treaty or other agreement in 

force between parties to the Statute provides for reference of any matter to 
the Permanent Court of International Justice or to an officer of that Court, the 
International Court of Justice shall be deemed to be the Court referred to in 
such treaty or agreement.” Lo
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suasive with the new court. Mr. Hackworrs thought it was not neces- 
sary to mention these precedents because the court would have the 
right to look at those decisions as well as treatises on international law, 
and so forth. Senator Connatty then asked if the Delegation wished 
to make some general statement ‘with respect to the authority of the 
court. REPRESENTATIVE BLoom thought it should be omitted, and that 
it could be inferred that the court is authorized to do what it wishes. 
SenatTor VANDENBERG observed that the court would do that anyway. 
COMMANDER SrassEN then stated that he was willing to leave this ques- 
tion to be resolved in the course of the negotiations with the other 
countries. SENaTOR CoNNALLY said that he was interested in giving 
the new court the samé prestige as the old court. - 

Mr. Dunn then asked why the recommendation of the Security 
Council for admission of non-members of the United Nations to the 
court was required by paragraph 4 of Mr. Hackworth’s draft. Mr. 
Hacxkwortn replied that this merely followed the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals; and that this provision was inserted because it was thought 
that it might be a political question as to Whether a state should be 
admitted to the court. Mr. Fany noted that it would be necessary for - 
the Security Council to determine the conditions under which the 
present enemy states would be admitted to membership in the court. 

Revision or Cuaprer VIII, Section A, Paracrary 6, oF THE 
DuMBARTON OAKS PROPOSALS 

Mr. Dues called attention to the need to modify paragraph 6, 
Section A, Chapter VIII of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, providing 
for the reference of justiciable disputes to the court. He noted that 
as this provision now stands, it comes pretty close to compulsory juris- 
diction. Mr. Hackworru commented that he had proposed an amend- 
ment to this provision the other day, which would read: “Disputes 
which are susceptible of Judicial determination should normally be re- 

ferred to the International Court of Justice. The General Assembly 
and the Security Council should each be empowered to refer to the 
court, for advice, legal questions connected with other disputes.” Mr. 

Hackworrn noted that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals now provide 
only for advisory opinions at the request of the Security Council. 
Since the present Statute of the court authorizes both the Assembly 
and the Council to ask for advisory opinions, the Committee of Jurists 
felt that the Assembly should also have the right to ask for advisory 
opinions. This proposal would involve a change in the Dumbarton 
Oaks provision. 

“ For previous discussions on this subject by the United States delegation, 
see minutes of meetings of April 12, 9a. m., and April 30, 9:30 a. m., pp. 269 
and 488, respectively. 

* Jurist 45, G/34, April 12, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, pp. 177-178.
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Mr. Dunes asked whether, under Section A, Chapter VIII of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, the Security Council had the power to 
decide whether disputes should be referred to the world court. Mr. 
HackworrtnH said that under this section the Security Council could 
cnly recommend that such action be taken. Mr. Dutzzs said that 
this is not so stated in Section A of Chapter VIII. 

Veto PowEer—INVESTIGATION Procepure Unprer Cuaprer VIII, 
: | Section A 

SENATOR CoNNALLY raised the question as to whether the veto power 
of the five permanent members of the Security Council applied to the 
investigation procedure of the Security Council, provided by para- 
graph 1 of Chapter VIII, Section A. Tuer Senator contended that 
there was a conflict of opinion on this matter, with one group con- 
tending that the veto did not apply to-this investigation procedure, 
and the other group contending that it did. Mr. Duties thought 
that the unanimous vote of the five permanent members of the Security 

Council would be required for this investigation procedure, unless one 
of the permanent members was a party to the dispute, in which case 

that state would not have the veto power. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
remarked that evidently there was nothing that could be done without 
the restriction of veto power. 

CoMMANDER STassEN took a hypothetical case of a dispute between 
Italy and Albania, and asked if the five great powers would have to 
agree to investigation of the dispute by the Security Council. Mr. 
Duties replied that the five powers must agree in sucha case. SENA- 
Tor ConNALLY thought this was a ticklish point, because in his opinion 
investigation was a very valuable power. Mr. Duties commented 
that several states were going to raise that proposition. SENATOR 
Connatty observed that he was assigned to Commission IIT and he 
wanted to know about this matter. Dr. Pasvotsxy said that the 
investigation procedure under paragraph 1 of Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion A, was subject to the veto of the five powers. He said that this 
would be true unless paragraph 1, Chapter VIII, Section A, were 

specifically excluded from the veto power and made a matter of pro- 
cedure. Mr. Duties commented that the Dutch and Belgians were 
going to push this proposal; and CommMaNDER STASSEN sald the Aus- 
tralians would do likewise. 

Senator ConNALLY commented that frequently the application of 
the investigation procedure will dissolve a dispute before it goes any 
further. ComMANDER STASSEN said he agreed thoroughly with Sena- 
tor Connally. He did not think, however, that the United States 
should advance a proposal on this, but should explore the suggestions 
made by the other countries. Tur Commanper noted that at present 
the veto power of the five permanent members of the Security Council 

723-681—67—37
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would apply im all cases except: (1) matters of procedure and (2) 
investigatory matters, when one of the five powers is a party to the 
dispute, in which event that state would not have a veto. Dr. Pas- 
VoLsKyY stated that Commander Stassen’s analysis was correct. 

- SENATOR ConNALLY noted that a number of proposals had been 
advanced with regard to Chapter VIII, although the United States 
had only proposed several unimportant amendments. He wondered 
what some of the issues, with respect to the Security Council, were 
going to be. Dr. Pasvonsxy observed that the delegation was waiting 
to receive the papers containing the foreign proposals from the Secre- 
tarlat. SENATOR ConNALLY said it seemed to him that Chapter VIII 
was going to be fairly simple. Dr. Pasvorsxy observed that a lot of 

proposals were being made with respect to Chapter VIII. Mr. Dunes 
stated that there was pressure to shift the second paragraph of Chap- 
ter VIIT, Section B into Chapter VIII, Section A, so that a state 

could be branded as an aggressor by the Security Council without 
the application of the veto power of the five great states. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG asked if this would not override the Yalta decision. Mr. 

Duties stated that the small powers were willing to accept the veto of 
the great powers over decisions of action, but not over the power to 
brand a country as an aggressor. Dr. Pasvorsky commented that 
the French Delegation was moving to have all of Section A of Chap- 
ter VIII declared procedural. Mr. Duties stated that according to 
the Yalta Agreement,** the unanimous vote of the five great powers 
would be necessary for action by the Security Council under Chapter 
‘VIII, Section B. Section B contains the provision by which a great 
power would be labeled an aggressor; and it was this provision that 
the small powers wanted shifted into Section A. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG again asked if that change would conflict with the Yalta agree- 
ment. Dr. Pasvotsky thought this proposal would have to be con- 
sidered jointly by the four sponsoring powers. 

REFERENCE OF JUSTICIABLE Disputes To THE INTERNATIONAL CouRT 

Mr. Duis asked the Delegation to go back to the question of the 
language of Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 6. Mr. Hacxk- 

wortH read his proposed amendments to this paragraph again: “6. 
Disputes which are susceptible of judicial determination should nor- 
mally be referred to the International Court of Justice... .” Mr. 
Dues asked if that provision were intended to alter the status of the 
parties to the world court.. Mr. Hackworrts replied that a case could 
be referred to the court by agreement of parties. Mr. Duties ob- 
served that this language does not say that, but rather gives the Secu- 
rity Council power to refer cases to the court. ComMMANDER STASSEN 
agreed. Mr, Fany proposed that this language should make refer- 

“ Conferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 976.
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ence of disputes to the court subject to the provisions of Article 36 of 
the Statute of the court. CommaAnprEr Srassen moved that the Dele- 
gation adopt that qualification to clarify Mr. Dulles’ point, and that 
it be added to paragraph 6 of Chapter VIII, Section A. Srnator 
ConnatLy asked if this proposal would have to be transmitted to 
Commission III from the Jurists. Senator Connatiy asked the 
Delegation if it were agreed that this proposal be adopted with the 
instructions that it be transmitted from Commission IV to Commis- 
sion III.* The Delegation agreed. _ | 

Apvisory. OPINIONS _ | 

Mr. Hacxworts then called attention to the proposed change of 
Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 6, which would empower the 
General Assembly, as well as the Security Council, to request advisory 
opinions of the international court. Senator Connauyiy observed 
that it was his understanding that these bodies could only refer those 
matters to the international court which were within their own juris- 
diction. Mr. Hackworts agreed. He noted that there had been a 
dlemand on the part of the ILO and other international organizations 
to be empowered to request advisory opinions of the court. It was 
thought that such organizations could get the Council or the As- 
sembly to request advisory opinions for them. Senator CoNNALLY 
thought that such organizations should not have this power, and that 
it was important for the prestige of the Council and the Assembly 
that these organizations should not bypass them and _ go directly to 
the court. Mr. Hackworrn said that had been agreed upon; and 
CcoMMANDER STASsEN said he favored limiting this power to the As- 
serably and the Council. Mr. Duties asked if the two Senators 
agreed that the General Assembly should be authorized to ask for 
advisory opinions. Senator Connauiy thought it would probably 
strengthen their hands in the Senate to give that right to the General 
Assembly, as the General Assembly is the more popular body of the 
organization. He noted that sentiment in the Senate and among 
lawyers generally was opposed to practice of advisory opinions; and 
that the United States Supreme Court itself followed the theory that 
it could only act in an actual case of litigation. However, the Senator 
felt that advisory opinions should be allowed in the International 

Organization, as they might be useful in the early termination of 
disputes. 
Concressman Broom inquired as to the weight of an advisory 

opinion, that is, if an advisory opinion is binding. Mr. Hackworru 
replied that an advisory opinion had no binding effect. Sznaror 
ConnaLty noted that the word “advisory” carried the implication that 
the opinion had no binding effect. | 

* Doe. 146, IV/1/5, May 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 142.
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In response to Senator Connally’s inquiry, the Delegation unani- 
mously agreed to adopt the recommendation to insert “General As- 
sembly” in Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 6, second sentence. 

CLEARANCE OF THE Unrrep States Drart or Cuapter VII 

Mr. Hackworru asked if the Delegation would have to clear the 
draft of Chapter VII of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals with the 
other three sponsoring powers, or if it could come out of the Fourth 
Commission. He asked for Dr. Pasvolsky’s view on this matter. Dr. 
PasvoitskKy thought it was proper for Commission IV to make this 
recommendation in order to bring Chapter VII of the proposals 
in conformity with the statute of the court. He did not think that 
this required conversation between the four sponsoring powers; but 
felt that it could properly come up in Committee 1 of Commission IV. 
CoMMANDER STassENn asked if we should not at least inform the other 
powers as to our suggestions. Dr. Pasvotsky proposed that Mr. 
Hackworth get in touch with the representatives of those other powers 
who were on Committee 1 of Commission IV. He did not think this 
should be sent to the Steering Committee because it was not a formal 
proposal of an amendment and was not subject to the Friday dead- 
line. He felt that this was a proposal which emerged out of the work 
of the Committee of Jurists. Mr. Hackworru thought it was largely 
a drafting matter for Commission IV. 

Mr. Norrer noted that the recommendation that the General As- 
sembly be empowered to ask for advisory opinions constituted an 
amendment to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Mr. Fany thought 
that Mr. Notter had a point, in that this was a substantive change, but 
observed that the Netherlands Delegation is making this proposal. 
SENATOR CONNALLY commented that Dr. Pasvolsky’s idea was that a 
report of Commission IV to the Conference could cover this matter. 
Dr. PasvotsKy thought that Commission IV could merely report that 

these changes were necessary to bring the Charter into conformity 
with the Statute of the Court. 

REFERENCE TO THE Court IN CuHapter VIII, Section A 

Mr. Duxizs thought that paragraph 6 of Chapter VIII, Section A, 
should be moved into Chapter VII of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, 
since this paragraph related to the court, and Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion A, seemed to relate to the pacific settlement of disputes by the 
Security Council. Mr. Hackworrs pointed out that Chapter VIII, 
Section A, covers the whole structure of pacific settlement of inter- 
national disputes, and that the court is one of the principal means of 
pacific settlement in addition to such procedures as negotiation, con- 
ciliation and arbitration. While paragraph 6 of Section A relates 
to judicial settlement of disputes, he observed that this is an elabora- 
tion of paragraph 3 of Chapter VIII, Section A. He thought that
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it would be possible to have a duplicate provision in Chapter VII of 
the Proposals, but he wondered if paragraph 6 of Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion A really does not belong where it is now. CommaANnDrER STASSEN 
thought this matter could come up later when the draft was harmo- 
nized. Senator Connatiy stated that he agreed with Mr. Hackworth 
and felt that a reference to the court is necessary in Chapter VIII, 
Section A. Mr. Dues noted that the type of question that would 
be covered by an advisory opinion probably would not be involved 
in the pacific settlement of disputes. He also noted that the General 
Assembly was being given the power to ask for advisory opinions; 
and this body had no role in the pacific settlement of disputes. SEn- 
ATOR ConNALLY stated that he thought that the International Court of 
Justice ought to be mentioned in Chapter VIII, Section A as one 
method of pacific settlement of disputes. | 

| RELEASE OF PRoposaLs TO THE Press | 

Senator Conna.zy stated that Mr. Byington wished to know which 
of the United Nations proposals should be released to the press. .- 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that Mr. Dunn and he had held consultations 
on this question, and that there were not many comments on our pro- 
posals from the Russians, but that there were a good many from the 
British and the French, who are concerned particularly with Chap- 
ters ITI and VI. | 

Comments sy U.K., U.S.S.R., Catwa anp France on U.S. Proposats 

Mr. Pasvotsry said that with respect to the Chapter on the Secre- 
tariat they feel very strongly about the addition of the word “specific”, 
and also with respect to the election of new members. As it now 
stands, he pointed out, the Security Council is powerless to elect a 
new member, and the Security Council can no longer act, for example, 
with regard to Germany (under Chapters V and VI). Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY said that they also have some questions. The British raised 
a question with respect to paragraph 6, Chapter V. They feel strongly 
that at least the word “international” should be inserted in this para- 
graph. Otherwise there might be interference with internal affairs. 
The British, Chinese, and Russians, he said, take the position that 
it is confusing to have references to another document in the body of 
a document of this kind. There would be two sets of principles if 
there is reference to the Declaration by the United Nations. He sug- 
gested, therefore, that the principles which we were to make applicable 
should be selected from the Atlantic Charter and incorporated in the 
Chapter on Principles or in the Preamble. The British, he said, 
take the position that this is included in the original text. 

Mr. Pasvotsky also stated that Mr. Sobolev had sent him a note 
two days ago inquiring whether it was true that the United States 
intended to make a proposal that the General Assembly should have
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the right to revise treaties. Mr. Pasvotsxy said that he had replied 
that this is not true, but that we did intend to propose that the Gen- 
eral Assembly should have the right to review and to make recom- 
mendations on treaties. This, said Mr. PasvousKy, seemed to satisfy 
Mr. Sobolev at that time. Yesterday, however, Mr. Sopotev informed. 
Mr. Pasvolsky that he had studied the United States proposal care-. 
fully and that he was now inclined to think that the United States 
was extending the picture and that the subject would have to be 
talked over. He added that at yesterday’s meeting of the Committee 
of Five * one of the junior members of the Soviet Delegation repre- 
sented them, and he had no power, but listened attentively to the 

British views. : 
Mr. PasvotsKy continued that with respect to Chapter I on Pur- 

poses, the Chinese had raised the point that the language is now 
somewhat different from the Dumbarton Oaks text in that “in accord- 
ance with” is suggested as against “with due regard for”. The Brit- 
ish favored the Chinese formulation, i.e. “with due regard for”. The 
Russians, he added, raised a question about the proposed use of “justice 
and equity”, and this was somewhat difficult to explain. , 

With respect to paragraph 2, Chapter I, the Chinese had asked 
about “development” and the British had asked why “appropriate” 
had been omitted. It was explained that this was done to avoid re- 

dundancy, and they agreed. | 
With respect to paragraph 3 of this Chapter the Russians had raised 

a question regarding the repetition of the phrase “human rights, etc.” 
With respect to Chapter II the British and Chinese were completely 

in accord with the first American proposal, but with respect to para- 
graph 3 of this Chapter questions were raised by all three of the other 
sponsoring governments. They took the position that the new lan- 
guage weakened the document by stating the proposals negatively. 
rather than positively, and thereby avoiding an obligation. Origi- 
nally, this meant an obligation to settle only by peaceful means, and 
they preferred the positive approach to the negative. The Russians 
question whether in the new language there is really a repetition of 
paragraphs 3 and 4. Mr. Pasvoxtsxy stated that he had explained 
that there is a difference even in the negative formulation. Para- 
graph 3, he said, refers only to where the disputes exist, while para- 
graph 4 refers to any situation. 

‘SENATOR VANDENBERG Inquired what our point had been in changing 
it around. Mr. Duis stated that it had been his point, since the 
language in the original formulation was in effect only an obligation 
to accept compulsory settlement, for example, an immigration.dispute 

* Reference is apparently to the third meeting of the Four-Power Deputies, 
May 1, 6: 39 p. m.; notes not printed.
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as with Japan. In the original language we would be under an obli- 
gation to accept arbitration on such matters. 

_ COMMANDER STassEN inquired whether Mr. Dulles did not think 
that this would be an injunction only that we should not resort to war, 
and nothing else. He stated that he did not see that the construction 
put on the original language by Mr. Dulles was correct... 
Mr. Dutuxs stated that when we change the language we should 

make certain that its meaning is clear. a 
CoMMANDER SrassEN stated that the effect of a change would be to 

give the layman the impression that the document had been weakened, 
and Mr. Dutizs stated that we have weakened it. | : 

Mr. Hackworrn expressed the view that we could make a con- 
cession on this point, since the British, Chinese, and Russians are 
opposed to the new formulation. Mr. Duxzzs stated that he would 
be happy to see nations settle all of their disputes by peaceful means. 

Mr. Hackwortu suggested that it would be possible to merely let 
the question sleep. | ae 
Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that with respect to paragraph 5, Chapter II, 

there had been no question. : 
With regard to paragraph 6, however, relating to assistance, it had 

been questioned whether, if the organization has taken action against 
a country, other countries might give that country assistance, which 
might in effect interfere with or nullify the action of the organization. | 
The British, he said, were vehement on this point. Their position is 
that when the organization takes action against a state, no interference 
should be permitted. They all, he reported, thought that the para- 
graph would definitely be weakened by the suggested new language. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that there was an even stronger reaction to 
the suggested rewording to the next paragraph. For example, he 
said, if two member states attempted to go to war with each other 
the organization could see to it that they would settle the dispute by 
peaceful means. The suggested new language, however, does not 
seem to cover that case in the estimation of the other powers. They 
point out that there is a difference between positive and negative 
obligations. | | | | 

RELEASE OF PRoposaLS TO THE PRESS _ - 

- Mr. MacLetsu observed that the publication or non-publication of 
the American proposals is a very urgent matter... . | 

Mr. PasvotsKy pointed out that the United States is in a peculiar 
position on this matter—a position of great responsibility. Mr. Moto- 
Tov, on the day previous, had made passing reference to a “bloc.” 4” 
In Mr. Pasvotsxy’s view the United States should not put itself in 

* See Doc. 50, ST/2, May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 175. :
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the same position as countries which were not present at Dumbarton 
Oaks. The United States, he said, could not afford to just throw 
out the proposals or take them back. This Delegation, he urged, 
should be sure of its proposals. Moreover, it should be borne in mind 
that the United States will have to pay a price for any support given 
to its proposals. 

Mr. MacLetsu called attention to the background of the situation. 
The Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, he said, had been placed before the 
people of the country. The precedent on which the government has 
operated with respect to these matters is complete frankness with the 
people. It seemed to Mr. MacLzisx to be helpful, rather than harm- 
ful, to continue this policy. The American consultants, he added, 
wished to know if the United States Delegation is willing to take 
one ‘position or another... . 

Mr. Pasvorsky stated that none of the participants at Dumbarton 
Oaks had announced their proposals at this time. He added that it 
has been taken for granted by the other delegations that we would 
consult first and then talk about the proposals publicly. 

Mr. Bowman urged that the Delegation should not run the risk of 
embarrassing its relations with other governments. These other gov- 
ernments, he said, should be consulted. ‘There are, he added, two 
alternative procedures—the first would be mutual agreement among 
the governments to release; the other would be to inform them that 
the United States has decided to release its proposals. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that there are several considerations to bear 
in mind: (1) No one is against telling the people of the country what 
the Delegation is for. The only issue is that they be told at the right 
time. The right time would be when the Delegation itself is ready 
to negotiate on them. (2) After Dumbarton Oaks the Government 
went all out in its campaign to acquaint the people with the nature 
of these proposals. (3) The only important point at issue is that the 
United States cannot afford to put out several series of proposals. 
When the Delegation is agreed on the proposals then all the members 
should do their “damndest” to get them adopted and to acquaint the 
people with them. (4) Before the end of the week all of the pro- 
posals must be in the hands of the International Secretariat, and that 
is the time to make them public. (5) Other governments still want 
to discuss points in the American proposals. They should be permit- 
ted to do so before they are confronted with a fait accompli. | 

“Mr. Pasvotsky commented that the United States will ask no one’s 
permission to publish anything that it may wish to publish. On this
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matter, he said, the Delegation would be guided solely by its own posi- 
tion. It would, however, be very discourteous not to inform the 
other governments if we intend to release our proposals. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY went on to suggest that the United States Delegation meeting 
might be held later in the day. By that time the British and Chinese 
comments would be available. The Russian comments are not yet 
available. The Delegation could go over the proposals in the light 
of the comments submitted by other governments and could determine 
if it might want to make any chahges. .. . 

Equau OpporTuNnrIry For Man anp WoMEN 

DrAN GILDERSLEEVE stated that she wished to put a question for 
the purpose of information. Article 7 of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations provided that all positions in the Secretariat could be open 
equally to men and women. Some of the Delegation, she said, are 
taking the position that this should be included in the new Charter. 
Had this question ever arisen in the course of the Dumbarton Oaks 
discussions ? 

Mr. Bowman replied that the question had been taken up at Dum- 
barton Oaks and at the end had been treated rather facetiously. Or- 
ganized women’s groups, he said, had brought pressure to bear at 

Versailles and had pressed Woodrow Wilson to do something on this 
matter. This was thought to be a political issue of great importance 
at that time, but the progress which women have made since Versailles 
makes this issue now a completely dead one. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE pointed out that some of the other nations do 
not feel this way, however. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG noted that if this issue is pushed, a corollary 
issue relating to race, color or creed will inevitably arise. 

Mr. Bowman replied that this had been held in mind in considering 
the sex issue. | 

AMENDMENT AND WITHDRAWAL 

Senator ConnaALLy pointed out that an outstanding question is 
that of a proposal for calling a convention to amend the Charter. 
This, he said, would be an important provision. Somewhere there 
should be authority to call a conference for a complete revision of 
the Charter whenever this would become necessary. 

Senator VANDENBERG asked where the United States Delegation 
stands on the question of withdrawal and Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that 
the United States was not proposing anything on this matter. 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom inquired whether the Delegation should not 
be on the lookout for things which it might expect other countries 
to propose but which they may fail to do.
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[Here follows discussion on relations with Consultants“ and on 
trusteeship. | 

The meeting adjourned at 12:10 p. m. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 26 

Minutes of the Twenty-Siath Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
_ Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 2, 1945, 5:30 p. m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] pe 

[Here follows list of names of persons (26) present at meeting. | 
Senator Connally presided while the Secretary was absent and called 

the meeting to order at 5: 30 p. m. | 7 

MEETING OF THE PRESIDENTS, RAPPORTEURS, AND ASSISTANT SECRETARIES 

GENERAL OF COMMISSIONS 

At the request of Senator ConNALty, Mr. SANDIFER reported on the 
meeting of the Presidents, Rapporteurs, and -Assistant Secretaries 
General of the Commissions of the Conference, which had been held 
during the day. He reminded the group that all countries were repre- 
sented among the officials of the Commissions and Committees, and he 
read the following statement which the Secretary General was author- 
ized to make as a result of this meeting: “The Conference has heard in 

eight plenary sessions the statements of the Chairmen of Delegations 
who have signified a desire to speak. It is now possible for the Con- 
ference to carry on its work through its four Commissions and twelve 
Technical Committees. The Officers of the four Commissions met 
informally this morning to discuss the procedures required for begin- 
ning the second phase of our work. It is their recommendation that 
the Officers of each Commission meet tomorrow with the Officers of 

the Committees within that Commission to plan the work of the Com- 
mittees, in order that the Committees may proceed to their important 
tasks as soon as possible. In view of the urgency of proceeding with 
the agenda of the Conference, it is recommended that the Commissions 
meet subsequently to receive the reports of their Technical 
Committees.” | | | 

Voting Procepure In Pusric MEetines oF THE CONFERENCE 

_ Senator Connatzy asked Mr. Gerig to report on voting procedures 
in public meetings. Mr. Grric stated that the rules of procedure pro- 

* For a, list of names of the consultants, representatives of the forty-two 
national organizations, see Charter of the United Nations: Report to the Presi- 
dent on the results of the San Francisco Conference by the Chairman of the 
United States Delegation, The Secretary of State, June 26, 1945 (Department of 
State publication No. 2349), p. 262. 

” Doe. 59, G/16, May 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 64.
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posed by the Secretariat of the Conference had been agreed upon except 
for voting. The Secretary General had recommended that in public 
meetings of the Commissions and the Conference, decisions should be 
taken by a two-thirds majority.°° Mr. Evarr (Australia) and some 
others thought it would be better to have the voting done by a simple 
majority so that it would be easier to get various questions on to the 
floor for discussion. He thought it could be decided later whether 
the voting should be made tighter." Mr. Molotov had opposed the 
suggestion of a simple majority because he noted that his own recom- 
mendation had been voted down the day before with twenty-eight 
countries voting against it, and he had commented that. the Republics 
of the Western Hemisphere plus Liberia and the Philippines came close 
to twenty-four which would be a majority, and those states alone could 
do business in the Conference on a simple majority basis.*? He said 
the original idea of requiring a two-thirds majority was better. Mr. 
Stettinius had stated that the United States was in favor of a two- 
thirds majority. The matter was referred back from the Steering 
Committee to the Executive Committee for further consideration. Mr. 
GrERIG commented that he thought it a matter of some interest that Mr. 
Molotov called attention to the problem of bloc voting, and that he 
felt safer apparently having only one more than one-third of the votes 
to defeat something. Mr. Grric added that Mr. Dunn had reported 
on this matter to the advisers and that there had been no meeting on 
the matter since. RepresentrativeE Bioom remarked that if the ma- 
yority is to be two-thirds, that could be only a tentative agreement. 
_. Mr. Gurig added that in the Steering Committee the possibility of 
setting up two categories of questions had been discussed—essential 
questions to be decided by a two-thirds majority and incidental and 
procedural questions by a simple majority. 

| REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked who would decide which category 
a question belonged to. He thought this question a crucial one. Mr. 
Dunw said that the Executive Committee was going to study the ques- 
tion and that Representative Bloom’s point was one of those that 
would be considered. Mr. Pasvorsxy observed that if we were think- 
ing in terms of bloc voting, we could still count on a two-thirds 
majority in many cases if we added the British Dominions and the 
Arab states to the Western Hemisphere. Mr. Duwnwn said that on 
the other hand, if a two-thirds majority was required, a decision 

could be blocked by a small number of states. RrepresenrativeE Bloom 
said that was not what concerned him. What he was primarily con- 
cerned with was how the categories of questions were to be decided. 
Mr. Dunn replied that it was an extremely complicated question and 

8 Toe, 25, DC/1, April 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 16. . 
Doc. 87, DC/9a, April 30, ibid., p. 142. : 

"Doe. 50, ST/2, May 1, ibid., p. 175. .
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he was in favor of letting the Executive Committee try to settle it. 
Tum Secrerary said he would like to have some indication of what 

the Delegation wanted. He personally hoped for a simple majority. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he agreed with Molotov, for the first 
time, and he thought a two-thirds majority should be required on 
everything he wanted. REPresENTATIVE Bioom said that in the House 
of Representatives it took a two-thirds majority to ask for the sus- 
pension of rules to vote on a special measure; otherwise all the voting 
is by a simple majority. Mr. Dunn asked how the voting for suspen- 
sion of rules was carried out and RerresENTATIVE Bioom answered that 
if the Speaker recognizes a member requesting suspension, there has 

to be a two-thirds majority to sustain the request. REPRESENTATIVE 
Buioom said that he wanted a set of rules to cover all these matters, 

but that the matter of voting on substantive questions might still be 
by simple majority. However, if it were to be left to the Chairman 
to decide which category a question belonged in, it would be desirable 
to require a two-thirds majority to overrule the Chairman. He 
thought the matter could not just be left open. Mr. Srerrmntus 
asked whether any Delegation in that case could call for a two-thirds 
vote on any question. Representative Buoom said that the rules 
should be uniform and apply all the way through. 

Mr. Dunn stated that this Conference is a constituent assembly 

establishing a basic instrument, and is not an already constituted 
organization, conducting its normal routine business. Mr. Duis 
said there were some questions on which we would not want to have 
a simple majority prevail, and Mr. Pasvotsxy added that there were 
some on which even a two-thirds vote would not be acceptable to us. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom said we would probably have a better chance 
on a two-thirds than on a simple majority. Senator VANDENBERG 
said he was in favor of having all questions decided by a two-thirds 
majority and the other Delegates individually said that they agreed. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that he hoped Mr. Molotov would 
be told that he had made this motion and that the fact would be 
reported in Pravda. | 

- OBsERVANCE oF VE-Day ® 

Four-Powrr CoNnsuLTation 

Tun Secretary said that the previous evening with Mr. Molotov, 

Mr. Soong and Mr. Eden * had been marked by the best spirit that was 
evinced since the beginning of the Conference. He said there was 
good cooperative spirit, some fun, and a good deal of serious talk, all 

* For announcement to the Conference, on observance of V—-E Day, by the 
Secretary of State, see doc. 128, May 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 2, p. 45. 
“The sixth consultative meeting of the Big Four Ministers, May 1, 7:15 p. m.; 

for minutes of meeting, see p. 509.
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mixed together, and that this spirit had prevailed in the morning 
meeting * as well. Eden and Molotov had talked on the Polish issue 
with great frankness and in a spirit of cooperation. He thought 
maybe he would have something new to announce in the next twenty- 
four hours. Of course, it was questionable whether the same spirit 

would prevail at this evening’s meeting. 
Senator CoNNALLY commented that Molotov had been in good 

spirits during the day. Tue Secretary said that Molotov had prom- 
ised he would not leave San Francisco until the Commissions and 
Committees had begun their work and until the four sponsoring 
powers had reached agreement on the changes to be made on the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals, also until some progress had been made on the 
Polish issue. Tue Secretary felt that that day’s meeting had 
brought the first rays of sun since Yalta. | 
REPRESENTATIVE BLoom asked about Mr. Eden’s plans and the Src- 

RETARY answered that Mr. Eden had assured him he would stay as long 
as he possibly could. (Tu Srcrerary made several comments off the 
record about Mr. Eden’s plans for the immediate future). 

Tue Secretary said that at this evening’s meeting with Mr. Soong, 
Mr. Molotov and Mr. Eden views would be exchanged on amendments 
to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. The Soviet Union and the Brit- 
ish Government had given us the texts of their proposals. This 
would be a very important meeting, and he thought the Delegation 
should authorize certain of its members to negotiate on the sugges- 
tions. He hoped the Delegation would grant him the authority and 
also designate Senators Connally and Vandenberg to be present as 
well as such advisers as he wanted to have with him. He said he 
would like to be given this authority but wanted a discussion now so 
that the representatives of the United States at the meeting would 
have full information on the American view. It would be necessary 
to agree on our rock bottom position and to know what the others had 
in mind. He asked that the Delegation give him and Senators Con- 
nally and Vandenberg authority to negotiate on this matter this even- 
ing with the other three sponsoring governments. REPRESENTATIVE 
Broom and Dran GILDERSLEEVE agreed and Representative Eaton 
said that he agreed but that he wanted a full discussion of the issues. 
CoMMANDER Strassen asked if he might go along too, especially. since 
he was in an unusual position. Representative Bioom suggested 
that it could be left to the Secretary to decide whom to take with him. 
Tue SECRETARY Said he would appreciate that very much. 

NeEwsPaPer Reports on ARGENTINE IssuE 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked what steps should be taken about the 

newspaper report that Mr. Hull had expressed strong disapproval of 

* See memorandum of conversation, May 2, 11 a. m., vol. v, p. 272. 
“Neither printed.
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the position taken by the United States on Argentina.” Mr. Byine- 
ToN said he had immediately given out a denial and he said there had 
been no foundation whatever for the report... . 

_ SraTements By CoNsULTANTS 

Tue Secretary said that before the Delegation started discussing 
the amendments the United States should bring up in the meeting of 
the Sponsoring Governments tonight, he wanted to report on the meet- 
ing of the Consultants.°* He thought it had been an excellent meet- 
ing and he had been deeply impressed by the discussion. The Con- 
sultants had shown themselves especially concerned about the expan- 
sion of the reference to human rights and fundamental freedoms. He 
had called their attention to the phrase in Chapter IX of the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals on promoting respect for human rights and funda- 
mental freedoms. Mr. Hackworru interjected the reminder that it 
was now proposed to add such a reference to Chapter I. Tue Sxc- 
RETARY said that at the Consultants’ meeting Mr. Nolde, Mr. Pros- 
kauer °° and others had made speeches and they had presented a 
statement signed by a considerable group. 

Tuer Secretary read the statement regarding human rights submit- 
ted to the United States Delegation by a group of Consultants repre- 
senting church bodies, business, labor, civic organizations, etc. (U.S. 
Gen 42, May 2, 1945). Tx Srecrerary commented that the Con- 
sultants thought this a matter of tremendous importance. He had 
assured them that at Dumbarton Oaks he personally had voted for 
recognition of human rights and fundamental freedoms and he had 
promised them that he would take up the matter of expanding and 
defining in greater detail what the functions of the organization might 
be in this respect. He had told them that he could not say whether 
the Delegation would sponsor the language they proposed. The Con- 
sultants had said that they thought the United States should try to 
obtain agreement on giving much greater emphasis to human rights, 
even if there was some risk of failure. They thought that even if the 

United States Delegation failed in its attempt, the Delegation could 
put out a statement that it had tried and this would carry a great 
weight with American public opinion. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that the group of Consultants had 
asked for four measures of which two were already included in the 
United States proposals. RrpresENTATIVE Bioom said that while it 
was all right to talk about human rights, he thought it would be 
better to refer to equal rights; that would mean more and go farther 

See The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. 11, p. 1722. 
® Minutes of meeting, May 2, 5 p. m., not printed. 

©. Frederick Nolde, Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America; 
Joseph M. Proskauer, President, American Jewish Committee. 

© Not printed.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 530 

for all people. He thought that in this country it had definite mean- 
ing and that it should be understood that what was desired was equal 
rights for every citizen of every nation, within that nation. He said 
he had taken that up with Mr. Pasvolsky earlier. He wondered what 
human rights really meant; did it mean equal rights? If not, he 
asked, what did it mean? | | 

Tue Secretary said that Dr. W. W. Cumberland of the National 
Association of Manufacturers thought that the language in the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals on the Economic and Social Council was too 
indefinite for the future. There were too many generalities and 
vague hopes. His organization wanted language used in the redraft 
of this chapter that would give assurance that the Council and its 
program would really come into being soon. They did not want it left 
merely that the organization had a right to make the sort of arrange- 
ments outlined. Tum Secretary, himself, thought that Mr. Cumber- 
land had made a strong point. 
_ SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that the Russians were proposing 
in Chapter I the addition of the clause “and encouragement of respect 
for human rights and particularly the right to work and the right to 
education and also for fundamental freedoms for all without distinc- 
tion as to race, language, religion or sex”. REPRESENTATIVE BLoom 
said that the Russians repeated this proposal several tiries in their 
suggested amendments. Mr. Norrer added that it appeared three 
times. 

_ ‘Tue Secretary asked what could be done about the Human Rights 
Commission which the Consultants group was proposing. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY observed that the British wanted to drop the enumeration of 
commissions from Chapter IX and leave the Economic and Social 
Council free to set up such commissions as may be required. They 
thought this was not a statutory matter and that it was something 
that might be left to the organization itself to handle. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE said that a number of people had spoken to her 
about the importance of making sure that the work of the existing 
League of Nations Committees in the field of economic and social co- 
operation should be carried on. She was sure no one would object to 
that, but the matter needed clarification. 
THE SECRETARY said he was in favor of informing the President 

this evening about this matter and telling him of the sincerity with 
which the proposals had been put forward. He wished also to report 
the urging of the Consultants’ group that the United States should 
back the proposals heartily even though they might fail eventually. 
He felt that the Delegation should make public its position. SrNAToR 
VANDENBERG said he approved of taking a public stand. on this issue; 
he thought it would make for better public relations all around. Tus 

* Not printed.
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SECRETARY said that the American Delegation could take a public 
stand after tonight. 7 

Tue Secrerarky referred to a letter on the subject of education which 
had been brought up at the Consultants’ meeting [U.S. Gen 52].® 
Mr, MacLauisu asked that the whole letter be read and Mr. Sanvirer 
read it. RerresentativE Earon said this was a very important 
document and he wanted to come back to the Russian proposal for 
amending paragraph 3 of Chapter I “in particular the right to work”. 
He wondered whose duty it was to implement this right. Senator 
VANDENBERG said he was surprised that the Russians had not sug- 
gested the right to strike, also. REepresENTATIvVE Eaton said that was 
really a part of what they wanted. He still wanted to know whose 
duty it was to provide the work. 

SENATOR Connatty said he felt that while we must be sympathetic 
with these proposals, he dreaded trying to cover too much. If this is 
included, the other countries want other things. Education has as 
many connotations as religion. He was merely uttering a word of 
caution. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said he wished to raise a point of order 
against the whole discussion. The Delegation had decided not to in- 
clude the word “education”, and he thought that the one sure way to 
meet with trouble in Congress was to include it. He recalled that the 
Senators had been for omitting this word also. Tue Srcrerary 
asked whether we could accept this word as a proposal of the Soviet 
Delegation. Rrrrresentative Broom thought that would be some- 
what better. Senator VANDENBERG said he thought the language 
suggested by the American Delegation already expressed the spirit 
of this letter. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bitoom asked why it would not be better to talk 
about equality. He thought “human rights” means nothing. Mr. 
Duss asked Representative Bloom if he would be satisfied with the 
Soviet formula “without distinction as to race, language, religion or 
sex”. Representative Bloom said he thought it did not have quite the 
same meaning. 

Tue Secretary said that it was now 9:30 in Washington and it was 
time for him to telephone to the President. 

Mr. Bowman said that at two meetings the advisers had been in- 
vited and urged to make their suggestions. Mr. Pasvorsky said he 
thought it was now too late for anything further, and whatever de- 
cisions were to be made would have to be made here. Dean GitpER- 
SLEEVE asked whether this would apply to Chapter IX since this was 
the first occasion on which there would be an opportunity to decide. 

“Not printed. Brackets throughout remainder of this document appear in 
the original.
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Tus SEcrErARY said it was necessary to prepare for tonight’s meeting 
with the other Sponsoring Governments and reach the final position 
of the United States before that meeting. He did not believe that 
the advisers would have anything new to say, and he thought that the 
Consultants had really given their most essential suggestions. 

Senator ConNALLY said that the question before the Delegation 
was the adoption of Commander Stassen’s proposal that reference to 
a commission on human rights should be inserted in paragraph 2 of 
Chapter IX, and that the matter should be referred to the Advisers. 
and drafting committee for the proper wording. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE asked if that was the only change that was. 
being proposed in Chapter IX and if there was not also to be a change 
in Section A. Senaror ConNALLy said that was his understanding. 

DrAN GILDERSLEEVE said that if that was the case, then she wished 
to propose that the word “cultural” be included in paragraph 1 of 

Section A. Mr. Pasvorsky said that the Soviet proposal contained 
it and the United States did not need to propose it. Mr. DuLiss said 
that the Delegation had already agreed to this change. CoMMANDER 
Strassen said that psychologically Dean Gildersleeve was right. It. 
would make a considerable difference to say that we had proposed it. 

_ Mr. Pasvotsxy said that it was all right to add the word “cultural” 

since it had already been accepted and that it should be added in the 
chapter on Purposes and in Chapter LX. Dan GipErsLEEve said 
it should be clear that the American Delegation was making the pro- 
posal. Mr. Pasvousxy said the phrase should read “cultural and other 
humanitarian problems”. Senator Connatiy asked if the Delegates 
agreed on reference to the commission on human rights. If so, the 
next place to make a reference to human rights would be in Chapter I. 
Mr. Pasvoutsxy said that he thought that could be taken up in the dis- 
cussion on the proposals and amendments, and urged that the Dele- 
gation now turn to the immediate business of deciding what amend- 
ments should be offered by the United States and which of the Russian 
and British proposals we should accept or oppose. 

Review or U.S. Proposaus in Ligut or ConsuLtaTION DEvELOPMENTS 

SENATOR CONNALLY asked Mr. Pasvolsky to open the discussion. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy reported that the Advisers had given some considera- 
tion to this matter and wanted to suggest that the list of proposals to 
be insisted upon by the United States be kept to the minimum Srn- 
ATOR CONNALLY said he thought that was what the American Delega- 
tion should do. Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that the Delegates run 
through Document A (April 26, 1945) and agree on the points that 
should be taken up in the meeting later that evening. He said that 
some of the Advisers to the American Delegation had met informally 
with some of the Russian, Chinese and British at noon and as a 

723-681—67-——38
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result of this discussion they wanted to propose the elimination of 
certain amendments in the American list. (Document A) 

Chapter I, Purposes.—The first suggestion was that the proposed 
revision of Chapter I, paragraph 1 (adding after “peaceful means” 
the clause “and in accordance with the principles of Justice and 
equity”) should be altered to read “with due regard to the principles 
of justice and international law”. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he was willing to accept the Chinese 
version * on this point. He thought it would produce the same atmos- 
phere and it would achieve the purpose of including international law. 
The Delegation agreed to the change proposed by Mr. Pasvolsky. 

Mr. Pasvotsky proposed that the suggested amendment of para- 
graph 2 (to include the phrase “to foster the development of inter- 
national law”) should be dropped since it did not add anything to 
the document. A reference to international law would be in para- 
graph 1 of this Chapter and in paragraph 6, Section B, Chapter V 
of the General Assembly. Senator Connatty asked if the Delegates 
agreed to this change and they gave their assent. 

Mr. PasvousKy asked the Delegates if the word “cultural” could 
be added after the word “social” in paragraph 3. The Delegates 
agreed to this change and no change was made in the revision already 
proposed for that paragraph (to add after “problems” the clause “and 
to promote respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms”). 

Chapter II, Principles —Mr. Pasvotsky suggested retaining the 
proposed amendment to paragraph 1 (substituting “its members” for 
“peace loving states”). The Delegates agreed. 

Mr. PasvoitsKy suggested that the proposed amendments to para- 
graphs 5 and 6 and the unnumbered paragraph should be dropped. 
That meant going back to the original language of the Dumbarton 
Gaks document. However, some textual changes might be made in 
the course of drafting. Mr. Duwwn said that the dropping of these 
amendments was recommended by himself, Mr. Dulles, Mr. Pasvolsky, 
Mr. Bowman and Mr. Armstrong who had met together in the course 
of the afternoon. Senator VanpENBERG asked what would happen 
to the proposed insertion in paragraph 5 of the phrase “in accordance 
with the provisions of the Charter in any action taken by it under the 
provisions of the Charter.” Mr. Dutuizs said that this had been 
merely a drafting change in the first place and as it was stated now 
it made the phrase “any action” much too broad. He thought that 
the result: that the American Delegates wanted to achieve could be 
brought about in the drafting process. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that what Mr. Pasvolsky sug- 
gested was really postponing this particular problem. Mr. Hacx- 
worRTH said that this was a matter of shifting emphasis. SeNnaror 

* Doe. 1, G/1 (a), May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 25.
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Connatty asked if the effect in paragraph 6 would not be to make the 
statement positive instead of negative. Mr. Dunn thought that if 
the original phrase “in accordance with the” was used it could apply 
both positively and negatively. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that he would 
prefer not to multiply the proposals to be made by the United States. 
He was working with Mr. Dunn on textual changes like this and 
thought there might be other ways to accomplish the results he wanted 
without making a formal proposal. 

SENATOR ConNALLY asked the Delegates whether they would agree 
to striking out all the amendments suggested for paragraphs 5 and 6 
and the unnumbered paragraph in Chapter II, and the Delegates 
agreed. 

_ Chapter V, The General Assembly.—Mk. Pasvoisxy suggested that 
the proposed amendments to Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 1 should 
be dropped. He said the suggested changes had caused a great deal 
of discussion and many people could not understand the reason for 
them. Moreover, there would be many proposals coming in from 
the small countries on this paragraph. He thought it wise, therefore, 
for the United States to drop all proposals for changes in the para- 
graph, leaving it as it is in the text of Dumbarton Oaks, and to con- 
centrate rather on paragraph 6 of this Section and whatever changes 
were desired in Chapter VIII. Srnator Connatty asked if the Dele- 
gates had any objection, and since they raised none it was agreed that 
the amendments proposed for paragraph 1 should be dropped. 

~ Mr. Pasvotsxy said that with respect to paragraph 2, Section B, 
the amendment proposed by the United States might cause more 
trouble than we had anticipated. The smaller countries were asking 
that the Assembly alone should have the power to admit new members. 
His suggestion was that the United States should make no proposal 
on that point, and if necessary should agree later to modify the text 
of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals so as to give the General Assembly 
and the Security Council concurrent powers in the election of new 
members, permitting either body to initiate the step. As far as the 
United States is concerned now he thought we should go back to the 
original language. The Delegates agreed to his proposal. 

_ Mr. Pasvoutsxy proposed that the United States should not suggest 
any amendment on paragraph 5 and. that the phrase “on the basis 
of an appropriate proration” should not be offered by the United 

States. He said that it was actually a procedural matter for the Gen- 
eral Assembly to decide upon, and could well be left to the future 
operation of the Organization. In any case it was customary for 
international organizations to set up some scale for payment of con- 
tributions by the members. 

SENATOR Connaiy asked if this might not be changed to read 
“agreed scale”. Mr. Pasvorsky thought it would be better not to
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offer any amendments at all. Senator Connauty said that if there 
was no objection he would rule that the Delegation agreed. There 
were no objections. 

Mr. Pasvoisky said there was a question in paragraph 6 about the 
meaning of the phrase “establish justice”. Did it mean justice in 
states or between states? Moreover, it was not clear how the General 

Assembly could initiate studies and make recommendations to es- 
tablish justice. He thought if the phrase was left, the word “inter- 

national” would have to be added. There was also a question about 
the last phrase “the principles accepted by them in the Preamble of 
the Declaration by the United Nations of January 1, 1942”. He 

thought this might cause some difficulty since the British and Rus- 
sians had no recommendations on this point. He did, however, recom- 
mend keeping the final phrase “including situations arising out of 
any treaties or international engagements”. 

CoMMANDER STAssEN said he thought that the whole of the last 4 
lines of this paragraph is vital and that the paragraph as it stands 
is good. Mr. Pasvorsxy said he would be willing in the evening meet- 
ing to state this objective in principle, but perhaps 1t would have to be 
taken out in the negotiations there. 

SENATOR CONNALLY asked if there were any objections to inserting 
“international” before “justice”. SENATOR VANDENBERG said he would 
like to return to that later if it has to be done. Senator CoNNALLY 
asked if the American proposal to include the word “justice” should 
be dropped. Senator VANDENBERG said he would not want the word 
“Justice” left out. Senator ConNALLY asked if it was not true that 
the whole text of the Charter implied that the justice to be sought is 
international, and asked if we could assume that “international” was 
meant. Mr. Duxizs said he wanted to leave the proposed amendments 
of paragraph 6 as they were. He thought that if this was to be a 
battle ground, it was no use for us to give up ahead of time. He 
thought we should try to bring the other sponsors to our point of view. 

SENATOR Connauiy said that, without objection, the proposed 
amendments to paragraph 6 would stand and the United States would 
make them one of its proposals. Mr. Pasvonsky commented that 
some of the words could be taken out if necessary for bargaining 
purposes, and Senaror VANDENBERG rejoined that he would have put 
in more words if they were going to have to be sacrificed in the 
negotiations. 

Chapter VI, The Security Cowncil—Mr. Pasvoisxy turned to 

Chapter VI. Senator Connazzy said that so far the United States 
was offering only one amendment in that Chapter (Section D, para- 
graph 2, delete phrase “including regional subcommittees of the 
Military Staff Committee’).
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Mr. Dunn said that in the Dumbarton Oaks text the provision for 
regional subcommittees of the Military Staff Committee looks like 
an attempt to build up blocs. Mr. Pasvorsxy said he thought it 
would be better not to raise the question of regional subcommittees 
of the Military Staff Committee here. The provision had been put 
in on the suggestion of the British at Dumbarton Oaks, but he thought 
it looked strange to talk about “bodies or agencies” and then enum- 
erate only one, and that one probably the least important of any 
that the Security Council might set up. If the reference to regional 
subcommittees of the Military Staff Committee is dropped here, how- 
ever, it might be rewritten in the paragraph on the Military Staff 
Committee. 

Mr. McCtoy said he thought it wise to delete the reference to 
regional subcommittees of the Military Staff Committee at this point. 
Mr. Pasvolsxy said it was the result of long argument at Dumbarton 
Oaks. The British had insisted upon it and since they had insisted 
on very few points, the Americans had thought it best to go along” 
with them on this. Senator Connatty said that if any reference is 
to be made at all to this point, it should be made in the paragraph 
on the Military Staff Committee. Mr. Pasvoitsky agreed that it 
would be better to propose the suggested amendment and the Dele- 
gation agreed. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY asked whether other governments are submit- 
ting many amendments on the Security Council. Commanprr 
StTassen said that all the proposals were coming in and would soon 
be available. Egypt, Chile, The Netherlands and Liberia were pro- 
posing changes on the Security Council. No proposals had come 
in from Czechoslovakia, Lebanon, Turkey, and South Africa. How- 
ever, the proposals would be distributed as fast as they could be 
made available. 

Chapter VIII, Section A.—Mr. Pasvorsxy turned to Chapter VIII, 
Section A, paragraph 5 [to add “or settlement” at the end of the 
paragraph]. He said that this was only a drafting change and 
believed we should drop it as a proposal and go back to the original 
text. As to paragraph 7 of Section A, Chapter VIII, on domestic 
jurisdiction, the British were making a proposal. He thought we 

should make some declaration on this point and wanted to defer it 
until the British proposals were considered. SENAToR CoNNALLY 
said that he wanted to see the United States proposal on paragraph 7 
put forward on the initiative of this Government. Mr. Pasvousxy 
said there was some question in his mind whether this was the best 
place for such a proposal but we could call it a proposal now and 
come back to it later. | 

Chapter VIII, Section B—In Section B of Chapter VIII Mr. 
Pasvotsky thought it desirable to retain the amendments already
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agreed upon (after “measures” insert the following phrase “set forth 
in paragraphs 3 and 4 of this section”). He thought that the sug- 
gested alteration in paragraph 3 could be dropped if the proposals 
with respect to paragraphs 1 and 2 were retained inserting after 
“decisions” “to maintain or restore peace and security”. SENATOR 
ConNALLYy asked if there was any opposition to retaining as an Amer- 
ican proposal the suggested amendment to paragraphs 1 and 2. The 
Delegates agreed to this suggestion. He asked if there was any 
opposition to dropping the proposed amendment from paragraph 3. 
Mr. DuLtiss said it could be dropped if the proposals for paragraphs 
1and 2 are retained. The Delegates raised no opposition to deleting 
this amendment. 

Chapter IX, Arrangements for Economic and Social Coopera- 
tion.—Mr. Pasvorsxy said that in Chapter IX it had just been agreed 
that the word “cultural” should be inserted after “social” in Section A, 
paragraph 1, and that in Section D, paragraph 1 the phrase “a com- 
mission on human rights” should be inserted after the phrase “a 
social commission”. Senator Connatty asked if the Delegation had 
any opposition now to these changes and there being none, he stated 
that the Delegation agreed to the proposals. | 

Chapter X, The Secretariat—Mnr. Pasvousky said that the pro- 
posed additional paragraph to Chapter X might encounter strong 
objections and he wanted to be able to propose it to the other sponsors 
in order to have bargaining power on other provisions with regard to 
the Secretariat. SENAToR Conna.Ly asked if the Delegates agreed. 
They assented. | | 

Chapter XI, Amendments ——Mk. Pasvorsky said that all three of 
the governments had reservations on the American proposal for a new 
paragraph in Chapter XI. One reason for their opposition was that 

as it stands it makes it more difficult to have a conference for a 
thorough-going revision of the Charter than for amendments. 
Nevertheless, he personally thought this proposal should be left in: 
CoMMANDER SrassEn agreed with him. Senator Connatxy asked the 
Delegates if they agreed to offering this as an American proposal. 
He commented that according to this proposal the vote of seven Coun- 
cil members would be required, but with unanimity among the perma- 
nent members. However, ratification of a new draft Charter would 
require acceptance by all permanent members, and he thought that 
would be enough of a veto for them to retain. Senator VANDENBERG 
said he was in favor of leaving this proposal as it had been drafted. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY said he would like to have this known as his 
amendment. He added that Hamilton Holt * had called upon him 
and said that the Charter should have a provision like this. Com- 

“ Educator and editor; President of Rollins College. .



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 541 

MANDER STASSEN said he thought it was one of the most important pro- 
posals being made by the United States. Mr. Hacxworrn said the 
American Bar Association was in favor of it and as a matter of fact 
would like to have a constitutional convention of the United Nations 

Organization every seven years. 7 | 
Mr. Pasvoisky suggested that it might be wise to provide some 

time limit in this procedure and to say that a general conference of 
the members could be held not oftener than after a certain number 
of years. He would also suggest that since the process of ratification 
is the same as for amendments, it would be sufficient to say so and not 
to spell it out. 
Preamble.—Mk. Pasvotsxky said there was one more point on which 

he would like advice. The United States Delegation believes there 
should be a Preamble setting forth the motives which lie behind the 
Charter. So far this was an item that had not been discussed very 
thoroughly and we had no draft, but he thought we might, neverthe- 
less, tell the others that we believed there should be a Preamble. Srn- 
AToR ConNALLY suggested that we prepare a draft Preamble and say 
to the Russians and British that we had a text in mind. He would 
like to see it short and crisp and to the point. Srnaror VANDENBERG 
commented that there seemed to be a good many chapters of this 
kind—a Preamble, a chapter on Principles, a chapter on Purposes. 
Perhaps chapters should be added on Objectives and Aims. 

Withdrawal Provision—Mr. Pasvoxsxy said that no final decision 
had been taken on the question of proposing a withdrawal provision. 

Senator Connauiy asked, about a provision on the registration of 
treaties. Mr. Pasvorisxy said that this was being suggested by many 
countries. = = ~~ . a oO : 

Senator Vanpensere said that a withdrawal provision was des- 
perately important. Mr. Pasvorsxy said the Delegation had already 
agreed to support such a provision, but he thought we should make 
sure that it was.in if we wanted it. Senator VANDENBERG said it was 
utterly fundamental. Mr. Dutizs commented that if the American 
Delegation feels it.is fundamental they should see to it that it is pro- 
posed. Senator ConNauiy asked what such a provision should con- 
tain, Senator Vanpenzerc asked where the text was that had been 
presented. | | a 

RELEASE TO THE Press 

Mr. MacLetsu said he was sorry to interrupt the discussion, but he 
wanted very much to know what to say to the press in the conference 
to be held on Friday. He reported that the journalists were eager to 
be told first about the American proposals. ,
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Senator ConNALLy asked whether the Delegates agreed on calling 
a press conference for Friday morning at 10 o’clock. All except Rep- 

resentative Bloom agreed. .. . 
DrAn GILDERSLEEVE said she supported communicating our proposals 

to the other Delegates no later than to the press. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG said it should have been done already. Mr. Pasvotsxy said that 
we have to reach some agreement with the other sponsoring nations 
and it would be best if all four would put out their proposals at the 
same time. SmnaTor VANDENBERG said he was willing to concede Mr. 
Pasvolsky’s point about courtesy to the other Delegates. 

Mr. PasvoisKy thought the best way would be to decide tonight 
that this was the American program and then in the morning or after- 
noon of the next day to send it to the Secretary General and to the 
press. Senator ConNnaLty said that was difficult because the Delega- 
tion had just authorized several of its members to negotiate with the 
Russians and British on some of these points. RmepreseNnTATIVE BLoom 
still thought we should put it out as our program and make it clear 
that some modifications might have to be made as a result of consulta- 
tions. Mr. Armstrone thought that if that plan was followed the 
press conference could be held on Thursday, and that would delight 

and surprise the press. 
Mr. SANDIFER said there were some mechanical problems because 

there would have to be about 600 copies turned out. Senator Con- 
NALLY said it was necessary to keep in mind the facilities for a job of 
this sort. Mr. MacLezrsu said he wanted to announce to the press that 
it had been decided to hold a conference on Friday morning at 10 
o'clock. Senator Connatny said that without opposition Mr. Mac- 
Leish would be authorized to announce a press conference for Friday 
morning at 10 o’clock. Sznator Connatty called upon Mr. Pasvolsky 
to proceed with the business. 

Withdrawal Provision—SENAtToR VANDENBERG said there was still 
something to be done on the withdrawal provision. Mr. Pasvotsky 
remarked the best thing to do was to say to the Russians and British 
that there was another point on which we wanted to make a proposal 
and that we were working on a text which would be shown to them 
Jater. ComMaANDER StTasseNn said he wanted it understood that the 
United States was not to take the initiative in proposing a withdrawal 
provision. SENATOR VANDENBERG said the Delegation had agreed not 
to include it in the “A” document but had put it into the “B” document. 
CoMMANDER STAssEN said there had not been a clear decision on that 
point. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that we could tell the others tonight that 
we would like to see some provision about withdrawal. Mr. Srassen 
sald he was against having a withdrawal clause introduced by a nation 
that was going to have a veto in the Security Council. Mr. Dunn 
said the matter would have to be decided before Friday. ComMANDER
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Strassen said that he would not object so much to the idea of the with- 
drawal clause, but he thought it would be very bad for the United 
States to propose it. 

Review or AMENDMENTS TO DuMBARTON Oaks Proposats AS SUGGESTED 
BY THE Unirep Kinepom DELEGATION 

Mr. Pasvotsky turned to the British_proposals [US Gen 37, Amend- 
ments to Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as Suggested by the United 
Kingdom Delegation].® He suggested that the United States should 
make no objection to the first British proposal [delete paragraph 1, 
d of Section C of Chapter IX and insert a new paragraph after para- 
graph 7, Section B, Chapter V as follows: “The General Assembly 
should examine the administrative budgets of such specialized agencies 
with a view to making recommendations to the agencies concerned.” ] 
Mr. Pasvotsxy said he thought the American Delegation did not care 
very much how this matter of reviewing budgets was done. SrenaTor 
Connatuy asked if there was any objection to Mr. Pasvolsky’s sug- 
gestion. There was none. 7 

‘With respect to the British proposal on the election of non-perma- 
nent members, Mr. PasvorsKy said that this question had already 
been argued at Dumbarton'Oaks. [“The General Assembly should 
elect six States to fill the non-permanent seats, due regard being paid 
to the contribution of members of the Organization towards the main- 
tenance of international peace and security and towards the other 
purposes of the Organization.” | Mr. Pasvoisxy said that the issue 
here was whether criteria should be set up in the Charter for election 
of non-permanent members of the Security Council. If one criterion 
were proposed, then others would be brought forward. Various coun- 
tries were proposing various criteria—regional, etc. Dean GILpER- 

_ SLEEVE asked if we were going to object to having the British put this. 
proposal forward. Mr. Pasvoisky explained that we would express. 
our opposition to it and the British could then do as they wished about 
actually proposing it. 

SENATOR CONNALLY said it would be difficult to define “due regard 
to the contribution of members of the Organization ...” He was 
against this idea, and thought the Assembly should have complete 

freedom in the election of the non-permanent members of the Security 
Council. 

Mr. Jounson said that if this clause should go in, there would be 
a demand for an increase in the number of seats on the Security Coun- 
cil and there would be demands for regional representation. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG commented that such a condition would virtually outlaw 
small states. Mr. Pasvorsxy said it would be stated in the negotiations 

* Not printed.



o44 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

that thé United States does not like this proposal. Senaror ConNALLY 
asked if the Delegates agreed with this position and they said that they 
did. : : 

Mr. Pasvoitsky took up the amendment proposed by the United 
Kingdom Delegation on pacific settlement of disputes. [“Without 
prejudice to the provisions of paragraphs 1-5 below, the Security 

Council should be empowered, if all the parties so request, to make 
recommendations to the parties to any dispute with a view to its set-. 
tlement in accordance with the principles laid down in Chapter II 
(3)”] | | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said this would give the Security Council the power 
to recommend the terms of settlement only on the request of all par- 
ties to a dispute. He thought it was a harmless provision and that 
the right was inherent to the Security Council anyway. The next 
proposed amendment to paragraph 4 of Section A, Chapter VIII, 
he thought was not harmless. [“If, nevertheless, parties to a dispute 
of the nature referred to in paragraph 8 above fail to settle it by 
the means indicated in that paragraph, they should obligate them- 
selves to refer it to the Security Council. If the Security Council 
deems that the continuance of the particular dispute is in fact likely 
to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, it 
shall decide whether to take action under paragraph 5 or whether 
itself to recommend such terms of settlement as it.may consider ap- 
propriate.” ] He thought that if this power was given at this point. 
it would open the door to permitting the Security Council to enforce 
the settlement of a dispute. The Delegation agreed that the United 
States should oppose this amendment but raise no objection to the 
previous one. | | - 

Mr. Pasvorsxy called attention to the proposed amendment of 
paragraph 7, Section A, Chapter VIII. [‘(1) The Charter should 
not confer the right on any member of the United Nations to require 
that a dispute or situation arising out of matters which by Interna- 
tional Law are solely within the domestic: jurisdiction of the State 
concerned should be submitted to the means of settlement mentioned. 
in Section A (3). Should, however, such a situation or dispute con- 
stitute a threat to the maintenance of international peace or security, 
or should a breach of the peace occur in consequence of such a situa- 
tion or dispute, it should be open to the Security Council, acting in 
accordance with Section B, to take such action as it may deem appro- 
priate. (2) The question whether a particular dispute or situation 
does arise out of matters which by International Law are-solely within 

the domestic jurisdiction of the State concerned should be decided, if 
necessary, by the body to which it 1s sought to submit the dispute or 
situation.” | 7
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Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that the first sentence was satisfactory but 
that the rest of the proposal was questionable. He thought it partic- 
ularly bad to suggest that the question as to whether a particular 
dispute or situation does arise “out of matters which by International 
Law are solely within the jurisdiction of the State concerned” should 
be decided by the body to which it is decided to submit the dispute 
or situation. | , 

COMMANDER STASSEN said that this sentence went far beyond the 
most extreme suggestions he had heard so far. Mr. Pasvoisky said 
that our proposal was to set no standard whatever. This was really 
the other extreme. SeNaToR ConNALLy asked whether the Delegation 
agreed to opposing this British suggestion. Mr. Dunuss said that 
our opposition should be stated, but it should be pointed out that 
our main opposition related to paragraph (2). He thought perhaps 
we could talk over paragraph (1) with the British. 

Mr. Pasvorsky read the amendment proposed by the British for 
paragraph 1, Section D, Chapter IX. [“The Economic and Social 
Council should have the power to set up such commissions as may be 
required.” | Mr. Pasvorsxy said this would eliminate the enumera- 
tion of the commissions. CoMMANDER StassEN said we are making a 
contrary proposal. Mr. Pasvorsxky said the matter would have to be 
adjusted somehow. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said that the last British proposal was very 
important: — | 

[“‘In Chapter IX Section A, Paragraph 1 the first sentence should 
read as follows: | | 

After ‘should’ insert ‘in association with the International Labour 
Organisation and other bodies concerned.’ 

In Chapter TX, Section A, insert at the end of paragraph 2, new 
Paragraph as follows: . 

3. In view of its tripartite constitution the International Labor 
Organisation should, subject to the provisions of Paragraph 2 above, 
be brought into special relationship with the Organisation and should 
be an important instrument through which should be pursued the 
object of securing for all improved labour standards, economic ad- 
vancement and social security.” | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said this would put the International Labor Organi- 
zation in a special position as compared with other international or- 
ganizations. RrpresEnTaTive Bioom inquired what our own labor 
organizations would think of this. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that we have 
always opposed the efforts of the International Labor Organization 
to place itself in a superior position in the development of economic 
and social progress. ComMMANDER SrassEN said that this was the other
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half of the fight over the World Trade Union Conference. Dran 
GILDERSLEEVE said that this would weaken the Economic and Social 
Council. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said there was no real objection to mentioning the 
ILO as an existing organization which should be brought into re- 
lation with the Organization. Mr. Duxuzs said that we did not, how- 
ever, wish to give the ILO priority over the Economic and Social 
Council. Representative Bioom asked what the effect would be if 
the British made this proposal and the United States opposed it, and 
especially what the effect would be on American labor. Mr. Pas- 
votsKY said that American labor groups were not very much con- 

cerned about it.. Also, the U.S.S.R. would surely oppose this sug- 
gestion and the United States might not have to speak out at all. 

Review or AMENDMENTS TO DuMBARTON Oaks PROPOSALS AS SUGGESTED 

| BY THE Sovrer DELEGATION 

On the request of Senator Connatiy, Mr. PasvotsKy opened the 
discussion on the Russian amendments [US Gen. 39, Amendments to 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as Suggested by the Soviet Delegation]. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy said the proposed amendment to Chapter I, paragraph 
1 had already been agreed upon by the American Delegation [insert. 
after “peaceful means” the phrase “in conformity with the principles 
of justice and international law]. | 

Mr. Pasvorisxy read the proposed amendment to paragraph 2. [In- 
sert after “nations” the phrase “based on respect for the principle of 
equal rights and self-determination of peoples”]. Mr. Armsrrone 
said that it could be used to cover the expansion of the Soviet Union. 

CoMMANDER STassEN said he was against it. Mr. Armstrone said 
it would be a little difficult for the United States to come out as op- 
posed to such a provision, and the Delegates agreed to ask the Soviet 
Delegation to explain what was intended by the proposal. 

Mr. PasvorsKy read the proposed amendment to paragraph 3 of 

Chapter I. [After “humanitarian problems” insert “and encourage- 
ment of respect for human rights in particular the right to work and 
the right to education and also for fundamental freedoms for all with- 
out distinction as to race, language, religion or sex.” | 

Mr. Bowman said that it contained everything but the right to be 
assassinated. Mr. Pasvorisxy said that in this the Russians were play- 
ing up to the small nations and would undoubtedly insist upon this 
amendment. REPRESENTATIVE Eaton said he wanted to know whose 
duty it would be to provide the work. ComMMANDER STASsSEN said that 
when you begin to specify the right to work and the right to educa- 
tion, then freedom of the press and freedom of religion would have 

* Not printed.
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to be added. Mr. Dutzxs thought it desirable to propose discussing 
this amendment with the Russians. Mr. Pasvoisxy thought that part 
of it would be all right, namely the phrase “without distinction as to 
race, language, religion or sex.” SENATOR. VANDENBERG sald that was 
all right with him; however, if the right to work and to education 
were named, then there was a long list that should be added such as 
freedom of assembly, freedom of religion, etc. Srnatror ConNALLY 
said that freedom of the press and freedom for the exchange of infor- 
mation and freedom to petition should also be included in that case. 
There was agreement on this suggestion. : 

Mr. Pasvoisky drew attention to the Soviet proposal for amend- 
ment of paragraph 6 of Section B, Chapter V, which is the same as 
the proposal just discussed. He pointed out that the Soviet Delega- 
tion was not making any proposal about the revision of treaties or 
the principles of the Atlantic Charter. Senator VANDENBERG said 
that the Americans really wanted to go farther in this paragraph than 
the Russians. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy called attention to the Soviet proposal on para- 
graph 2 of Section C, Chapter VIII. [After the phrase “without the 
authorization of the Security Council” add the clause “with the excep- 
tion of measures provided for in treaties or concluded directly against 
the renewal of the policy of aggression on the part of the aggressor 
states in the present war.” | Oo 

Mr. Pasvousky said that he did not like this particularly. It had 
been drafted to take care of the Soviet agreement with France. ‘The 
British, however, were working on a redraft. Mr. Armsrrone said 
that Mr. McCloy before leaving had asked him to say that he hoped 
this matter would be left open until the Military Advisers had had a 
chance to express themselves. . 

Mr. PasvoisKy drew attention to the fact that the proposed amend- 
ment to paragraph 1 of Section A, Chapter CX was simply a repeti- 
tion of the amendments proposed for paragraph 6 in Section B, 
Chapter V and paragraph 3 in Chapter I. 

Mr. PasvoisKy read the suggested amendment to Chapter X [sub- 
stitute the following for the present paragraph 1: “There should be 
a Secretariat comprising a Secretary General, four deputies and such 
staff asmay be required. The Secretary General and his deputies shall 
be elected by the General Assembly on recommendation of the Se- 
curity Council for a period of two years and the Secretary General 
cannot be immediately re-elected. The Secretary General shall be 
the chief administrative officer of the Organization.” | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said this was a very important proposal. He 
thought the United States Delegation would not like it, and the Dele- 
gates agreed that they definitely did not like such a short term with
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quick rotation in the office of the Secretary General, although they 
had no objection to the provision for four deputies. : 

Mr. Pasvoutsky said that the proposed amendment to Chapter XIT 
might be useful. [Insert a new paragraph before paragraph 1 read- 
ing: “The present Charter comes into force after its ratification in 
accordance with their respective constitutional processes by the mem- 
bers of the Organization having permanent seats on the Security Coun- 
cil and by a majority of the other members of the Organization.” | 

Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that this would bring the Charter into 
force under the same provisions as the amending process and would 
require the ratification of about twenty-eight countries. The Delega- 
tion agreed that this amendment would be satisfactory. The meeting 

was adjourned at 8:15 p. m. and the Delegates agreed to meet again 
at 9 o’clock Thursday morning, May 8. : 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons. Four Min. 1 | 

Minutes of the First Four-Power Consultative Meeting on Charter 
Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 2, 1945, 9 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
Delegations of the United States (13) ; United Kingdom (6) ; Soviet 
Union (10); and China (5).] 

Mr, Strerrintus said that he thought that everyone understood the 
purpose of the meeting. It was a meeting of the sponsoring govern- 
ments—the governments who participated at Dumbarton Oaks and 
who have agreed to consult with each other concerning the amend- 
ments and changes which they wish to propose in the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals. He said he was sure that everyone in the room hoped 
that it would be possible to have the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals ap- 
proved with just as few amendments as possible. However, there are 
a few fundamental matters which all four governments had in mind 

which would require very careful consideration. He added that with 

the fast moving events in Europe and the extreme importance and 
necessity of many of the Foreign Ministers now in San Francisco re- 
turning home to their posts to resume their important duties at the 
earliest possible moment, he was hoping under the leadership and 
unanimity and complete collaboration of the four governments rep- 
resented here, that it would be possible to complete the Charter suc- 
cessfully in a short time. 

Mr. Moxotov expressed his agreement. | 
Mr. Sterrrntvs called upon Dr. Soong to present to the group the 

proposals of the Chinese Delegation for amendments or changes in 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals.
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_ Dr. Soone said. that the proposals of his Delegation were short and 
he hoped, sweet. He asked Ambassador Koo to present them to the 
group. Be Oo | 
AMBASSADOR Koo said that the Chinese had only three proposals to 

present and that they thought they were, and hoped that they would 
-be acceptable, because they were practically all in the nature of a clari- 
fication rather than any substantial change. He inquired whether the 
Chairman would like to have him read them. | 

Mr. Srerrinius asked if these changes were in addition to those sub- 
mitted in the conversations in Washington last fall.°* Apassapor 
Koo said that they were. In response to a question from Mr. Stet- 
tinius THe Ampassapor said that the text had been distributed to the 
Delegations. Mr. Srerrrntus said that the United States Delegation 
had not received them. Mr. Motorov said that his delegation had 
received them but had not had time to study them. In order that their 
[there] might be a complete understanding of the Proposals Mr. Stet- 
TINIUS suggested that Ambassador Koo read them (Copy attached— 

US Gen 47).® 
With respect to the first Chinese amendment which was a proposal 

for the insertion of a new paragraph between paragraphs 2 and 8 in 
Chapter VITI, Section B, Ampassapor Koo said that this matter might 
be already implied in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. However, his 
Delegation thought it was desirable to include an explicit provision 
so that if the Security Council should be called upon to deal with the 
situation, especially a situation which might have the possibility of 
threatening or developing into a breach of peace, the Security Council 

should have the power to adopt preliminary measures to keep the 
status guo so that the situation would not be aggravated during the 
period required for consideration of the dispute. ‘That was the pur- 
pose of his amendment. | 

Mr. Sterrintvs said that he thought it was clear and asked Dr. Koo 
to proceed. 

_ Ampassapor Koo read the second Chinese amendment which was 
for the addition of a new paragraph 6 at the end of Chapter VII. 
He said that this amendment was intended to promote the judgments 
of the International Court of Justice in case of any refusal on the part 
of any party to a case before the Court to carry out the judgment of 
the Court. The Court should refer the matter to the Security Council 
to consider what steps it might take in order to assure the carrying out 
of the judgment. This, again, was more in the nature of amplifica- 
tion of something already agreed to in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 
Ampassapor Koo said that the third amendment proposed by the 

Chinese Delegation involved an addition in two places, Chapter VI, 

« Doe. 1, G/1(a), May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 25. | 
® Not printed.
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Section D, paragraph 5 and Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 2. 
The purpose of his Delegation was to make it certain and clear to non- 
member states as well as to the Organization itself, that when a non- 
member state comes before the Organization, either to defend itself or 
its own rights, or in a dispute brought by a member, the position of the 
non-member state should be quite clear. It should be understood that 
such non-member state accepts the obligations following from the con- 
sideration of the dispute by the Council. 

Ampassapor Koo said that this was all of the amendments that the 
Chinese Delegation had to propose except the three which had been 
agreed to at Dumbarton Oaks with the United States and the United 
Kingdom and which had subsequently been sponsored by all four 
governments. 

Me. Stetrinivus said that he thought that the four governments 
should now clarify their procedure. The question was whether the 
group would like the various suggestions and amendments all pre- 

sented by all the governments in order that there might be a complete 
picture and then return to discuss them or whether it would be prefer- 
able to discuss the separate amendments as we go along. He inquired 
what was the preference of the group. 7 

Mr. Even suggested that amendments should be discussed as they 
were presented. Mr. Srerrinivs said that this did not mean that 
there would be any attempt to reach final decisions this evening. 
This might be difficult. We have only had the Soviet suggestions © 
for one day and we would like to have further time to study some of 
them. Some we would be prepared to speak on now, but not all of 
them. Mr. Even said that decision could be reached on some and 
position reserved on others. Mr. Srerrmnros said that this was 

agreeable. 
Mr. Mororov suggested that the amendments should be taken up 

point by point. This was agreed. 
Mr, Srerrinius said that we would proceed on this suggestion and 

proposed that the group turn to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and 
review the text. The following procedure might be followed: Each 
paragraph of the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals would be read 
and only one of the four Delegations having a suggested amendment 
would bring itup. This was agreed. 

Mr. Srerrinius proposed to turn to Chapter I and asked Mr. 
PasvotsKy to read the amendments suggested by the United States 
Delegation as they came up, paragraph by paragraph. 

On Chapter I, Paragraph 1, Mr. Soone said that the Chinese had 
no amendment. 

* Amendments to Dumbarton Oaks Proposals suggested by the Soviet Union, 

May 2, not printed. |
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Mr. Pasvotsky said the United States Delegation had a change to 
propose in Paragraph 1, that is, the insertion of the phrase “and with 
due regard for principles of justice and international law”. 7 

(For text of amendments suggested by United States Delegation 
see “Changes in Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as suggested by United 
States Delegation”, May 2, 1945, copy attached.) ‘The United 
States suggestion was agreed to. - 

Mr. Movoroy said the Soviet Delegation proposed the insertion in 
Paragraph 2 of the phrase “based on respect for the principle of equal 
rights and self-determination of peoples”. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that 
in view of the introduction of the words “international law” in the 
first paragraph, the United States would drop its suggestion for refer- 
ence to it in the second paragraph and let the provision stand as it 
was in the original text leaving the word “appropriate” in. Mr. 
Motorov said that he thought it would be well to accept the Soviet 
amendment to Paragraph 2. Mr. Epew said that his Delegation 
favored this amendment. The United States and Chinese Delega- 
tions also approved. The amendment was declared accepted. 

The Soviet Delegation proposed the addition to Paragraph 38 of 
the phrase “and encouragement of respect for human rights in par- 
ticular the right to work and the right to education and also for 
fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, language, 
religion or sex”. 

The United States proposed the addition of the word “cultural” 
and of the phrase “to promote respect for human rights and funda- 
mental freedoms”. 

Mr. Even said that he agreed with these amendments, the only ques- 
tion was whether this point should be covered here or in the Preamble. 
Mr. Motorov thought the American amendment was acceptable sub- 
ject to shght additions. Mr. Srerrrnivus said that he would like to 
have: the paragraph read as suggested by the United States. The 
other three Delegations indicated approval. . a 

Mr. Motorov said that this was subject to slight additions, reading 
the changes proposed by the Soviet Delegation. 

Mr. PasvoisKy said that we had encountered some difficulty with 

the proposed enumeration of rights. There are likely to be a good 
many other rights which other governments would insist on including. 

Mr. Mo torov said that when-human rights are referred to everyone 
would ask what rights are intended. It seemed to him that it would 

be proper to indicate fundamental rights—the right to work because 
it would be in the interest of the people and in the interest of man- 
kind to secure that right. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that our difficulty was that when you 
start to particularize there are so many other fundamental rights not 

Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation, p. 679. . 
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included in the language proposed, for example, the right of freedom 
of religion, freedom of press and other similar freedoms. The United 
States Delegation felt that it would be necessary to go even further 
if the rights proposed by the Soviet Delegation were to be enumerated. 

Mr. Motorov said that if we were to specify fundamental rights, 
those proposed would represent a great advancement. If it were de- 
sired to add others, he would have no objection. The paragraph 
might be amplified otherwise, “human rights” would be rather vague. 
The right to work and the right to life—it would be impossible for a 
man to make his living without working. The right to an education 
should be guaranteed by all United Nations for this would promote 
the civilization and opportunity of all mankind. 

Senator VANDENBERG reminded Mr. Molotov of the American Bill 
of Rights which includes these and numerous other basic rights. He 
would hesitate to pick out one or two of them for special mention. 
SENATOR CoNNALLY said that the naming of only one or two rights 
would mean the exclusion of others, and to name them all would be 
difficult and undesirable—the freedom of religion, the right to hold 
private property, trial by jury and many others. Tue Senator 
thought it would be a mistake to go beyond a general statement on 
the subject because if you start to particularize you will have to have 
a long list. | 

Mr. Srerrinius said that he was entirely in accord with the views 
expressed by the other members of the United States Delegation. 

Mr. Motorov said that it appeared that if the words “in particular 
the right to work and the right to education” were deleted, the re- 
mainder of the Soviet amendment would be acceptable. In view 
of the objections raised he thought that these amendments ought 
either to be referred to a Committee for consideration or deleted here 
at once. Mr. Sretrrinius thought they should be deleted and Mr. 
Moxorov said he had no objection. With this change the paragraph 
was agreed to including the insertion of the word “cultural” as sug- 
gested by the United States. " 

Turning to Chapter IT, Paragraph 1, Mr. Pasvorsxy said that the 
United States proposed in Paragraph 8 to strike out the words 
“peace-loving states” and to substitute the words “its members”. 
This was accepted. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said that the United States proposed in Para- 
graph 3 to strike out the words “settle their disputes by” and to insert 
the phrase “in the settlement of their international disputes use”. 
He explained that the principal reason for the change was that there 
is an ambiguity in this paragraph as to whether the obligation is 
to settle all disputes or to settle disputes by peaceful means. With 
respect to the question of the differences between Paragraphs 3 and 4, 
the United States Delegation felt that Paragraph 3 deals with situ-
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ations in which disputes arise. The point in Paragraph 3 is that 
if there is a dispute and there is a settlement of that dispute it should 
be by peaceful means. Paragraph 4 is broader in scope, but it is 
the reverse of Paragraph 3 in that it provides that member states 
shall refrain from the threat or use of force. Paragraph 4 is appli- 
cable to all situations and not merely to disputes. There might be 
unilateral action in connection with which force or threat of force 
might be implied. Paragraphs 3 and 4 complement each other and 
Paragraph 4 in addition carries us a little further than Paragraph 3 
because it relates not only to situations in which a. dispute exists, 
but to any situation in international relations. | 

Mr. Motorov suggested that the word “international” be inserted 
before the word “disputes” in Paragraph 38. He did not see any 
reason for further change in this paragraph as it seemed to him 
that Paragraphs 3 and 4 taken together covered all that had been 
suggested. They cover cases in which there are disputes as well 
as cases in which there are no disputes. 

Mr. Duis suggested that we assume a claim is made upon the 
Soviet Union—does the Soviet Union undertake to submit that claim 
to international arbitration? He did not think that was the intent 
of the provision. What was intended was that a nation should not 
resort to force and violence as a means of settling their disputes. — 

Mr. Movorov repeated that Paragraphs 3 and 4 covered all cases. 
Mr. Epen said that he would be quite content with Paragraph 3 as 
it stands. Dr. Soone said that he felt that the original text was 
all right. | | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he would like to know how impor- 
tant Mr. Dulles thinks this matter is. Mr. Dutzes replied that he 
thought that the language as it stands would probably be interpreted 
in the sense of the suggestion the United States had made. Per- 
sonally he would be willing to accept the language as it is. 

Mr. Movorov indicated his agreement. Paragraph 3 was therefore 
accepted with the addition of the word “international”. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy said, with reference to Paragraph 5 of Chapter II. 

that there had been some misunderstanding about this paragraph 
which could easily be corrected by a drafting change. He said it 
might be necessary to clarify the meaning by making the paragraph 
read somewhat as follows: “all members of the organization shall 
give every assistance to the organization in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the Charter”. Dr. Soona and Mr. Motorov indicated 
agreement. 

No changes were suggested in Chapter III or Chapter IV. 
Mr. STErTiInius said that the changes which had been tentatively 

suggested by the United States on Chapter V, Paragraphs 1 and 2 
had been withdrawn by the United States Delegation. The United
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States Delegation had also withdrawn its suggestions on Paragraph 5. 
The Soviet Delegation had a change to propose on Paragraph'6. He 
asked Mr. Molotov to present this change. a 

Mr. Moxrortov said that he thought there was no need for him to 

justify the suggested change as everyone present was familiar with it. 
Mr. STetrinius said that the Soviet amendment was very similar 

in its first part to that suggested by the United States. Mr. Epen 
suggested that this paragraph be taken in two parts. He thought 
there was agreement on the first half down through the words “rules 
of international law”. He said that his Delegation agreed with the 
first sentence as contained in the Soviet draft. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the Soviet amendment was different 
from that of the United States but that it represented an improve- 
ment. Mr. Moxorov said he was very happy to hear this statement. 

Mr. Srerrinius suggested that the full Soviet proposal down 

through the words “rules of international law” be approved. This 
was agreed. SENATOR VANDENBERG added “provided we get the rest 

of it”. 
Mr. Motorov said it would be interesting to know what additions 

were suggested in the second part. With reference to the second 
part Mr. Jess said that it must be clear that the Assembly must not 
make recommendations in matters which the Security Council is 
handling. The United Kingdom Delegation also proposed that ref- 
erences to the Atlantic Charter should be omitted here. They con- 
sider it undesirable to refer to another document in the Charter. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the British proposal went a long 
way toward achieving the result we are all after. He could not over- 
emphasize the importance of this matter from the standpoint of ulti- 
mate Senate ratification of the document. The chief purpose of the 
language, which is the only thing left in dispute between the British 
proposal and that of the United States is to make plain the fact that 
we are not forgetting the purpose for which the war has been waged. 

We want to leave open for discussion our recommendations in the 
application of these purposes and situations likely to impair the gen- 
eral welfare. It ‘seemed to the United States Delegation that some- 
where in this continuing effort, there should be a literal tieback into 
the objectives which move all of us in going to war. He thought that 
the Charter would have a very great weakness in its appeal to public 
opinion in the United States, if-it were not possible to identify in it 
anywhere the purposes for which we have gone to war. 

Mr. Even said that he agreed but inquired whether it would not be 
better to have a reference in the Preamble. Senator VANDENBERG said 
that this would be satisfactory. : - 

SENATOR ConNALLY said that he had no comment to make except 
that he assumed that the Assembly might discuss and recommend,
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but that it would have no power to undo treaties, and that it was 
clear that the recommendation would not go to the Security Council, 
which would have no power in this respect. He agreed thoroughly 
with the idea of having a forum for the consideration of this question. 
He would not be willing to give either organization the power to 
call nations in and say, “Here, your treaty is wrong.” He said that 
making the reference in the Preamble suggested by Mr. Eden was 
agreeable to him. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that if Mr. Molotov wished a statement 
made regarding the reasons for the proposal under discussion he would 
be very glad to make it. Mr. Moxorov said he would like to hear the 
statement. SENATOR VANDENBERG said that we are constantly told 
that all of this latitude for investigation and report by the Assembly 
already exists in the broad language of the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals, to which all the sponsoring powers have agreed. If this is 
true, it seemed to the Senator that there could be no objection to mak- 
ing it specific. If there is objection, it lends dangerous weight to 
critics of Dumbarton Oaks to [who?] deny that the power is already 
implicit. Frankly, he was thinking of critics in the United States 
Senate who have already indicated this as their line of attack on the 
Charter. These critics say that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals freeze 
the post war world in a rigid pattern created by expedient decisions 
made during the war. In addition there will be future decisions at the 
peace table of which we are not now cognizant. They are asking our 
people to underwrite the unknown even with the lives of our soldiers 
and our sons. They say we are not exploring the opportunity of cor- 
recting our mistakes by specific means, but the only way to do it is 
by the use of armed forces at our disposal. 

Tue SENATOR said that: he wanted to add this personal appeal. He 
was in a very peculiar position—representing the minority side of 
the Senate. It was from that side of the Senate that the votes must 
be produced for the ratification of the Charter. He wanted to produce 
them. He was precisely in the position of Prime Minister Churchill 
when he said “If you will give me the tools, I will give you the re- 
sults”. This provision in Paragraph 6 was the tool the Senator 
had to have. . 

Mr. Mo torov said that his first question was whether the American 
Delegation agreed with the views expressed by Senator Vandenberg. 
Mr. Sterrinivs said that as Chairman of the United States Delegation 
he could say that this was the Delegation’s unanimous view. 

Mr. Motorov said he would like to know exactly what text was 
being discussed—the British proposal or the United States draft. 

= “Give us the tools, and we will finish the job”, was the concluding sentence 
in a world broadcast, February 9, 1941, printed in The War Speeches of the Rt. 
lon. Winston S. Churchill, compiled by Charles Eade (London, Cassell & Co. 
Ltd., 1951), vol. 1, p. 348.
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SreNATOR VANDENBERG said that we were discussing the British pro- 
posal with the understanding that there would be a reference to the 
Atlantic Charter in the Preamble to which reference should be made 
at this point. | 

Mr. Motorov inquired how his Delegation could make objections 
to what it had not had a chance to read. This was a very difficult 

thing for him to do. 
Mr. Strerrinius suggested that our United Kingdom colleagues say 

what their objections to the United States text was so that it could 
be changed right here. After a brief exchange Mr. Even suggested 
that it might be better to take the matter up on the basis of the United 

States draft. Mr. Srerrrnrus asked Mr. Molotov if he cared to give 
his comments on this draft. — 

Mr. Movorov said if the group desired he would make a preliminary 

comment. First he would like to refer to what Senator Vandenberg 

had said. The Senator seemed to have omitted the fact that it would 
not be convenient to refer to the Atlantic Charter in this document. 
Mr. Motorov thought first of all that we should make no reference to 
the Atlantic Charter. He thought that we should all agree that it 
would not be proper in drafting this very important document to 
refer to any other document. If it should be considered necessary 
to add certain provisions, they should be added in substance and not 
by reference to other documents. He thought this was the customary 
rule. 

Mr. Motorov said that it was suggested, with regard to treaties that 
reservation should be made with regard to these treaties so that théy 
may be revised. He would say on behalf of the Soviet Government 
that 1t would not agree to this and he would explain why. Of course, 
there are now treaties in the world which would be permanent, how- 
ever, there is nothing permanent in the’ world. But still obligations 

are obligations. If there is a treaty signed on the one hand by the 
Soviet, United Kingdom and United States Governments, and on 
the other hand by one or more of the defeated powers, he thought 

such a treaty should be observed. The governments put their signa- 
tures to such treaties in order to make them firm. Not a single one 
of these treaties has been implemented as yet and he could not agree 
that we should begin by undermining their force. The Proposals, as 
adopted at Dumbarton Oaks, contain the provision that the Security 

Council and the Organization itself are entitled to intervene in any 
situation which is likely to endanger the peace. The Proposals con- 

tain no restrictions on this point but if we are now to draw a, reverse 
conclusion that we can impose such a restriction this would in effect 
involve a revision of these treaties which would mean weakening them. 

Mr. Monortov said we must consider to whom this would be helpful. 

He thought it would be helpful only to those whom we have fought
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and are fighting, and while fighting have shed much blood. We are 

happy in the treaties which we have signed in the course of the war— 

the treaties agreed to by us and our allies. From the point of view of 

the Soviet Government, he thought that the problem is to determine 
the limitation and the strength of these treaties. Have we had the 
right to conclude such treaties? We not only had this right but we 
had won it by shedding blood, the treaties have been signed, and 1f 
we are to undermine the strength of these treaties that would mean 
undermining the strength, the prestige and sovereignty of those states 
which have signed. If we were to impair the treaties, we should 
undermine the sovereignty of the states which have signed. The 

~ Soviet Government could not accept such a procedure and will continue 
to maintain its sovereignty. It considers that every state which has 
signed such treaties will do the same. so 

It was agreed on the suggestion of Senator Vanprensere that this 
matter should be carried over for later consideration. 
The group turned next to Chapter VI, Section A, on which the 

United Kingdom Delegation had a proposal (See copy attached, US 
Gen 37). It was thought that the third sentence of this section read- 
ing “The General Assembly should elect six states to fill the non- 
permanent seats” should be modified by adding the following clause, 
“due regard being paid to the contribution of members of the Organ1- 
zation towards the maintenance of international peace and security 
and towards the other purposes of the Organization”. | 

Mr. Epen said that this proposal had originated with the Canadian 

Government. a, 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that it seemed to him that this proposal 

would recognize the so-called middle powers and totally eliminate the 
possibility of small states ever having a chance to become members of 

the Security Council. a 
Mr. Motorov said that the United Kingdom proposal was accept- 

able subject to slight changes. He suggested that the words “other 
purposes of the Organization” should be omitted and the word “espe- 
cially” inserted before the word “contributions”. 

Mr. Even agreed to the second part of the suggestion. He did not 
understand the purpose of the first one. He was thinking of the past 
experience of the League when many members never paid their sub- 
scriptions at all and got all the advantages. However, if his colleagues 
were ready to accept the suggestion he would accept it. 

Mr. Sterrintius suggested that if we recognized one criteria for the 
election of non-permanent members we were opening up many others. 
He said this would open up the whole regional question, the matter of 
geographical position, populations and a number of other questions 

“@ Amendments to Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as suggested by the United King- 
dom delegation, May 2, not printed.
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which must be taken into account before this matter could be dealt 
with if the provision is to be stated in other than very general language. 
Dr. Soong agreed with Mr. Stettinius saying that otherwise small 
nations would have no voice or chance at all. 

Mr. Enven remarked that some states like Canada considered that 
they were entitled to some recognition because of the contribution they 
had made in the present war. Mr. Srerrinrus said he recognized 
fully the great contribution which Canada had made. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY said that 1t seemed to him that one of the sub- 
stantial objections to this proposal was that it impinged upon the free- 
dom of the Assembly. There is already some resistance here and in 
the country to the immense powers being conferred upon the perma- 
nent members of the Security Council. The British proposal would 
aggravate that objection. Only those states which are strong and 
powerful would be given seats. It seemed to the Senator that if the 
Assembly was to be given power to elect the non-permanent members 
it should have the power to determine the conditions of election. If 
such a criterion as that proposed were meritorious it would appeal to 
the Assembly. It seemed to him that small powers would raise serious 
objections to the adoption of the proposal as it would be construed 
as a build-up of another favored group. 

Mr. Srerrinivs said that he agreed with the Senator. 
Mr. Even thought that it would be desirable to give this subject 

more thought. 
Mr. Sterrinius called attention to the fact that it was after 11 o’clock 

and suggested adjournment until tomorrow morning. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 27 | 

Minutes of the Twenty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 3, 1945, 9 a.m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (22) present at meeting. ] 
Tue Srecrerary convened the meeting at 9:00 a. m., and stated that 

he hoped that the members of the Delegation had been able to get 
some rest over the night. 

[Here follow discussion of proposed meetings of the Delegation 
with private organizations and the Secretary’s report on progress of 
consultations with the Four Sponsors. | 

Press Powicy. 

Tue Secretary stated that, following the departure of the two Sen- 
ators the night before, a group had continued to meet in his apartment 
on the question of.the release of our proposals to the press. Since a 
press conference had already been scheduled for Thursday, but since
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it would not be possible to issue the proposals at this time, agreement 
had been reached that Mr. Stassen would leave the meeting of the 
four sponsoring governments and attend a press conference at 11 a. m., 
Thursday, on behalf of the whole Delegation. 

Tue Srecrerary asked Mr. Strassen to summarize the statement he 
would make to the press conference. ... He said he would indicate 
that the present consultations were a continuation of those held the 
previous evening, and that he would stress that consultation was going 

forward on amendments which each of the four governments wished 
to propose for discussion along with the consideration of the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals. Moreover, he thought it should be said that, 
since none of the four governments had published the texts of their 
amendments, as host government it would be courteous for us not to 
publish our proposals before the conclusion of the consultations. .. . 

REPRESENTATION AT CONSULTATIONS OF THE Four Sponsors 

PROVISION ON Equat Riguts 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom remarked that the question of solidarity was 
not at issue, since he had on a number of occasions brought a sug- 
gestion which had not been ruled out and yet did not appear in any 
of the documents. Tur Secretary asked Mr. Sandifer the status of 
Representative Bloom’s suggestion. Mr. Sanpirer stated that the 
suggestion was to include in Chapter I, Purposes, paragraph 3, refer- 
ence to “equal rights for all people”. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that this point was in fact in the document, 
since last evening the Soviet proposal had been accepted to add the 

phrase in paragraph 8, “without distinction,” etc. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton asked what could be done if the Russians 
did discriminate. Would we deal authoritatively with the Russians? 
Mr. Pasvousky said the Organization could not impose a decision on 
this question but that it could say to them, “you are violating a pur- 
pose of the Organization”. Moreover considerable pressure could be 

mobilized in the form of public opinion. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked what objection there was to his 
phrase “equal rights”? Mr. Pasvotsky explained that the word 

“equal” was a touchy one with the Russians, and that from his point 
of view the phrase “without distinction” was actually better than 
“equal”. REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky meant 
to say that the Declaration of Independence was wrong. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY said that it was satifactory for the United States but not for 
the world, since to others it had a different connotation. RErpresenra- 
TIVE Bioom asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky thought it was better for
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us not to use the word “equal”. Mr. Pasvousxy replied that he had 
no objection in principle to the word “equal”, but was merely point- 
ing out that it would be difficult to negotiate in this connection. 
Having gotten agreement on the Soviet proposal he was afraid we 
might lose what we had if we started monkeying with the language. 

Tue Secretary stated that he thought it was a very small request to 
ask for the inclusion in the document of a reference to “equal rights for 
individuals and nations”. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that the difficulty 
with this proposal was that it raised the whole minority question. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom noted that he did not recognize minorities 
and that this was the whole point of his amendment. 

Mr. Pasvousxy reaffirmed that it had already been agreed in Chap- 
ter I to take care of what Representative Bloom wanted, but that 
in addition, if it was desired to include a reference to equal rights, 
then the matter would have to be considered. 

Tue Secretary asked that, if possible, a provision on equal rights 
be included and that Mr. Sandifer should make a report on this prob- 
‘lem. Mr. Strassen expressed support for the Secretary’s statement. 
Tuer SEcRETARY suggested that the reference to equal rights might 
well be included in the preamble. Mr. Pasvorsky agreed that it 
might be possible to work ‘it in there. , : 

_ Dean Giupersierve said she would like to go on record as saying 

how grateful she was to find the great advance in language indicated 
in the Soviet proposal for paragraph 3 of Chapter I. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS Mane By THE Four GovERNMENTS 

Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that it might be necessary, if agreement 
was not reached on the Vandenberg proposal,”? for us to put forward 
that proposal separately. He added that the British and even the 
Russians might have one or two individual proposals to make. Smna- 
ToR ConNALLY remarked that this question would, for the moment, 
have to be reserved. TH Secretary pointed out to Mr. Notter that it 
would not be possible for Mr. Stassen or anyone else to discuss this with 
the press until a policy had been established in consultation with the 
four sponsoring governments. Dran GILpEeRSLEEvE thought that, if 
joint proposals of the four governments were issued, the impression 
might be given that the four governments were ganging up on the 
other countries. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought it would be possible to make 
an introductory statement to the effect that these proposals were the re- 

sult of our joint studies, but that we were ready to consider all the 
views and proposals presented by other governments. 

“For previous discussion of chapter V, section B, paragraph 6, see minutes of 
meeting of the United States delegation, May 2, 5:30 p. m., pp. 528, 587; for text 
of United States proposal, see Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation, p. 680.
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Tue Secretary indicated that he would not like to run the risk of 
Mr. Molotov’s going home before the four powers had agreed upon a 
joint set of proposals. Mr. Pasvortsky explained that it would be 
necessary to continue consultations with the sponsoring governments 
until they had together gone over all the substantive proposals. This 
consultation would continue over the weekend. He thought Mr. 
Molotov could be persuaded to stay for this length of time. Tue 
SECRETARY thought he might be persuaded to stay until Saturday. 

SENATOR ConNALLY stated that the justification for the four spon- 
soring governments putting forward joint proposals was that these 
four drew up the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals originally, and we could 
say that on reflection, and following consultation, we had all felt they 
could be improved. : 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said, in answer to Dean Gildersleeve’s earlier com- 
ment, that it so happened that all the proposals being put forward 
were in the direction of improving the position of the smaller states 
rather than in acquiring more power for the large states, and there- 
fore he thought they would actually please the other governments. 

[Here follows discussion of Mr. Stassen’s anticipated press confer- 
ence, and documents before the delegation. | 

ProposaL on Revision or TREATIES 

Tue Secretary asked whether there was any further business. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he had been surprised by Mr. Molo- 
tov’s first question 7‘ as to whether our proposed change in paragraph 
6, Section B, of Chapter V, was Senator Vandenberg’s proposal or the’ 
proposal of the whole Delegation. Srenaror VANDENBERG stressed that 
the proposal on the review of treaties must be in the document or 
charter if it is to get through the Senate. He indicated that Mr. Molo- 
tov must understand that this is indispensable. Senator CONNALLY 
said he would like to know how he might help in the negotiation of this 
proposal. | 

Mr. Bowman said we ought to find new ground for an argument 
for keeping the clause in paragraph 6. He pointed out that in a con- 
versation with Mr. Gromyko he had been told that too much importance 
was being attached to the Senate Republican minority, since in fact 
the Republican votes were not needed to get the Charter through. 
Mr. Bowman said he had disabused Mr. Gromyko of his interpretation 
by citing the world court fight. Mr. Even also had said that the clause 
that we were proposing created a good deal of difficulty. SenarTor 
VANDENBERG pointed out that Mr. Epen had said however that he 
hoped that Britain would never negotiate a treaty that it would not be 
willing to submit to scrutiny. 

“See minutes of Four-Power consultative meeting, May 2, 9 p. m., pp. 548, 555.
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REPRESENTATIVE Broom added that it was not only a question of the 
attitude of the Senate but that it was also a problem of public opinion. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that we argue that the final clause of para- 
graph 6 was included within the phrase “impairs the general welfare”. 
He thought we should drop the reference to the Atlantic Charter, put 
this in the preamble, and emphasize the last clause with respect to 
treaties. SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated his agreement with this 
proposal. 

Tuer Secretary suggested that we should stress at the opening of 
the meeting that the Delegation still backs Senator Vandenberg’s 
clause. 

Mr. Pasvotsky favored not beginning with that point, but, for pur- 
poses of negotiation, starting with another point. Srnator Con- 
NALLY, SENATOR VANDENBERG, and Tur Secretary agreed to this 
suggestion. 

Mr. SrassEn pointed out that much of the difficulty arises from the 
fact that the newspapers have linked Senator Vandenberg’s proposal 
with review of the Polish question. 

The Secretary adjourned the meeting at 10 a m. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Four Min 2 

Minutes of the Second Four-Power Consultative Meeting on Charter 
Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 3, 1945, 10 a.m. 

. [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (15); United Kingdom (6) ; Soviet 
Union (11) ; and China (6).] 

Mr. Srerrinius suggested that the discussion continue at the point 
where it left off the preceding evening. 

| Cuaprer VI. Secrion D. 

(Mr. Stettinius and the members of the United States Delegations 
present had before them a document entitled “Amendments to the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as Suggested by the United States, the 
United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and China”, US Gen 48, May 3, 
1945, copy attached.”*) 

Paragraph 2. Regional Subcommittees of the Military Staff Com- 
mittee.—Mr. Pasvotsky explained the United States proposal to 

delete the phrase “including regional subcommittees of the Military 
Staff Committee”. He said that in view of the fact that the Security 
Council was empowered to set up any agencies necessary for the per- 
formance of its functions it seemed strange to make specific reference 

*% Parallel United States, United Kingdom, Soviet, and Chinese texts of sug- 
gested amendments of Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, not printed.
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to only one of them in this provision. He thought there was very little 
reason for including one specific body at this point. 

Mr. Even said that he was inclined to agree that this was not the 
right place to refer to regional subcommittees of the Military Staff 
Committee. He thought that this provision might be put in the re- 
gional section in Chapter VIII, Section C, or in the paragraph on 
the Military Staff Committee in Chapter VIII, Section B. He said 
that he was willing to agree to the United States proposal to strike it 
out here provided that it should be considered in one of the other places 
that he had mentioned. 

Mr, Stertrnius proposed that following Mr. Eden’s suggestion this 
matter be considered in connection with the provision concerning the 
Military Staff Committee in Chapter VIII, Section B. This was 
agreed to. 
Paragraph 6. Participation of Non-Members.—Dnr. Soone, at the 

request of the Chairman, explained the Chinese proposal to add a sen- 
tence as follows to this paragraph: “In the case of a non-member, the 
Security Council should lay down such conditions as it may deem 
just for the participation of such a non-member.” Dr. Soone said 
that it was the thought of his Delegation that if a non-member were 
given the privilege of attending and participating in meetings of the 
Security Council when considering a dispute in which it was involved, 
the Security Council should have the right to lay down the conditions 
of such participation. 

The proposal was agreed to without further discussion. 

Cuapter VIII. Srcrion A 

New Paragraph Before Paragraph 1. Recommendations on Re- 
guest of Parties——The British proposal to insert the following new 
paragraph before paragraph 1 was next taken up: 

“Without prejudice to the provisions of paragraphs 1-5 below, the 
Security Council should be empowered, 1f all the parties so request, to 
make recommendations to the parties to any dispute with a view to 
its settlement in accordance with the principles laid down in Chap- 
ter IT (3).” 

Mr. Even said that his Delegation recognized the importance of 
not cluttering up the Security Council with miscellaneous disputes, 
as had sometimes been the case with the League of Nations, but at 
the same time it was their thought that if the countries parties to a 
dispute requested the Council to take it up, the facilities of the Council 
should be available for this purpose. | 

The proposal was agreed to without discussion. 

Cuapter VII 

Paragraph 6. Enforcement of Judgments of the Court—At this 
point Dr. Soone called attention to the fact that one of the Chinese
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proposals related to Chapter VII and had not been discussed. The 
Chairman apologized for this oversight, which he said had resulted 
from the Secretariat putting the paragraph under Chapter VIIT in- 
stead of Chapter VII. Dr. Soone said that this was probably the 
result of the paragraph having been inadvertently listed under Chap- 
ter VIII in the text of the Chinese proposals. 

The Chinese proposal was to insert the following paragraph as 

paragraph 6 of this chapter: 

“Tf any party to a dispute fails to comply with the judgment of the 
International Court of Justice, the Secretary Council may, upon ap- 
plication by the other party or parties concerned, take such action 
as it may deem necessary to give effect to the judgment.” 

Dr. Soong said that his Delegation regarded this provision as neces- 
sary and very important. | 

Mr. Even doubted the desirability of including such a provision. 
Mr. Motorov said that the inclusion of such a provision would mean 

that in addition to the decision of the court the Security Council 
would be issuing decisions binding upon the parties. He questioned 
the desirability of such a provision. | 

Mr. Srertinivus stated that the United States Delegation was op- 
posed to this provision. 

Dr. Soone said that in view of the position of the other three gov- 
ernments China would reserve its position with respect to this 
provision. . 

Cuapter VIII. Srcrion A 

Paragraph 2. Obligations of Non-Members—The Chinese pro- 
posal to add the following sentence to this paragraph was taken up 
for consideration: “In the case of a non-member, it should be required 
to accept, for the purposes of such dispute, the obligations of pacific 
settlement provided in the Charter.” 

Dr. Soone pointed out that this provision was related to the pro- 
vision in paragraph 5 of Chapter VI, Section D, concerning invita- 
tions to non-member states to participate in the discussion relating to 
disputes to which they are parties. 

Mr. Moxorov asked for a further clarification of this provision. 
Dr. Koo explained that the purpose of the proposed addition is to 

make certain that when the Organization takes up for consideration a 
dispute involving a non-member, it can count on the obligations being 
complied with by such non-member. 

Mr. PasvoisKy pointed out that the proposed addition was related 
also to the last paragraph in Chapter II on Principles to the effect that 
the Organization should insure that states not members of the Organi- 
zation act in accordance with the principles laid down in Chapter IT 
so far as may be necessary for the maintenance of peace and security.
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Me. Srerrinius and Mr. Even indicated that this provision was 
acceptable to their respective Delegations. 

Mr. Motorov asked for time to study the provision. 
Paragraph 4. Recommendation of Terms of Settlement.—The pro- 

posal of the United Kingdom to add the following sentence to para- 
graph 4 was taken up for consideration: “If the Security Council 
deems that the continuance of the particular dispute is in fact likely 
to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, it 
shall decide whether to take action under paragraph 5 or whether 

itself to recommend such terms of settlement as it may consider 

appropriate.” 
Mr. Even said that his Government attached great importance to 

this provision. He said that under the original provision if the Secu- 
rity Council took jurisdiction of a dispute its action was limited to the 
recommendation of procedures or methods of settlement. He thought 
that it would not be understood by the general public how the Council 

could take up a dispute and then take no action looking towards its 
settlement other than to recommend procedures or methods of 

settlement. 
Dr. Soone said that the provision was acceptable to his Delegation. 
Mr. Movorov thought that the provision might be acceptable to his 

Delegation, but that they would like to go over the draft again. 
Mr. Sterrinivs said that it was the view of the United States Dele- 

gation that it was undesirable for the Security Council to have the 
power to recommend terms of settlement. He would be happy to dis- 
cuss the matter now or later as desired by the other Delegations. 

Mr. Even said that if this provision were not made clear by the 
proposed addition the Security Council could do nothing but talk 
and would not be in a position to take any effective action. At the 
very least he thought it must have the power to make recommenda- 
tions as to terms of settlement. 

The United States reserved its position on this question. 
Paragraph?. Domestic Jurisdiction —Two proposals were before 

the meeting with respect to this paragraph. The United States pro- 
posal was to delete the words “by international law” and the word 
“solely”. 

The British proposal was that paragraph 7 be replaced by the fol- 
lowing provision: 

“(1) The Charter should not confer the right on any member of 
the United Nations to require that a dispute or situation arising out 
of matters which by International Law are solely within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the State concerned should be submitted to the means 
of settlement mentioned in Section A (3). Should, however, such a 
situation or dispute constitute a threat to the maintenance of inter- 
national peace or security, or should a breach of the peace occur in 
consequence of such a situation or dispute, it should be open to the
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Security Council, acting in accordance with Section B, to take such 
action as it may deem appropriate. 

“(2) The question whether, a particular dispute or situation does 
arise out of matters which by International Law are solely within 
the domestic jurisdiction of the State concerned should be decided, if 
necessary, by the body to which it is sought to submit the dispute or 
situation.” 

Sir Wittiam Ma xin, at the request of Mr. Eden, explained the 
British proposal. He said that paragraph 7 had never been fully dis- 
cussed at Dumbarton Oaks.”* Under the Dumbarton Oaks provision, 

paragraphs 1 to 6 of Section A would not apply to matters coming 
within domestic jurisdiction, whereas the provisions of Chapter VITI, 

Section B, would apply to such matters. The effect of this was that 
members of the Organization would not be obligated under Section A 
to submit disputes coming within domestic jurisdiction. At the same 
time if such a dispute produced a situation likely to lead to war or if 
it actually caused a breach of the peace, the Council could act under 

Section B. It seemed to the United Kingdom essential that this situ- 
ation be clearly stated and that was the purpose of the proposal put 
forward by the United Kingdom Delegation. 

Mr. Bowman, at the request of Mr. Stettinius, explained that the 

United States proposed the deletion of the words “international law” 
on the ground that international law might not keep up with the 
evolution of the definition of domestic jurisdiction. It was proposed 
to omit the word “solely” as too precise in view of the existing impre- 
cision of international law. 

Mr. Motorov said that the United States proposal was acceptable 
to his Delegation. | 

Dr. Soone said that he would prefer to see the words “international 

law” retained. _ 
Mr. Even stated that he preferred the fuller statement of the matter 

contained in the British proposal. 

Mr. STErrinius proposed the appointment of a subcommittee to con- 

sider this matter. The respective Delegations appointed Mr. Dulles 
and Mr. Hackworth (United States), Sir William Malkin (United 

Kingdom), Mr. Golunsky (Soviet Union), and Dr. Wang (China). 
The suggestion was accepted and the subcommittee directed to con- 

sider this matter at once and submit a report at the next meeting. 

Cuapter VIII. Srcrion B 

Paragraph 1. Character of Measures of Enforcement.—Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY said that the change proposed by the United States was in- 

*® For the American proposal of September 9 to the Joint Steering Committee, 
and Soviet acceptance of the proposed paragraph 7 on domestic jurisdiction on 
September 27, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol 1, pp. 789 and 8388, respectively. 
See also minutes of meetings of the American delegation, April 12, 16, and 18, 
ante, pp. 269, 296, and 330, respectively.
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tended to make it clear that the word “measures” is intended to mean 
measures indicated in paragraphs 3 and 4 of this section. The same 
proposal is made also with respect to paragraph 2. 

Mr. Even thought that this proposal required consideration in con- 
nection with paragraphs 4 and 5 of Section A. 

Mr. Moxortov said that he would prefer the original language of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Mr. Soone seemed inclined to agree 
with Mr. Molotov. 

The United States reserved its position with respect to this proposal. 
Paragraph 2. The Measures to Maintain or Restore Peace.—It was 

pointed out that the United States proposal in this paragraph was 
identical with that in paragraph 1, that is to limit the measures to be 
taken to those provided in paragraphs 3 and 4 of this section. 

Mr. Eben said that he had no objection to the proposed change in 
this connection. Mr. Scone agreed, but Mr. Motorov thought that 
it was connected with that in the preceding paragraph. Mr. Epren 
pointed out that this paragraph had reference to a threat to or breach 
of the peace. Mr. Moxorov said that he had no objection to the change. 

The proposed change was agreed to. 
New Paragraph Between Paragraphs 2 and 8. Provisional Meas- 

ures.—Dr. Soone explained that the new paragraph proposed by China 
arose out of the experience of the League in the case of Manchuria. 
AMBASSADOR Koo said that the whole idea was to facilitate the Orga- 

nization’s task of maintaining or restoring international peace and 
security. The provision was designed to maintain the conditions 
existing at the time the disturbance occurred. It would be helpful to 
prevent any aggravation of the situation. The prescription of pro- 
visional measures would be without prejudice to the rights, claims, or 
position of the parties concerned, but would not in any way affect the 
final settlement of the dispute. If any of the parties should fail to 
comply with the measures prescribed, such failure might be taken 
into account by the Council in reaching its final decision. 

Mr. Motorov and Mr. Enren had no objection to this provision. Mr. 
STETTINIus reserved the right on behalf of the United States Dele- 
gation to study the matter further. 

Cuapter VIII. Sercrion C. 

Paragraph 2. Enforcement through Regional Agencies.—The pro- 
posal of the Soviet Union for an amendment to this section reading 
as follows was next taken up: 

“2. The Security Council should, where appropriate, utilize such 
arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. 

723-681—67--40
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But no enforcement action should be taken under regional arrange- 
ments or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Security 
Council, with the exception of measures provided for in treaties already 
concluded directed against the renewal of a policy of aggression on 

Mr. Motorov explained that the purpose of the contemplated Or- 
ganization is to prevent future aggression. This is also the purpose 
of a number of treaties which have been concluded among certain 
of the Allied states in Europe during the course of the present war. 
The amendment proposed by the Soviet Union would apply only to 
those treaties entered into, prior to the ratification of the Charter, 
by the governments participating in the San Francisco Conference. 
The proposal would include only treaties against aggression within 
this limited time-period. The proposal is entirely in keeping, Mr. 
Mo torov said, with the spirit of the proposed Organization. 

Mr. EpeEN said that he was in entire agreement with Mr. Molotov 
as to the importance and purpose of the treaties in question. One of 
the first treaties of this character was that between the Soviet Union 
and the United Kingdom. 

Mr. Even had two points which he wished to make with respect to 
the Russian proposal. In the first place, it was not reasonable to limit 
the exception to measures provided by treaties in force at the time 
that the Charter was ratified. A later treaty of the same character 
should not be discriminated against, for example Great Britain might 
conclude such a treaty with France after the ratification of the Charter. 
Mr. EprEn’s second point was that some provision should be made so 
that when the new Organization became stronger there should be a 
provision for its taking over the functions carried out by the parties 
to these treaties. This of course could only be carried out with the 
agreement of the signatories to the treaties. This he had tried to cover 
in an amendment which he had proposed. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the question raised by the Soviet 
proposal should be considered in connection with the settlement of 
the question raised last night concerning Chapter V, Section B, para- 
graph 6. 

MR. STETTINIUS said that he had had in mind suggesting at the end 
of the meeting that the provision to which Senator Vandenberg had 
referred be turned over to a subcommittee of specialists for the purpose 
of exploring all angles to reach a common ground. He thought that 
it would be desirable to refer both of these matters to such a sub- 
committee. There being no objection, the following persons were 
designated: Mr. Stettinius and Mr. Pasvolsky (United States), Sir 
Alexander Cadogan and Mr. Jebb (United Kingdom), Mr. Molotov 
and Ambassador Gromyko (Soviet Union), Ambassador Koo and Dr.
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Wang (China). Mr. Motorov suggested that Mr. Pasvolsky act as 

chairman. Mr. Srerrinius said that he would attend the meetings as 

time permitted. 
Cuaprer IX. Section A 

Paragraph 1. Economic and Social Council—The United States, 
the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union each had made proposals 
for amendments in this paragraph. The United States proposed the 
insertion of the word “cultural”. The United Kingdom proposed 
the insertion of the phrase “in association with the International Labor 
Organization and other bodies concerned”. The Soviet Union pro- 
posed three different insertions: (1) “based on respect for the principle 
of equal rights and self-determination of peoples”; (2) “in particular 
the right to work and the right to education”; (3) “for all without 
distinction as to race, language, religion, or sex”. 

Mr. Moxorov explained that he wished to support the Soviet pro- 
posal for inclusion of the provision concerning the right to work and 
to education, but that he would not press the matter. If there was 
no objection to these additions, he would also like to have reference 
made to them in the Chapter on Purposes. Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested 
that if such additions were made the language used in Chapter I should 
be followed here. 

Mr. ATrLeE said that the proposal of the United Kingdom with 
reference to the International Labor Organization was related to the 
proposal for the insertion at the end of paragraph 2 of a new para- 
graph reading as follows: 

_ “3, In view of its tripartite constitution the International Labor 
Organisation should, subject to the provisions of Paragraph 2 above, 
be brought into special relationship with the Organisation and should 
be an important instrument through which should be pursued the 
object of securing for all improved labour standards, economic ad- 
vancement and social security.” 

The International Labor Organization as a specialized organiza- 
tion would be brought into relationship with the new Organization. 
It would be brought into relationship particularly with the Economic 
and Social Council. It was the view of the British Delegation that 
it was highly desirable that this should be stated clearly and specif- 
ically here. This view was based upon the important and distin- 
guished record of the International Labor Organization. 

Dr. Soone said that he regarded the British amendment as too 
sweeping and that he would like to study it further. 

Mr. Mo torov said that for reasons well known it was the view of 
the Soviet Government that it would be sufficient to adhere to the 
original text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals in this respect.
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Mr. PasvousKy explained that the United States desired to add 
the word “cultural” in order to make it clear that the cultural and 
educational fields were covered by this paragraph. It had been 
understood at Dumbarton Oaks that the word “social” included cul- 
tural, but there was a strong sentiment in the United States for 
making this explicit. Dr. Soone supported the United States pro- 
posal and it was agreed to by the four governments. Action on the 
British proposal both in paragraph 1 and paragraph 38 was reserved 
for later consideration. : 

The Soviet proposal was agreed to with the understanding that 
the language should be made to conform with the proposal which 
had been agreed to for paragraph 3 of Chapter I. This would involve 
the deletion of the phrase “in particular the right to work and the 
right to education”. 

__ Cuapter IX. Section D. 

\ Paragraph 1. Establishment of Commissions.—The United States 
‘had a proposal on paragraph 1 for the addition of the phrase “a 
human rights commission”. The United Kingdom proposed the 
deletion of the first sentence with respect to the establishment of 
specified commissions, a new sentence as follows to be substituted: 
“The Economic and Social Council should have the power to set 
up such commissions as may be required.” 

Mr. Arrien explained that in the view of the British Delegation 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposal was too precise on this point in speci- 
fying the particular bodies to be created. It would be wiser to give 
the Council the power to set up commissions or other bodies as 
required and to leave the matter open and flexible for development. 
Mr. Monorov said that he had no objection to the British proposal. 

Dran GILDERSLEEVE said that she would very much like to have a 
specific reference made to a human rights commission. She had 
some sympathy with the British proposal, but she thought that fur- 
ther consideration of both proposals was desirable. 

Mr. Arties suggested that the United States point might be met if a 
proposal on human rights were put at an earlier point in the document. 

Mr. Even suggested a subcommittee to study this question. <Ac- 
cordingly the following subcommittee was appointed: Mr. Bowman 

_ (United States), Mr. Attlee (United Kingdom), Dr. Hsu Mo (China), 
| and Mr. Kuznetsov (Soviet Union). 

— CHAPTER X 

Paragraph 1. WSecretary-General and Deputies —— AMBASSADOR 

Gromyko explained that the first Soviet amendment to this paragraph 
related to the number of deputies. The second related to the term 
of service of the Secretary-General and the deputies. His delegation
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had in mind that the four deputy secretaries-general would be from 
the permanent members of the Council, the Secretary-General also 
being a national of one of the permanent members. His delegation 
thought that the two-year term proposed would be long enough for 
purposes of experience and yet short enough to guarantee a term 
of service for a national of each of the five permanent powers within 
a ten-year period. 

Dr. Soone supported the proposal for four deputies, but he thought 
that the two-year term was too short. He would prefer something 
hke three, four, or five years. Mr. Epen said that he had no objection 

to the provision for four deputies. However, he thought it was not 
a good plan to choose these deputies from among the four great 
powers. They should be chosen upon their merits as individuals. 
He would not favor as short a term as two years. He wished the 
point emphasized that the officers of the Secretariat would not be 
representatives of their countries. They would be international civil 
servants. If they did good and satisfactory work they should be 
kept on. 

Mr. Stetrinivs said that he was in entire sympathy with the views 
expressed by Mr. Eden. He thought that the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals were adequate on this point. 

Mr. Motorov said that he would not insist on the suggestion made 
by Ambassador Gromyko on behalf of the Soviet Delegation that 
the four deputies be nationals of permanent members of the Council. 

He would agree to a three-year term. Mr. Sretrinivus suggested 
that the four delegations study this proposal but come fully prepared 
on all points at the next meeting. 

Mr. ATTLER inquired whether Mr. Molotov would press the point 
of non-reelection. Mr. Motrotov suggested that this also be studied 
for the next meeting, to which there was general agreement. 
New Paragraph 4. International Character of Secretariat Staff — 

The United States proposed the addition of a new paragraph 4 as 
follows: 

“4, In the performance of their duties, the Secretary-General and 
the staff should be responsible only to the Organization. Their re- 
sponsibilities should be exclusively international in character, and 
they should not seek or receive instructions in regard to the discharge 

thereof from any authority external to the Organization. The mem- 
bers should undertake fully to respect the international character of 
the responsibilities of the Secretariat and not to seek to influence any 
of their nationals in the discharge of such responsibilities.” 

Mr. PasvotsKy explained that this provision was based upon the 

experience of the League, especially in the years following the rise 
of Fascism and Nazism in Italy and Germany. The attitude of those
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countries had been to regard their nationals in the Secretariat as 
national servants rather than as international civil servants. It was 
extremely important on the administrative side that the staff of the 
Secretariat be truly international in character. It was important to 
build up a true international civil service. It was the view of the 
United States Delegation that there is a great deal to recommend 
the adoption of a provision of this character. 

The proposed paragraph was agreed to without further discussion. 

CuHapTer XI 

Paragraph 1. Coming Into Force of Charter—The Soviet Delega- 
tion proposed the following new paragraph as the first paragraph of 
this Chapter: | Oe, 

“1. The present Charter comes into force after its ratification in 
accordance with their respective constitutional processes by the mem- 
bers of the Organization having permanent seats on the Security 

Council and by a majority of the other members of the Organization.” 

SENATOR CoNNALLY in explaining the reason for this proposal 7 
pointed out that while the Chapter provided for individual amend- 
ments it did not provide for any general revision. It was the thought 
of the United States Delegation that there ought to be somewhere 
authority for a complete revision of the Charter if situations should 
develop to make this desirable. He pointed out that in the Constitu- 
tion of the United States there was a provision authorizing Congress 
to call a Constitutional Convention for the purpose of reexamining 
the whole Constitution, or the states might by a specified vote call 
for the convening of a Constitutional Convention. While the present 
provision with respect to separate amendments is both necessary and 
desirable, there ought to be provision to take account of changing 
conditions and growth. This can best be done by providing for review 

at intervals to be determined. The interests of the permanent mem- 
bers of the Council would be protected under the proposed provision 
by the requirement for their unanimous vote for the approval of any 
revision recommended. — 

The United States Delegation regards this amendment as highly 
imperative because of the possible difficulty of getting approval by 
the Senate. The Delegation is extremely anxious to get a Charter 
which will receive the Senate’s approval. There have been objections 
that the Charter of the proposed Organization should not be frozen 
for all time. 

CoMMANDER STASssEN said that he was very much in accord with the 
position stated by Senator Connally. He was interested in this pro- 

* For text of United States proposed new paragraph providing for a general 
conference to review the Charter, see p. 438.
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vision particularly on account of the men in the armed services who 
were not here to make their influence felt in the formulation of the 

Charter. It should be made possible for them to exercise their influ- 
ence at a later date. 

Mr. Motorov said that perhaps if we accepted this provision 1t would 
not be necessary to work so hard on other provisions and amendments 
under consideration, since everything would be open to change. 

Mr. Even thought the proposal was acceptable. He had two ques- 
tions to raise: Why was the provision made for a three-fourths vote 
of the General Assembly in calling a Conference, whereas elsewhere 
in the document a two-thirds vote is used? Secondly, Would it be 
desirable to fix a minimum time within which such a Conference should 
be called? He thought this might help meet the point Mr. Molotov 
had in mind. Senator ConNALLY suggested seven years as a possi- 
bility. He said that the three-fourths vote had been suggested in 
order that the calling of a Conference would not be too easy. 

Dr. Soone said he thought this was a very wise provision. It was 
sufficiently safeguarded by the requirement of ratification by all mem- 
bers of the Security Council. | 

Mr. Mo rorov said that taking into account the reasons given by 
Senator Connally and Commander Stassen-he was willing to accept 
the proposal. 

The proposal was therefore agreed to. 

Cuaprer V. Secrion B. 

New Paragraph to Follow Paragraph 7. Administrative Budg- 
ets.—The United Kingdom proposed the following provision: 

“The General Assembly should examine the administrative budgets 
of such specialised agencies with a view to making recommendations 
to the agencies concerned.” 

This provision was agreed to without discussion. 

| PROCEDURE 

Mr. Stertrinivs brought up the question of future procedure in con- 

sidering the proposed amendment[s]. After we have reached agree- 
ment are we to regard the amendments as part of the revised Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals to be submitted to the Conference? Or should 
it be announced that the four governments have consulted each other 
and submit the amendments agreed on separately? It would be under- 
stood, he assumed, that each Delegation would be at liberty to present 
its individual views in the Commissions and Committees. He thought 
that 1t was very important to weigh carefully the effect on other coun- 
tries of consultations among the four governments resulting in new 
joint proposals,
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Mr. Epen thought that the position was substantially this. The 
four authors of the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals have each 
presented amendments. Quite naturally and properly they have dis- 
cussed these amendments among themselves for the purpose of reach- 
ing mutual agreement if possible. So far as other amendments pro- 

posed by other governments are concerned, we seek to impose no 
amendments on them, though we may consult on other amendments 
as they arise. 

Dr. Soone thought that it might be desirable for the four govern- 
ments to present their amendments to the Conference in a joint 
statement. | 

Mr. Motorov agreed in general with the suggestions made by Mr. 
Eden. 
COMMANDER STASSEN suggested that the amendments as agreed upon 

be proposed jointly as amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 
There seemed to be general agreement with this proposal. | 

Mr. Strertinius asked that the Secretariat prepare a statement be- 
fore the next meeting which might be submitted to the Conference 
and to the press. He proposed that the group should meet again at 
9:30 this evening. The subcommittees should be prepared to report 
at that time. Mr. Srerrinius suggested that the subcommittees meet 
immediately following the meeting. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 28 

Minutes of the Twenty-Eighth Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 3, 1945,6: 20 p.m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (27) present at meeting.] — 

The Secretary called the meeting to order at 6:20 p. m. 

[Here follows report on visit of Senators Harry F. Byrd (Virginia), 

Homer E. Capehart (Indiana), James O. Eastland (Mississippi), and 
Charles W. Tobey (New Hampshire), and report on the Roper Poll 
of public opinion with respect to United States participation in an 
international organization. | | 

Frencu Posrrion 

Tuer Secretary reported that he and Mr. Dunn had had a conver- 
sation with M. Bidault, the French Foreign Minister. M. Bidault 
had felt perturbed about the meetings of the Big Four in which his 
Government had not been represented. He feared that the Big Four 
were trying to reach new agreements on questions not pertaining to 
the conference. Mr. Dunn had explained to M. Bidault that the only 
purpose of the meetings was to obtain agreement among the Sponsor-
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ing Governments on proposed amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals.” Tse Srecrerary proposed that M. Bidault be invited 
to attend the meetings of the Big Four and pointed out that these 
meetings would probably not continue very much longer inasmuch as 
the Executive Committee of the Conference would begin to function 
more actively and tend to replace the meetings of the Big Four. Mr. 
Btioom asked whether this meant that M. Bidault would participate 
in the meetings and THe Secretary replied in the affirmative. THE 
SEcRETARY stated, in reply to Mr. Armstrong’s question, that the Spon- 
soring Governments would be consulted before an invitation was ex- 
tended. Srnator Connatty. stated that he had no objection to the 
proposal but that he didn’t like it. 

RELEASE OF SPONSORING GOVERNMENTS AMENDMENTS 

Tr Secretary raised the question whether or not it was wise to 
present a united front among the Big Four on the proposed amend- 
ments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and suggested that it might 
be better to introduce such amendments separately in the Commissions 
and Committees. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that it was impossible 
to follow that procedure because all formal proposals had to be sub- 
mitted to the Secretary-General by midnight, Friday, May 4. Mr. 
Pasvotsxy also stated that the proposed amendments could not be 
submitted separately because they had been worked out jointly among 
the Big Four. Mr. Bowman suggested that one way of explaining 
the matter would be to suggest that the Sponsoring Governments had 
consulted together on the proposed amendments in order to expedite 

the work of the Conference. | 
‘Tur Secretary asked the Delegation to review the following Draft 

Covering Statement for Joint Submission to the Conference of Amend- 
ments Agreed by the Four Nations: 

“The United States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and 
China have consulted together concerning the amendments to the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals which they wish to propose for consider- 
ation by the Conference. They have agreed upon the amendments 
annexed hereto as their joint proposals to the Conference. 

“These governments will give full consideration to proposals and 
amendments submitted by other countries as they come before the 
Commissions and Technical Committees of the Conference.” 

In telegram 1, May 4, not printed, Secretary Stettinius informed the Acting 
Secretary of State as follows: “A long somewhat stormy but on the whole 
friendly conversation ensued. Essentially Bidault insisted that France be asso- 
ciated from now on with the Four-Power discussions on amendments, stating 
that publie and official pressure in France was such that if this were not done 
he would undoubtedly be recalled, leaving the representation of France at the 
Conference to technical advisers without authority. I agreed to bring this mat- 
ter up at once with the other three Foreign Ministers and not only to introduce 
but to support fully the French request that Bidault be included in further Big 
Four discussions on Conference matters.” (500.CC/5-445)



576 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

The view was expressed by several members of the Delegation that the 
statement should be redrafted to convey the impression that the pro- 
posals being submitted by the Big Four were to be considered merely 
as one group among other proposed amendments to the Dumbarton 

Oaks Proposals and that further amendments by each of these gov- 
ernments would be presented separately. Mr. Notter was requested 
to redraft a statement along these lines which might be presented for 
consideration at the meeting of the Big Four this evening. Mr. 
Notter distributed the following statement later in the meeting: 

“The Delegations of the four Governments which participated in 
the Dumbartons Oaks Conversations, the United States, the United 
Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and China, have consulted together con- 
cerning those amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals on 
which they find themselves in agreement for inclusion among the 
amendments being proposed for consideration by the Conference. 

“Such further amendments as each of these Governments may wish 
to propose will be presented separately. All four Governments are 
now studying and considering the various proposals and amendments 
submitted by the Delegations of other countries as they are pre- 
sented to the Conference and its Commissions and Technica] 
Committees.” 

SPONSORING GOVERNMENTS AMENDMENTS 

Tue Secretary asked Mr. Pasvolsky to review the document Con- 
sultation of the United States, United Kingdom, Soviet Union, and 
China on the Amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, May 3, 
1945.°° Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that Section I of this document from 
pages 1-9 contained the amendments to the proposals upon which 
agreement had been obtained among the Sponsoring Governments. 

He then asked the Delegation to consider Section III of the document 
beginning on page 9 which dealt with amendments which had been de- 
ferred for further study or where the position of individual govern- 
ments had been reserved. 

Chapter VI, Section A, Proposal of the United Kingdom.—Mk. Pas- 
votsKy stated that the British proposal to establish a category of 
middle-sized states whose position would be specially recognized in 
connection with the election of the non-permanent members of the 
Security Council was acceptable to the Russians, but that we didn’t like 
it nor did the Chinese. He felt, however, that we would be obliged 
to accept it. He then suggested that we amend the British proposal 
to include a provision which would take into account the geographic 
position of member states. The clause as thus revised would read 
as follows: “due regard being paid to their geographic position and 
to their contribution towards the maintenance of international peace 
and security and towards the other purposes of the organization”. 

° Not printed.
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Dean GILDERSLEEVE pointed out that Canada would object to a regional 
provision of this character. Several members of the Delegation in- 
dicated that they were not wholly satisfied with this proposal but 
after brief discussion it was decided to accept it as revised. 

Chapter VII. Chinese Proposal—Mr. Pasvousxy stated that the 
Chinese had strongly urged a provision empowering the Security 
Council to take enforcement action to give effect to judgments of the 
International Court of Justice in the event any party failed to comply 
with a decision of the Court. THe Srcrerary stated that we could not 
accept the Chinese proposal and the Delegation agreed that it could 
not be accepted. 

Chapter VIII, Section A, Paragraph 2. Chinese Proposal_—The 
Chinese proposal that non-members be required to accept the obliga- 
tions of pacific settlement provided in the Charter was accepted with- 

out comment. | . 

Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 4.—Mr. Pasvoisky pointed 
out that the British proposal by itself was not objectionable. He 
stated that the real problem arose in connection with other provisions 
of the proposal. Would, for example, the failure of a state to abide 
by the terms of settlement recommended by the Security Council con- 
stitute a threat to the peace under which the Council might then take 
enforcement action? He stated that both China and the U.S.S.R. 
supported the British proposal while we had consistently opposed it. 
He indicated that this proposal introduced an entirely new element in 
the structure of the organization. He urged that whatever our posi- 
tion was with regard to the British proposal we should insist on our 
amendment for Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 1. 

Mr. Dutxzs thought that the British proposal went to the heart of 
the role of the Security Council. He pointed out that under the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals it had been generally understood that 
the Security Council would act only as a policeman and would not 
itself have the function of settling disputes on the basis of merit. The 
British proposal goes very much farther by making the Security Coun- 
cil the arbiter of the world. Mr. Sanprrer pointed out that there was 
a specific limitation in the jurisdiction of the Security Council under 
the British proposal in that the Council could assume jurisdiction only 
in those cases likely to endanger the maintenance of peace and security. 
Mr. Bowman pointed out that when the Security Council makes a 
recommendation the party that loses its case will try to object to any 
further action, while the party which is favored will! fight to maintain 
its position. In any event, there would be no appeal from the Security 
Council. Senator VANDENBERG observed that this proposal collided 
with Senator Austin’s position. He also observed that it had nothing 
to do with justice.



578 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

Mr. Pasvortsxy thought the Delegation should. oppose the British 
proposal. Mr. Duttss stated his belief that the small powers would 
object to the proposal. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that we were alone 
in opposing the British proposal and alone in supporting our proposal 
for Section B, paragraph 1. He stated that if we oppose the British 
proposal we could not hope to get acceptance of our own. Mr. 
Du.uzs suggested that we drop our proposal under Section B, 1 if 
the British agree to drop their proposal under Section A, 4. Mr. 
Pasvotsky said that a number of the small powers wanted the Secu- 
rity Council vested with power to recommend terms of settlement. 
He added that he favored the earlier British proposal under which 
the Council would be empowered to recommend terms of settlement 
when requested to do so by parties to a dispute. Tur Secrerary sug- 
gested that we oppose the British proposal and try to retain our pro- 
posal for Section B, 1. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that the British 
might reserve their position if we took that approach. Mr. Dunn 
suggested that we oppose paragraph 4 but argue the case for our own 

proposal. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy pointed out that the agreement on the Big Four 

amendments could not be reached tonight because of the discussions 
to be held tomorrow with the Russians concerning regional arrange- 
ments. In reply to‘a question concerning the release of the proposals 

to the press, he stated that we could do that when the proposals are 
sent to the Secretary-General. It was agreed that an effort should 
be made to retain our proposal under B, 1 if possible. 

Chapter VIIT, Section B. Chinese Proposal—Mr. PasvoisKy 
stated that the Chinese proposal concerning provisional measures 
which might be taken by the Security Council had been deferred for 
further consideration at our request. After brief comment it was 
agreed to support this proposal. 

Chapter VIIT, Section B, 9—Mr. Pasvorsxy suggested that a pro- 
vision in this paragraph to provide for regional subcommittees of the 
Military Staff Committee might read as follows: “The Military Staff 
Committee with the approval of the Security Council may establish 
regional subcommittees of the Military Staff Committee”. The pro- 
posal was approved by the Delegation. 

Chapter IX, British Proposal—The Delegation agreed to oppose 
the British proposal to include specific reference in the Charter to the 
International Labor Organization in paragraphs 1 and 3 of Section A. 
Mr. PasvoitsKy reported that Mr. Eden had said that Mr. Bevin *3 
would be greatly disappointed if some such provision were not in- 
cluded. Tue Secretary stated that we could not accept it and it was 
so agreed. 

* Ernest Bevin, British Minister of Labour and National Service.
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Chapter X. Soviet Proposal_—After a brief, cacophonic discus- 
sion it was agreed that the Russian proposal for the term of office of 
the Secretary-General should be modified by extending his term of 
office from two to three years. No definite decision was taken with 
regard to the question of the eligibility of the Secretary-General for 
immediate reelection but it was intimated that this question might 
receive further attention at a later meeting of the Big Four. 

Interim Economic CoMMISsION 

Dean GILDERsLEEVE reported that a proposal had been submitted by 
Dr. Shotwell ® on behalf of a group of consultants urging that an 
interim commission be established for economic and social questions. 
Tue Secretary then read Dr. Shotwell’s letter. Mr. Pasvoisky 

pointed out the difficulties which would ensue were a council of this 
kind set up, which would consist of the representatives of fifty coun- 
tries and would be quite unlike the proposed Economic and Social 

Council for the permanent organization. He stated that there was 
need, however, for a preparatory commission to prepare documents 
for the agenda of the first session of the General Assembly, the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council, and the Security Council. Mr. Bowman 
expressed the view that the creation of such an interim commission 
at this time, as proposed by the consultants, would lead to terrible 
confusion. He suggested that it was evident that there was a con- 
cern among some groups for the safeguard of their special interests. 

Tue Secretary stated that we evidently wanted the establishment 
of an interim commission as soon after ratification as possible to plan 
for the initial work of all the organs of the Organization. He ap- 
pointed Dr. Bowman and Mr. Pasvolsky to appear before the con- 
sultants and to explain the position of the Delegation. Mr. Sanpirer 
stated that the secretariat would have a memorandum on a, prepara- 
tory commission for discussion by the Delegation. Dran GiLper- 
SLEEVE observed that the consultants believe that the Delegation keeps 
pushing aside economic questions and that she thought there was some 
justification for their point of view. Mr. MacLeisu proposed that 

the Secretary and Mr. Pasvolsky appear before the consultants and 
present the views of the Delegation at 5:00 p. m. the following day 
and that this be tied in with the press conference. Tue Secretary 
then inquired whether the consultants felt that they were being 
ignored. | 

Dr. Bowman thought that the proposal suggested by Mr. MacLeish 

would help satisfy them if a full enough explanation were given with 
regard to the interim arrangements proposed. Tue Srcrerary stated 
that the C.1.O. had indicated that they wished to be represented on 

” James T. Shotwell, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Consultant, 
United States delegation.
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the interim organization. Dr. Eaton said that in a conference with 
representatives of business and agricultural organizations expression 

had been given to their desire to be represented on such an interim 
commission. Dean GiLpERSLEEvE stated that she was in agreement 
with the proposal for a preparatory commission along the lines sug- 

gested by Mr. Pasvolsky. 
Mr. Broom complimented Commander Stassen on his press confer- 

ence and hoped that the Delegation would get copies of the transcript. 

REPORTS ON SUBCOMMITTEES 

Tue SEecrEeTARY invited the Delegation to consider the matters re- 
ferred to Subcommittee in the document under consideration (p. 5). 
Mr. Duties submitted the following text of an article to be inserted 

as a new chapter in the Charter which would replace VIII-A-1: 

“Nothing contained in this Charter shall authorize the Organization 
to interfere with matters which [by international law] * are essen- 
tially within the domestic jurisdiction of the State concerned or shall 
require the members to submit such matters to settlement under this 
Charter. Should, however, a situation or dispute arising out of such a 
matter assume an international character and constitute a threat to 
the maintenance of international peace or security, or should a breach 
of the peace occur in consequence of such a situation or dispute, it 
shall be open to the Security Council, acting in accordance with Chap- 
ter VIII, Section B, to take such action as it may deem appropriate.” 

The Delegation agreed to support the proposed text except for the 
bracketed clause referring to international law. Mr. Duxuss reported 
that we were supported by the Soviet Government on this matter but 
that the British and Chinese Governments favored the inclusion of a 
reference to international law. 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy reported that no agreement had been reached by the 
Subcommittee which had been working on the reference to treaties 
in the proposed amendments for Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 6 
and Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. He stated that the United 
States and China were supporting a new United Kingdom proposal 
for Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2 but that he feared that the 
Soviet Union would not sign a Charter with such a provision in- 
corporated in it. The Soviet argument was that the British proposal 
would interfere with the sovereign rights of states. Mr. Pasvoitsxy 
stated that the Soviets were concerned about treaties with enemy coun- 
tries. THE Szcretary observed that we could explain our opposition 

to the Soviet proposal for this paragraph and that another meeting 
of the Subcommittee would need to be held to see whether a compromise 

text could be agreed upon. Mr. Pasvoisxry stated that the Subcommit- 

* Brackets appear in the original.
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tee would want another meeting and that this could be indicated at 
the meeting of the Big Four tonight. 

Dr. Bowman presented the report of the Subcommittee on Com- 
missions under the Economic and Social Council which made the 
following recommendations: 

(a) Insert “cultural” after “social” in Sections A and C. 
(6) Insert new sub-paragraph in Section C after sub-paragraph (0) 

as follows: “To make recommendations for promoting respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms.” 

(c) Section D, paragraph 1 should read as follows: “The Economic 
and Social Council should set up such commissions as may be required 
for the performance of the functions and the exercise of the powers 
entrusted to it. There should be a permanent staff which should con- 
stitute a part of the Secretariat of the organization.” 

With reference to the third recommendation which did not spell out 
by name the commissions which might be established by the Economic 
and Social Council it was pointed out that this was in line with the 
position the Delegation had been taking against the naming of such 
commissions in the Charter. ComMMANDER Strassen stated that he 
thought the Delegation should press for the insertion of a provision 
for the establishment of a human rights commission. THE SECRETARY 

suggested that Commander Stassen present his arguments in behalf 
of the creation of a commission for the promotion of human rights 
at the meeting of the Sponsoring Governments this evening. 

The meeting adjourned at 7: 40 p.m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99 ; UNCIO Cons. Four Min. 3 

Minutes of the Third Four-Power Consultative Meeting on Charter 
Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 3, 1945, 9: 40 p.m. 

- [Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (13) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (4); and China (4).] 

1. CELEBRATION or V—-E Day 

2, France’s ParticreaTion in Four Power Discussions 

Mr. Sterrintius said that M. Bidault had called on him to express 
his regret at not participating in the conversations which he had heard 
were being held among the Four Delegations. Mr. Stettinius, in reply, 
had first expressed regret that France was not a sponsoring power 
and then proceeded to say that of course the heads of the four delega- 
tions had held discussions, as was only natural. M. Bidault had then 
asked if he might join the meetings. When Mr. Stettinius requested
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the views of the others, no objections were expressed to inviting the 
French to join the talks. Mr. Stettinius remarked that in any case 
after May 4 there would not be many occasions on which meetings 
of the big powers would be necessary. When Dr. Soong raised the 
question of France’s participation in the meetings of the Four Presi- 
dents of the Conference, Mr. Stettinius said that this had not come up 

but he thought he could handle it; there was no comment. 

3. STATUS OF CONSULTATION 

| 4, Domestic JURISDICTION 

At Mr. Stettinius’ request Mr. Dutxixs presented a report from the 
subcommittee on domestic jurisdiction. The subcommittee had agreed 
that the exception for domestic jurisdiction should cover not only 
the peaceful settlement of disputes, but should apply to the whole 
Charter except for threats to the peace, breaches of the peace and 
action with respect thereto. He submitted a report in this sense, 

pointing out that the only pointed issue was the inclusion of the words 
“by international law”. The United Kingdom and China were in- 

clined to include them but the U.S.S.R. and U.S. representatives on 
the subcommittee had preferred to exclude them due to the difficulty 
of establishing when a matter is by international law under domestic 
jurisdiction. 

Dr. Soone expressed his approval of the Committee’s draft with 
the reference to international law included. Mr. Motorov preferred 
to keep paragraph 7 of VIII, A, intact. Mr. Even, commenting that 
he preferred a “shade to a blank” and that international law is now 
cnly a shadow but may grow stronger, preferred to include reference 
toit. After Senator Connally had said that he agreed with Mr. Molo- 
tov, Mr. Epzen commented that the words “by international law” are in 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and that he agreed with Dr. Soong in 

desiring to keep them. After Mr. Stettinius had read the original 
paragraph 7 of VIII, A, Mr. Epren said that: he was puzzled as he 
had understood that all had agreed on the new paragraph and that 
the only disagreement was over “by international law”. To this Mr. 
STETTinivs replied that Mr. Molotov had now reconsidered his posi- 
tion. SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated a preference for the old para- 
graph with the words “by international law” and Mr. Enen replied 
that if it was necessary to choose he preferred the new proposal with- 
out the reference to international law to the old one with it. Mr. 
Motxorov replied that the new draft will make the matter obscure. 

Thereupon, Mr. Dues, speaking at the request of Mr. Stettinius, 

said that the exemption for domestic jurisdiction should cover the 
whole charter, as the matters to which it applies are not limited to
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VIII, A. Mr. Epen then said that he would concur with the U.S. 
and U.S.S.R. position on a new: paragraph without the-words “by 
international law”, and in reply to Mr. Molotov’s inquiry as to. why 
there should be a departure from the good old Dumbarton Oaks Jan- 
guage, said “because we have all agreed to.” Mr. Movorov reiterated 
his preference for the old paragraph, indicating that he did not care 
one way or the other about the inclusion in that case of the phrase 
“by international law”. Mr. Epen then said that Mr. Dulles would 
explain the reason for the change and Mr. Dulles laughed. | 

Sir Wiiu1am Matxin undertook to answer Mr. Molotov’s question 
by an illustration: The third paragraph of Chapter IT provides for 
settlement of disputes by peaceful means and the U.K. desire to have 
the language about’ domestic jurisdiction cover this point. From the 
points of view of countries anxious on this point, the new text is better. 
When Mr. Molotov inquired in what respect it was better, Sm Wit- 
rram Matxrn said that it was better because it covers this and other 
similar points. SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that under the 
new text, a state has a larger option to reserve domestic jurisdiction 
and Mr. Pasvorsxy added that in the new form and location it ap- 
plied even to Assembly discussion. When Mr. Stettinius put the ques- 
tion as to whether or not to accept the subcommittee recommendation, 
Dr. Soong inquired whether agreement had not been reached on the 
new text, and after Mr. Eprn said he had thought so, both of them 
indicated a preference for the new with the words “by international 
law”. Mr. Monortov repeated that he saw no reason to change but he 
thought the reference to international law in paragraph 7 of VIII, A, 
might be thrown out. Upon Mr. Stettinius’ request for his suggestion 
as to the way to settle the difference, he replied he would leave it as 
it is in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals except for the words “by inter- 
national law”. Mr. Srerrinius commented that this had been the 
original suggestion by the U.S.** Mr. Duss, after Mr. Stettinius 
had restated Mr. Molotov’s position, said that he did not think this 
proposal was as good as the revision. | 

- After further discussion and an inquiry by Mr. Stettinius as to 
whether the four wished to refer the matter back to the subcommittee, 

Mr. Even clarified his understanding as follows: (1) under the old 
text domestic matters might be considered international issues. except 
under one chapter (VIII-A) ; (2) under the new text domestic mat- 
ters were generally protected. That is why he preferred the new 
paragraph. 

Mr. Motorov thought the amendment led in exactly the opposite 
direction, but Mr. Stettinius agreed with Mr. Eden. After further 

“See memorandum entitled ‘Changes in Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as Sug- 
gested by the United States Delegation,” May 2, 1945, Postwar Foreign Policy 
Preparation, p. 679. . 

723-681—67 41
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discussion in which Mr. Molotov remarked that he was afraid the 
new text might permit interference in the relations between the U.K. 
and India, and Mr. Eden had said that he wanted the new language 
to remove just such a possibility, Mx. Even summed the matter up 
by saying that there appeared to be agreement on what was wanted, 
to which Mr. Molotov nodded affirmatively. Before it was agreed to 
send the matter back to the subcommittee, Mr. Stettinius restated the 
U.S. position and Mr. Eden concurred in this. 

. 5, “Revision or TREATIES 

Mr. Sterrinius reported that the subcommittee had not yet agreed 

and was going to meet again the next day. He suggested that this 
subject therefore not be discussed by the four for the moment. and 
then inquired whether it was the understanding of the other three 
that if the four failed to reach agreement, they would act inde: 
pendently and separately in the committees. Dr. Soong and Mr. 
Molotov said yes and Mr. Eden said, “yes—reluctantly”, 

CO 6. Economic anp Sociran CounciL , 

After Mr. Stettinius had introduced this subject by saying that 
there appeared to be a substantial measure of agreement, Mr. Bowman 

reported from a subcommittee. He said that all were agreed on the 

inclusion in Chapter IX, Section A, paragraph 1, and Section C, 
paragraph 1 (¢) of the word “cultural”. The U.S.S.R. and the U.K. 
with Chinese support wished to insert a new paragraph after C 1 (a) 
relating to respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. As 
to Section D, paragraph 1, the U.K., the U.S.S:R., and China were 
opposed to spelling out the reference to several commissions. He'reiid 
the new text, showing the changes, including insertions pointing out 
the changes and stating that their effect was to give greater prominenice 

to human rights and fundamental freedoms. Dr. Bowman then said 
that the U.S. Delegation prefers to specify in Section D, paragraph 1, 
reference to economic, social and other activities and to the promotion 

of human rights. When Mr. Attlee said that he had not yet seen 
the latest U.S. proposal as read by Dr. Bowman, the latter explained 

that the U.S. Delegation had ‘not agreed on it until 8:00 o’clock.®* 
Mr. Arrixe then said that he preferred this language; he did not want 
to mention commissions but this language was all right. All agreed on 

the Bowman report and Mr. Srerrinrus said that that ended the 
subcommittee report. 7 | : oe 

7, Basts or Setectine Non-Permanent Mempers or THe Councu. 

- Mr, Srerrintius said that the next question was that of inserting 
some qualifications with respect to the election of non-permanent mem- 

*Minutes of the Subcommittee on Treaties annexed. [Footnote in the original; 
minutes not printed.] 

* Minutes of meeting, May 3, 6: 20 p. m., p. 574.
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bers of the Council in Section A of Chapter VI, and restated the 
earlier positions of the four delegations.®* Mr. Eprn- stated that the 

U.K. Delegation had a new proposal which he proceeded to read. 

Mr. Stettinius thought this a very good proposal and then. when Dr. 

Soone said he preferred the words “equitable geographical distribu- 
tion” both Mr. Eden and Mr. Stettinius approved the change. 

Mr. Moxorov thought that contribution towards the maintenance of 
peace and security and geographical distribution should not be put 
on the same plane and therefore proposed insertion of the words “and 
also” between the two clauses and the omission of the symbols (A) 
and (B). When Mr. Dunn inquired why the words “in the first 
instance” were inserted, Mr. Monorov explained that it was because 
the contribution to peace and security should come first. Mr. Dunn 
then said that he thought the U.S. should reserve its position, but Mr. 
Srerrinius said it was necessary to reach a decision and asked whether 
the two factors could not be put on the same plane. Mr. Pasvorsxy 
commented that some nations are interested in one criterion, some in 
another, to which Mr. Eprn replied that everyone should be inter- 
ested in the first criterion. Mr. Stettinius withdrew his objection and 
Dr. Soong his reservation, and all agreed to the U.K. Proposal as 
modified by Dr. Soong’s and Mr. Molotov’s amendments. __ 

8. Ricurs or Non-Memper Srates 

Mr. StTeTTINIvs stated that the U.S. withdrew its reservation to the 
proposed Chinese proposal for an addition to paragraph 2 of VIII, A, 

respecting the requirement that non-member states accept the obliga- 
tions of peaceful settlement provided in the Charter. Mr. Molotov 
also withdrew his objections and this amendment was therefore 
agreed to. 

9, Securrry Councit. RECOMMENDATIONS OF TERMS OF SETTLEMENT 

In introducing the discussion of the U.K. Proposal for an addition 
to paragraph 4 of VIII, A,*” Mr. Srerrinivus expressed regret that 
U.S. still could not accept the change. To this Mr. Epren (or another 
U.K. spokesman) commented that this is a very important matter. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy then explained that this introduced a new element 
into the picture: to give the Council the power to recommend terms 
of settlement on its own alters the scheme laid down in Dumbarton 
Oaks, and extends the Council’s powers very considerably. He 
thought it would lead to great difficulty. Mr. Epren in reply said 
that what worried him was that the Council would not be able without 
this amendment to do as much as it should. He thought it ought 
to go just as far as possible in the realm of peaceful settlement. 

* See minutes of Four-Power meeting, May 2,9 p. m., p. 548. : 
Wor text, see minutes of Four-Power meeting, May 4, 12:15 p. m., p. 598.
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Sm Wiut1am Mackin added that it is not true that this introduces 
something new. If under 4 as it stands, the Council dogs not have 
this power of recommending terms of settlement, paragraph 4 has 
no meaning, for all the Council can do is to recommend to the states 
that they use arbitration or other means of peaceful settlement, -and 
the Council can already do this under paragraph 5. — SS, 
' Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that :in- writing paragraphs 4 and.-§. at 
Dumbarton Oaks, they had introduced a progression. He explained 
his own understanding of this progression and added that they had 
stopped short of permitting the Security Council to recommend 
terms of settlement because they did not wish it to take the still 
further step of imposing a settlement. The U.S. Delegation was not 
prepared to go so far as to permit the imposition of settlement and 
Mr. Pasvotsxy said. he took it. that the U.K. was not, either. He 
thought it bad to permit the Council. to recommend terms of settle- 
ment without giving it the powers to impose its terms; this would 
weaken the Council. As matters now stand the Council can in any 
case take enforcement action if the dispute is not settled. 
' Mr. Motorov announced that he would accept whatever the U.K. 
and the USA Delegation could agree upon. Dr. Soong wanted to 
consider the matter further. | : | 

After Mr. Eden had mentioned the Senate, indicating his great 
respect for it, Mr. Srerrmnrus said that this matter could not be 
settled now. When he added that he felt it was one on which the 
four powers would have to go their own ways, Mr. Enew said that 
he hoped this would not be the case. 

10. AMENDMENT TO ParacRaPH 1 oF Secrion B, Cuaprer VITI 

After Mr. Stettinius had recapitulated the different positions with 
respect to the proposal for introducing a reference to paragraph 4 
of Section A into paragraph 1 of VIII, B, Mr. Pasvorsxy stated 
that the U.S. feels this would be very broad and inquired whether 
the U.K. Delegation felt that this would permit the imposition of a 
settlement. Mr. Jess (U.K.) replied that VII, B, limits the Council 
to enforcement action. When Mr. Pasvolsky inquired whether he 
was right in interpreting this as meaning the Council could not go 
beyond military action to impose a settlement, Mr. Enren said that 
he considered the imposition of a settlement as falling short of mil- 
itary action. 

After further discussion it was agreed, on Mr. Stettinius’ proposal, 

that this matter be carried over and be considered later in connection 

with the U.K. amendment to paragraph 4 of VIII, A. 

11. Provistonan Mrasvures 

Mr. Srertinius stated that the U.S. Delegation now accepts the 
Chinese proposal to insert a new paragraph regarding provisional
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measures between paragraphs 2 and 8 of Chapter VIII, Section B. 
This amendment is now therefore agreed upon by all four powers. 

12. SugcomMirrers oF THE Mintrary Starr CoMMITTEE 

In introducing the question of subcommittees to the Military Staff 
Committee, Mr. Stettinius called upon Mr. PasvotsKy, who said that 
the U.S. would accept the addition at the end of paragraph 9 of 
VIII, B, of a sentence reading “The Military Staff Committee, with 
the authorization of the Security Council, may establish its own 
regional subcommittees.” This was agreed upon by all four. 

_ Upon Mr. Molotov’s inquiry as to whether that finished the items 
relating to Chapter VIII, Mr. Pasvorsxy said it did except for the 
amendment to paragraph 2 of Section C, which was still in subcom- 
mittee. | | | Oo 

13. Speeciric REFERENCE TO THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION 

Mr. Srettinius stated that the U.S. views respecting the U.K. pro- 
posal to insert specific reference to the International Labor Organiza- 
tion remained the same, that is, the U.S. was opposed. 

Dr. Soone said that this amendment was too sweeping. After Mr. 
Eden had said that each country could reserve its own position on 
this, Mr. Motorov inquired whether the subcommittee had discussed 
it. When Mr. Stettinius said it had, Mr. Even inquired of the other 
three whether it was true that none of them liked the U.K. proposal. 
Mr. Movorov indicated that in view of the subcommittee’s position 
‘there was no point in referring the matter again to a subcommittee 
and asked whether the others would like to discuss the question in the 
big four at this time. He said that he agreed with the U.S. and 
Chinese delegations in opposing the amendment. Then Mr. Even 
reiterated that the U.K.: would reserve its position to bring the pro- 
posal up in the Conference committee.. Mr. Moxorov asked if it was 
true that there was no intention to reorganize the ILO, and Mr. Arrirs 
replied that that was correct, but that there would be some improve- 
ment and then it would be transferred to the new organization. When 
Mr. Motorov asked whether the present structure is sacrosanct, Mr. 
EDEN said it was not but that the ILO would do its own reorganizing. 
He added that the U.K. hoped it would take its place in the new world 
organization. Mr. Arriez emphasized that the ILO is an existing 
autonomous body.with its own constitution, = . 
-Inreply to Mr. Eden, Mr. Motorov pointed out that the ILO cannot 

be brought in completely as the U.S.S.R. is not a member of that body. 
Mr. Enen said he realized that and that it was most unfortunate. 

The.discussion at this point was brought to a close by Mr. Srsr- 
-‘TINIUS saying that the consultation was now ended anid that he under- 
stood the U.K. would go its own way on this matter. This was 
agreed on.
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14, Eecrion oF THE SECRETARY GENERAL AND DEPUTIES 

Mr. Srerrinivus introduced the question of the Soviet amendment 
to Chapter X by reviewing its status and then announcing that the 
U.S. was ready to state its position but before doing so desired to call 
on the Chinese Delegation. Dr. Soone parried the question by asking 
the U.S. position and Mr. Srerrinivs eventually said the U.S. favored . 
a three-year term for the election of a Secretary General as suggested 
by the U.S.S.R. After it had been pointed out that the U.S.S.R. pro- 
posal was for a two-year term, Mr. Molotov remarked that that was 
correct. a | _ 

Mr. STETTINIUS went on to say that the U.S. would like the Secre- 
tary General to be eligible for reelection and suggested that the So- 
viet reconsider its position. Mr. Mororov replied that he did not 
wish to press on this point and Mr. Srerrinrivs said then that there 
would be no limit to the number of times the Secretary General could 
be reelected. 

All agreed to the three-year term with eligibility for reelection. 

15. Furruer Suscommirree Mretines 

-: 16, AmenpMeEnts or Oruer DetEcations | 

Mr. Motorov raised the question of the manner in which the four 
would deal with amendments proposed by other. delegations. Mr. 
ISTETTINIUS in reply suggested we let others propose their amend- 
ments and then talk about them. Mr. Moxorov inquired whether the 
four expected to discuss among themselves any questions raised by 
amendments from other countries. Mr. Eden and Mr. Stettinius 

agreed that this was desirable and the latter. thought that M. Bidault 
should be brought in as well. To Mr. Molotov’s inquiry as to why 
the French should be included, Mr. Srerrinrus referred to his state- 
‘ment at the beginning of the meeting and said that the meetings be- 
ginning the following week should consist of the five foreign minis- 

ters. Mr. Moxorov said he had no objection. Agreed. 

The meeting was then adjourned. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 29 : 

Minutes of the Twenty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 4, 1945, 9:05 a.m. 

{Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (25) present at meeting. ] 
In the absence of the Secretary, Senator Connally convened the
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meeting at 9:05 a.m. He called on Mr. Sandifer to explain the sched- 
ule of meetings for the day. / oe, oe 

a CoNSIDERATION OF DEFERRED QUESTIONS 

Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 4.. | a 

Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph1 —— | — 

Senator ConnaLiy announced that the next item of business was 
the consideration of deferred questions.. He asked Mr. Pasvolsky 
tolead the discussion. -= =~ a, 
.. Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that it might now prove necessary to recon- 
sider a decision taken yesterday with respect to the British proposal 
on paragraph 4, Section A, Chapter VIII, that the Security Council 
be given the additional power to recommend terms of settlement. 
He noted that the British took a very strong position on this question, 
that the Chinese had talked with him and had expressed the view 
that we ought to give this provision to the British. He added that 
he talked to certain members of the Canadian Delegation who ex- 
pressed the view that there were very strong feelings in support of 
this change. In the light of this reaction, Mr. Pasvotsxy asked 
whether the Delegation wished to reconsider its decision. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG commented that his primary concern in connection with 
this question was Senator Austin’s viewpoint. He knew Senator 

Austin would strongly oppose the British proposal. Mr. Strassen 
commented that in his view the British proposal was a sound one. 

Mr. Duties said that-he had come to the same conclusion as Mr. 

Pasvolsky, in the light of some of the talks that he had had followmg 
the four-power meeting. He said he thought that the small powers 
would be willing to accept the recommendation, although he was not 
at all sure that they would--want the use of force linked up with the 
implementation of the recommendation. He added that he thought 
‘we might reserve our position on this question. Mr. Pasvoisxy sug- 
gested that we should drop our own amendment to paragraph 1 of 
Section B (the words “set forth in paragraphs 3 and 4 of this Sec- 
tion”). We could, however, insist on retaining these words in para- 
graph 2 of Section B in order to put the burden of explanation on 
the British if the small powers asked why we keep the words in one 
place and remove them in another. Mr. Pasvousky added there was 
no question but that we would be defeated on the floor of the Con- 

ference if the British made their own proposal. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
suggested that we should not give in on this question unless we were 
on the brink of sure defeat. Mr. Strassen remarked that the British 
proposal was right. Mr. Pasvotsky commented that at the meeting
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of the four hé had found hiniself in the position of having to argue 
against the British position with certain arguments that he personally 
did not believe. 

Mr. ArMsTRonG commented that Mr. Stassen’s statement was the 
first one he had heard in the course of the discussions suggesting that 
the British were right. While it might be necessary to accept the 
British position on grounds of tactics, he wondered whether the issue 
should not be met primarily on substantive grounds. 

Mr. Pasvotsky said our view had been that we did not object to 
the particular power stipulated in the British proposal since the power 
was limited to recommendation of terms of settlement alone. What 
we were afraid of was the possibility that this power might lead to 
the imposition of terms of settlement. He said he thought the British 
proposal was satisfactory as long as it was made clear that it was not 
intended to involve imposition of terms of settlement. Mr. Bowman 
noted that in this connection we would have the veto power. | 

Mr. Strassen remarked that it was very useful to have the Security 
Council empowered to recommend terms of ‘settlement, and that the 
imposition of terms under this provision was not likely since a vote 
would require all five permanent members and two additional states. 
‘It was less likely to happen under this provision, he added, than if one 
‘power was left free to act on its own, since the five powers would have 
to come to agreement on the imposition of terms. Mr. Dutxes noted 
that we had a veto power on the matter ourselves. _ 7 

Mr. Armstrone remarked that we should face the fact that the 
major powers did in fact: impose a settlement upon Czechoslovakia at 
Munich ®-and that it was just this kind of act that would be made 
possible under the British position. Mr. Srassen explained that all 
the major powers did not agree to Munich: Russia held out—and the 
significant fact was that Munich took place outside any general mecha- 
nism for the maintenance of peace and security. He suggested that 
‘Munich was much less likely to happen if there was an Organization 
‘than if there was none. Moreover, he felt that at the present stage of 
‘negotiations it was necessary to make some adjustments in our point 
of view to accommodate the views of the other governments. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG urged that we negotiate and not retreat. Mr. Pasvotsky 
reassured him that -this was not a retreat but negotiation. It was 
generally agreed to support Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal on this question. 

For text of agreement between Germany, the United Kingdom, France, and 
Italy, signed September 29, 1988, see Department of State, Documents on Ger- 
man Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, series D. vol. 1t (Washington, Government Print- 
ing Office, 1949), doc. No. 675, p, 1014; :for correspondence on the: German- 
Czechoslovak Crisis, see Foreign Relations, 1938, vol. 1, pp. 483 ff., passim; in 
particular, see note of September 29 from the-OzechosIovak Minister to the Secre- 
tary of State, ibid., p. 700. 7 . |
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oo ‘TREATIES | | 

The members had before them a document entitled Alternative 
Methods for Dealing with the Question of Bi-lateral Pacts, US 3, 
Document 6, May 3, 1945." | , 

(At this point General Hertford, General Fairchild, and Admiral 
Train joined the meeting.) Se ee 

SENATOR CONNALLY called on.Mr. McCloy to make a statement for 
the military advisers. Mr. McCroy reported that the Joint Chiefs 
of, Staff had circulated an instruction ® to the military and naval rep- 
resentatives at the Conference concerning the fundamental security 
aspects under discussion at the Conference. The problem raised in 
the instruction concerned the relationship of the security provisions: 
of the general organization to problems of hemispheric defense, par- 

ticularly in relation to the provisions of Chapter VIII, Section C, 
Regional Arrangements. He reported that the Joint Chiefs of Staff ' 
accepted the regional provisions of the Dumbarton Oaks. Proposals. 
in, the light of the general purpose of the Organization, but that it- 
was thought important to point out the significance of the step. in- 
volved. Under these provisions no enforcement action could be taken . 
by. a regional organization without the authorization of the Security 

Council. At the time this provision was first agreed to no voting pro-. 
posals had been accepted.,; Now it was clear as a:result of the Yalta- 
agreement that any one state.could veto action under a regional ar-. 
rangement by preventing authorization. by.the Security Council. | 

Mr. McCroy stated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff urged that no 

other.steps be taken to further water down our concept of hemispheric 
defense. SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that the proposals spelled 
the end of the Monroe Doctrine.*!» :Mr. McCuoy stated that they cer- 
tainly, watered down that document. He added that the proposals 
brought forward by the Soviet Union and the French provided that 
in. Europe action could be taken under bi-lateral pacts without in- 
tervention or authorization by the Security Council, There was no 
question but that Chapter VIII, Section C, would.be up for debate | 
and that there would be considerable pressure to water it down. It 
was extremely important to protect our concept of preclusive rights 

in this hemisphere. In order to bring out the issue involved in the 
challenge to Chapter VIII, Section C, Mr. McCloy stated that the 
document before the members set forth the possible positions we might 
take in the form of alternatives. | 

* Not printed. . | I 
” Letter from the Assistant Secretary. of War to the Chairman of the United. 

States delegation, May 3, not printed. Sm ot, ts 
“ For an official statement of and commentary upon thé Monroe Doctrine, see” 

instruction to American diplomatic representatives’ in. Latin: ‘America, -Febru-- 
ary 28, 1929, Foreign Relations, 1929, vol.1,p, 698. = | .
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Our preferred position should be, he said, that the Russian proposal 
be withdrawn, and that there be no change in Chapter VIII, Section 
C. This position would be satisfactory to the military advisers. If 
necessary, he added, there might be some arrangement by which the 
Big Four would enter into a public agreement providing that the first 
order of business would be to give prior authorization to permit us to’ 
apply regional procedures in this hemisphere and to allow the Rus- 
sians and French to apply regional procedures in Europe. 

Mr. Dues remarked that the problem was that the language of 
Chapter VIII, Section C, did not clearly apply to bilateral agree- 
ments. Mr. Norrer expressed disagreement with this view, and Mr. ' 
PasvoitsKy remarked that we have interpreted this Section to include 

bilateral treaties. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the authorization required in. 

Chapter VIII, Section C, was acceptable to the military advisers. 
Mr. McCroy said the military and naval advisers were willing to 
concede that force should not be used without the authorization of the 
Security Council. This provision, he said, assumed good faith under 

procedures of regional undertakings. | : 
Senator VANDENBERG asked whether the right of summary self- 

defense was implicit. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that it was completely - 
implicit. Mr. McCuoy asked, supposing Germany sent a fleet into. 
the waters off Argentina, would it be illegal if we shot across the Ger- 
man bows when they attempted to land in Argentina? Mr. Pasvor- 
sy said that we would act, and that the Security Council would then 
be in a position to review our action, asking us what we were trying 
to do. He pointed out that the procedure implied good faith on our 
part not to take action except in self-defense. | 

GENERAL Emerick stated that the question was raised as to how far 
our intervention was restricted in fact in this hemisphere by Chapter 
VIII, Section: C. He thought that if the Council itself acted in good 
faith we would be allowed to intervene to prevent aggression in this- 
hemisphere. SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that we could not in- 
tervene without authorization of the Security Council. Mr. McCioy 
commented that to leave this provision out would certainly involve 
going back on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Mr, Srassen stated that what was involved here was a basic ques- 

tion as to whether we were setting up a regional system or a world- 
wide system. It was essential to permit the Security Council to au- 
thorize enforcement action; otherwise, we would find ourselves with 
a regional system only. On the other hand, we retained the essential 
right of self-defense. We could act if we were attacked, but we then 
would have to begin immediately presenting to the Security Council 
what we were doing in our own defense. We should not get ourselves 
into a spineless attitude but take strong action if necessary.
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Senator VaNnDENBuRG asked if there was any way to put into words 
the right of self-defense, which it was claimed was inherent, without 
throwing open the door to individual action. Mr. Strassen remarked 
that no effort should be made to define the right of self-defense since 
to define it simply raised the question as to what constitutes self- 
defense. SmNaror VANDENBERG said what was uppermost in his mind 
was the poignant memory of the hours of debate over the Kellogg- 
Briand Pact on this very question of self-defense. RrpresENTATIVE 
Eaton asked if it would be self-defense if we acted when a South 
American country was attacked. Mr. Bowman explained that para- 
graph 1, Section C of Chapter VIII provides that a regional agree- 
ment would have to have the approval of the Security Council. It 
would be possible, he said, to write into a particular regional arrange- 
ment the whole procedure for action on a regional basis and include = 
there a definition of the meaning of self-defense. Mr. Dutixs pointed 
out that the members of the Organization, under paragraph 4, Chap- 
ter II, Principles, pledged “to refrain in their international relations 

from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the 
purposes of the Organization.” Since the prevention of aggression 
would be consistent with the purposes of the Organization, action by 
a state in self-defense would be in accord with the principles of the 
organization. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that there was no question as to the right of 
a nation to act in self-defense. The question was whether the right 
of self-defense included action on a regional basis. He pointed out 
that the Act of Chapultepec, which was not yet binding on a long- 
term basis, did not really meet this question. In the conclusion of the 
treaty provided for in the Act of Chapultepec, however, the question 
would arise, and if we intend to extend the right of self-defense to act 
under this treaty, we would have to write into the treaty the proposi- 
tion that an attack on any American state is an attack on all the Ameri- 
can states. . 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that, if he was asked on the floor of 
the Senate whether, under the Charter, states still had the right of 
self-defense, was the only thing he could say that the right was 
implicit? Mr. Bowman pointed out that the document did not give 
any assurance on this matter. Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that we were 
protected by the veto power on any question concerning the consis- 
tency of a regional arrangement with the General Organization. The 
Council would have to say that our regional arrangement was incon- 
sistent. On this question we would have a veto power. Of course 
we should recognize, he added, that the Soviet Union had this same 
power. | , 

Mr. Strassen stated that the existence of a Security Council should 
not mean that we develop a weak and vacillating policy. We must
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continue rather a strong and positive policy toward. our own self- 
defense and toward the preservation of world security. It would. be 
@ great tragedy on becoming members of the Organization if we gave 
‘way to a weak and vacillating position,, Mr. Pasvousxy agreed that 
this would be about the worst thing that could happen. 

Mr. SANDIFER noted that it was the general rule in international law 
that a state possessed the.right of self-defense, and that this right re- 
mains unless there is an explicit limitation upon it. - In the present 
proposals, instead of an explicit limitation, it is provided only that 
states shall not resort to force in violation of the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the Charter. Since any act of aggression is contrary to the 
purposes of the organization and since preventing aggression is con- 
sistent with the purposes of the organization, the right of self-defense - 
against attack is not limited. Of course, if a state acted individually, 
its action would be subject to. review by the Council: 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he agreed with Mr. Sandifer’s logic. 
but he wasn’t. sure it would help him on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. Duties commented that the Kellogg-Briand Pact was far more 
sweeping in limiting the right of self-defense. He ‘suggested. that, 
on the floor of the Senate, Senator Vandenberg could ask his oppo- 
nents to point to a single sentence in the draft which took away the 
right of self-defense. 

Mr. Srassen asked what the disadvantage would be of explicitly 
stating in the Chatter ‘that “nothing in the Charter takes away: the | 
right of self-defense”. ‘Smnator ConNALLY commented that such a 
provision would probably be opposed by the little countries who. 
would be afraid of raising the question openly. | 7 

Senator Connauuy added that all he would probably say on the 
Senate floor was that the right of self-defense was inherent and that 
nothing in the present draft took that right away. Smnaror VaNn- 
DENBERG commented that this was the kind of line taken in the argu-: 
ments over the Kellogg-Briand Pact and that it was no use to rely - 

on it alone. He asked Mr. McCloy whether he considered the right 
of self-defense implicit. Mr. McCuoy said he agreed that thé right 
of self-defense was implicit and that he saw no particular harm in 
stating this. Senator VaNDENBERG remarked that the main objection 
would be that the Russians might then claim that they were acting 
under the provisions of the Charter permitting action in self-defense. 
Mr. Sanpirer said that it had been considered wisest to leave the — 
matter implicit. : | ee | 

GrnrraL Emstcx stated that it was important to have recognized — 
that the normal method of action would be by regional orgaitizations * 
as against action normally through the Security Council. It would i 

be essential to maintain our isolation.and our preclusive control over 
this hemisphere. Senator VANDENBERG said he could see how it
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would be possible to say that the right of self-defense was implicit 
in the draft. Senator Connauty pointed out that the opposition 
would contend that’ the right of self-defense does [not?] extend to 
action on a regional basis. SENatTor VANDENBERG commented that 
this extension of the right could be stated in the regional treaty itself 
and be approved by the Organization. Mr. Bowman explained that 

‘under the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals we could make an agreement 
and the Security Council would have to take negative action to declare 
that agreement inconsistent. In this vote we would have a veto. 
Mr. Dunn agreed that regional treaties or arrangements would stand 
until declared inconsistent by the Security Council. Mr. McCoy 
pointed out that we could not operate under a regional agreenient, 
however, in taking enforcement action. If any one of the major 
powers said “No” the Soviet Union could in this way veto our action 
in this hemisphere. : 

Mr. Strassen stated that he was strongly in favor of Mr. McCloy’s 
first proposal that no change be made in the wording of Section C, 
Chapter VIII. Mr. McCrory urged that we face the fact that the 
Russian and British proposals are very vital to them. Mr. Stassen 
‘Indicated that he could see the reason for action against Germany 
being reserved to the major powers before the Organization came 
into being, but now that the Organization was coming into being 
and in view of the present collapse of the European war, he could 
no longer justify making a special exception for such action. He 
stated that in any event a provision relating to this question should 
be an interim provision. Mr. Dunn agreed that the action should 
certainly be limited to action against enemy states. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
also felt that we should make sure that any provision along the lines 
of the Russian or British proposals should be tied to the temporary 
situation until the Organization could avail itself of adequate military 
resources. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that, if necessary, we could pro- 
pose that the British amendment be included in Chapter XIT. 

Smnator ConnaLty asked whether, if Chapter VIII, Section C 
was left as it is and we made a treaty based on the Act of Chapultepec, 
we could take action under that treaty until this action was vetoed 
by the Security Council. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied in the negative, 
stating that, if the treaty provided for automatic action, it would 

be clearly inconsistent with the present provisions. — | 
Mr. McCuoy stated that the South Americans wanted authority 

to act under regional arrangements. Mr. Warren noted that a large 
number of the Latin American states, including Colombia and 
Brazil, are profoundly afraid of the right of veto over action in this 
hemisphere and wish, if possible, to deny this right of veto. Mr. 
Warren added that many of the South American countries would 
prefer to see action taken on a regional basis first. Mr. Srassen
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urged that we vote against this Latin American proposal and, more- 
over, work actively against it. If,-of course, the veto power works 
arbitrarily to prevent essential defensive measures, we would have 
tomove. This right, however, should be left inherent and not written 
into the Charter. Mr. Duwwn said this right could be included in a 
treaty. SpNATOR VANDENBERG asked if there might be any different 
veto rule as applied to action by a state or a regional group. Mr. 

Pasvousky said that there was no question but that the veto power 
in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals applied equally to both. Snator 
VANDENBERG wondered whether it ought not to be more difficult to 
veto action determined upon by 20 states than action taken by one 
state. Mr. Strassen thought this procedure would force unnatural 
regional agreements. Mr. Pasvoisky said this might result in the 
creation of three or four spheres of influence, which explains our 
opposition to such a proposal. | 

Mr. Dutues indicated that there had developed in this hemisphere 
genuine regional arrangements. If the veto power was allowed to 
operate we might not be able to take advantage of this system, and 
meanwhile we might find we had given in to a Russian proposal which 
would permit the Russians to use force in Europe and undermine the 
whole system of collective security. The two main difficulties, he 
said, were that (1) It was not clear whether bilateral agreements 
were included among regional agencies and arrangements under Chap- 
ter VIII, Section C; and (2) the loose language of Chapter VIII, 
Section C, paragraph 3 and Chapter XII, paragraph 2, might permit 
the negotiation of agreements in such a way that one would get in fact 
an interlocking regional system resulting in the complete absence of 
control of that system by the Security Council. 

Mr. Strassen stated that, if more language was needed to clarify the 
question in Chapter VITI, Section C, he was in favor of it. 

SENATOR ConNALLy asked whether the French bilateral treaties * 
were covered by Chapter VIII, Section C. Mr. McCroy indicated that 
from his point of view they were. | 

GENERAL Empick suggested that the provision might be included 
that regional organizations would be given authority to act wherever 
they have means to act. There would be no question of veto power if 
a regional organization had the proper means to act. GENERAL EmM- 
BIOK said he was not recommending this proposal, but, if the Russians 
insisted, it might be stated that “a regional organization should be 
given authority to take enforcement action whenever such organization 
possessed the means to take effective enforcement action. He, of 

’ For text of the treaty of alliance between France and the Soviet Union, 
December 10, 1944, and texts of bilateral nonaggression pacts of other nations, 
_ a anent of State, Documents and State Papers, vol. 1, No. 4, July 1948,
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course, would recommend that no change be made in Chapter VIII, 
Section C unless such a change was forced. 

Mr. Strassen urged that we make certain that Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion C covered multilateral and bilateral pacts. Mr. Pasvoisky sug- 
gested inclusion of the phrase in Section C “regional or other special 
arrangements or agencies”. Mr. Hickrerson questioned whether we 
should not specify bilateral, multilateral, and other special arrange- 
ments. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that we could make this addition that 
he had first suggested throughout Section C. Mr. Srassen. supported 
this proposal. Mr. Dutzzs also agreed that it was useful. 

_ Mr. Stassen moved this suggestion be proposed and that we stand 
on the original language of Section C as against the British and Rus- 
sian proposals. Mr. Dunn commented that we could point out that 
Chapter XII provides for what the British and Russians have in 
mind. General agreement was reached with this suggestion. — 

. Mr. Pasvorsxy said, as he understood it, the agreement was that we 
would make sure when talking about regional arrangements that all 
special arrangements for the maintenance of peace and security were 
implied. We would therefore add the phrase “other special arrange- 
ments or agencies” throughout Chapter VIII. Our line would be that 
we have always taken the position that Section C covers both bilateral 

and regional pacts and that our amendment is merely for clarification. 
We would oppose the Russian language, and if we have to give in on 
the British proposal, we would insist that it be included in Chapter 
XII. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that the only way to get the Rus- 
sians to withdraw their proposal might be to stick to the present text 
of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Did we wish to disagree with 
the Russians and let them make a separate proposal or should we 
agree with them on maintaining the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as 
they stand ? Oo 

Mr. Srassen urged that we go into the Conference with a separate 
proposal and fight the Russian proposal there. Mr. Dunn thought 
this was a sound position. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

Mr. SrassEN said he would like to give a report on trusteeship to the 
members of the Delegation. He announced that the paper on trustee- 
ship which had been presented by the British was unacceptable. It 
was weaker than ours, there was no spelling out, and there was no 
division of strategic and non-strategic areas.. Moreover, it did not 
include as clear a statement of objectives and the British placed 
the trusteeship council as a commission under the Economic and Social 
Council. It was agreed at the last meeting of the trusteeship group 
to recess in order to examine the British paper, particularly in view 
of the fact that there were no French or Russian translations available.
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The next meeting of the Five-Power group would be at five o’clock 
on Saturday. | 

Mr. Srassen said Mr. Fraser had scheduled a 10:30 meeting on 
Saturday morning of the Trusteeship Committee. Mr. SrassEn’s 
thought was that we would be in a bad psychological situation if 
our ‘paper was not available for discussion at the committee meeting. 
He said his thought was to go to Lord Cranborne and say that we were 
so far apart that it would take a long time to work out the differences, 
that we had fulfilled our obligation to consult, that we now knew each 

other’s position, and that we would now submit our papers to the 
Conference before the midnight deadline. Mr. Dunn said it would 
be very important to get the British and Soviet agreement to this 
procedure since we were committed by the Yalta agreement to a pro- 
cedure of consultation. He saw no reason why Mr. Stassen’s proposal 
would be unacceptable to the Soviet... | . 
Mr. Strassen added that the Russians, French, and Chinese have 

indicated general interest in our paper and have indicated that they 
would in general go along with it. Mr. Dunn suggested that Mr. 
Stassen emphasize that we have consulted in accordance with the 
Yalta agreement with a view to informing each other and that now we 
are under obligation to get our proposal in before the deadline. Mr. 

' SrassEn indicated that we might also stress that we were not committed 

to agreement and that it looks as though the process of getting agree- 
ment would be a long one. Mr. Dunn thought we had a good case. 
Mr. Strassen said he would talk to Lord Cranborne, and Mr. Dunn 
indicated he would clear the matter with the Russian Delegation. 

Mr. Hicxerson reported that Mr. Frasrr had expressed the opinion 
that our paper on trusteeship was a fine one and that we could count 
on his support, and that New Zealand would do everything in its power 
to meet our military requirements in the Pacific. | | 

_ The meeting was adjourned at 10: 30a. m. | | 

RSC Lot 60-—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Four Min 4 

Minutes of the Fourth Four-Power Consultative Meeting on Charter 
Proposals, Held at San Francisco, May 4, 1946, 12:16 p. m. 

. ' [Informal Notes] — ae 

[Here follows list of names of participants including Chairmen of 
delegations of the United States, United Kingdom, Soviet Union, and 
China, accompanied by their respective delegates, advisers and experts 
(not listed by name).] , - | 

*® Doc. 118, II/4/2, May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol: 10, p. 423.
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| GERMAN SURRENDER : 

Tue Secretary said then that he hoped they could resume dis- 
cussions where the meeting had left off the previous evening, and, 
accordingly, asked for the reports of the three subcommittees, begin- 
ning first with the subcommittee dealing with the question of domestic 
jurisdiction. 

- Domestic JURISDICTION a 

Mr. Douuizs said that Mr. Golunsky, the Soviet representative on 
the subcommittee, had made a suggestion which the rest had accepted, 
and which he would like to have Mr. Golunsky explain. Mr. Gouun- 
sKY explained that the new proposal was for adding a new paragraph 
at the end of Chapter II, Principles, along the following lines: 
“Nothing contained in this Charter shall authorize the organization 
to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of the state concerned or shall require the members to submit 
such matters to settlement under this Charter; but this principle shall 
not prejudice the application of Chapter VITT, Section B.” 

Tue Secretary asked if all were in agreement to accept this pro- 
posed amendment and the other three Foreign Ministers indicated 
such was the case. Oo 

Cuapter V, Section B, ParacrapH 6 

-*Mr. Srerrinrus then said they would turn to the work of the sub- 
committee and:asked Mr. Pasvolsky to report upon those consultations. 
Mr. PasvotsKy said that consultations had not been completed with 
respect to the proposed amendments to Chapter V, Section B, para- 
graph 6; he said that while agreement had been reached on the first 
part of this paragraph, the last clause was still in question. There- 
fore, Mr. PasvotsxKy read the proposed new paragraph, as follows: 

“The General Assembly should initiate studies and make recom- 
mendations for the purpose of promoting international cooperation 
in political, economic, social and cultural fields to assist in the realiza- 
tion of human rights and basic freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, language, religion or sex, and also for the encouragement 
of the development of international law. Subject to the provisions 
of paragraph 1 of this Section, the General Assembly should be em- 
powered to recommend measures for the peaceful adjustment of any 
situations, regardless of origin, which it deems likely to impair the 
general welfare or friendly relations among nations or of situations 
resulting from a violation of the purposes and principles set forth 
in this Charter.” 

*Minutes of the Sub-Committee on Treaties are annexed. [Footnote in the 
original; minutes not printed. ] : 

723-681—67—42
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Mr. Pasvotsxy said that this paragraph was now approved by the 
United States, British and Chinese Delegations, and had been agreed 
to in principle by the Soviet, Delegation, although the latter wanted 
time to study it further. Mr. Motorov said that he would give an 
answer as to their position in this matter later in the day. 

ReGIonAL ARRANGEMENTS | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that with respect to the proposed amend- 
ments affecting regional arrangements, the discussion had not been 
completed but that they would meet later in the day at a time to be 
agreed to by the four Foreign Ministers, to continue their consultations. 

AMENDMENTS Dererrep For Furruer Srupy 

_ ‘Tue Secretary then said that they would move to the consideration 
of other items which had been deferred the previous evening for 
further study. | 

1. Chapter VIII, Section A, Paragraph 4 | 

The first of these, Mr. Sterrinivus explained, concerned the pro- 
posed amendment to Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 4. He said 
that he was now prepared to announce that the United States Delega- 
tion, which had previously been the only one disagreeing, would ac- 
cept the British proposal to add the following sentence to this para- 
graph: “If the Security Council deems that the continuance of the 
particular dispute is in fact likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security, it shall decide whether to take action 
under paragraph 5 or whether itself to recommend such terms of 
settlement as it may consider appropriate.” 

Mr. Even said that he was happy to learn that this had been ac- 
cepted, and because of its acceptance consequential amendments would 
be required in Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 1. Accordingly, 
Sir Wiii1Am Matxin explained that a legal question was involved as 
to whether the Security Council in taking measures under Section B, 
paragraph 1, would take them following its recommendations under 
either paragraph 4 or 5, of Section A. Accordingly, he suggested, 
to clarify the situation, that Section B, paragraph 1, should be 
amended to make clear that both paragraphs 4 and .5 of Section A 
were included, the sentence as reworded being as follows: “Should 

‘the Security Council deem that a failure to settle a dispute in accord- 
ance with procedures indicated in paragraph 38 of Section A or in 
accordance with its recommendations made under paragraphs 4 or 5 
of Section A constitutes a threat to the maintenance of international 
peace and security, it should take any measures necessary for the 
maintenance of international peace and security in accordance with 

the purposes and principles of the organization.”
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Mr. Srerrinius said that such changes would be inevitable and 
would be agreeable to the United States Delegation ; Mzssrs. Motorov 
and Soone indicated such changes were also agreeable to them. 

2. Chapter VIII, Section B, Paragraph 1 

Mr. Srerrintvs then turned to the proposed United States amend- 
ment on Section B, paragraph 1, whereby the word. “measures” in 
that paragraph would be defined as those “set forth in paragraphs 3 
and 4 of this Section.” Mr. Pasvousxy recalled that while this amend- 
ment had not been acceptable to the other three Delegations, the United 
States Delegation reserved its position on this paragraph. He said 
that the Delegation was prepared not to press this amendment at this 
_time but that it reserved its position on this question if the subject was 
discussed in the Conference so as to make clear that its understanding 
of these measures was as set forth in its proposed amendment. — 

Mr. Enen expressed his thanks for the United States Delegation’s 
change of position in this matter. 

&. International Court of Justice 

Mr. Srerrinius said that the United States Delegation had an 
amendment to propose to Chapter VII which would make clear the 
position of the four Delegations as to their attitude with respect to 
the provisions of this Section in relation to the proposed new Statute. 
A text of an amendment along the following lines was distributed to 
the Delegations: “The provisions of Chapter VII of the Dumbarton 
‘Oaks Proposals should be adjusted to bring it into conformity with 
the recommendations of Commission IV in light of the report of the 
Jurists Committee.” | 

After a brief study of this proposed statement, to be submitted in 
the nature of an amendment, Mxssrs. Mototov, EpEn and Soong indi- 
cated their agreement with it. | 

INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIP 

Mr. Srerrinius then called upon Mr. Stassen to explain the status 
of the proposals on trusteeship. Mr. Strassen explained that in ac- 
cordance with the agreements made at Yalta, the first consultations on 
trusteeship had been held the previous Monday.** At that time, the 
United States Delegation had presented its paper ® to the other four 
Delegations and, after a brief discussion, the consultations had been 
adjourned until the previous evening (Thursday) in order to allow 
time for study of the United States proposal. He said that, on the 

“Informal minutes of first Five-Power preliminary consultative meeting on 
trusteeship, April 30, 8:30 p. m., not printed. oo, 

* Doc. 2, G/26(c), May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 607. 
pring minutes of second meeting on trusteeship, May 3, 8:30 p. m., not
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previous evening, the British Delegation had presented its paper ® 
and in view of the many differences of position between the United 
States proposal and the British proposal, the other three Governments 
(Soviet Union, China and France) had reserved their position on both 
papers in order to allow for further time for study. 

Mr. Srassen said that he recommended that the Five-Power con- 
-sultations continue but that they would take several days. In order 

to avoid holding up the Conference action on this matter, however, 
he suggested that if it were agreeable to the other three Governments, 
‘each of the four sponsoring Governments should be free to submit an 
-amendment to the Charter covering its views of the trusteeship ques- 
tion and then to continue the consultations while the Conference was 
in session. He said that if such a course were not pursued, he feared 
that there would be a general feeling in the Conference that the spon- 
soring Governments were “holding out” on the Conference. 

Mr. Epen indicated his agreement with Mr. Stassen’s suggestion. 

Mr. StTassen pointed out that his suggestion would not in any way 
preclude any of the five Powers at any stage of the consultation from 
advancing proposals or counter-proposals to each of the original 
“proposals. 

Mr. Motorov said that he was in agreement with Mr. Stassen’s pro- 
posal and Mzssrs. Epew and Soong also said that they agreed. Mr. 
STassEn said that, for the information of the group, the French Dele- 
gation had also agreed to follow this course of action. — 

Mr. Stetrinius said that this completed their agenda for this noon 
session, except for the proposed press statement. He said, however, 
that several items still remained unsettled and for that reason he pro- 
posed an early meeting in the evening at six o’clock for the purpose 
of finally concluding these consultations in order that the joint Four- 
Power amendments might be submitted to the Conference before the 
midnight deadline. : : 

In view of the situation, Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested, and it was agreed, 
that the Subcommittee on Treaties would meet at five o’clock in the 
afternoon in room 512 for final consultations on the proposed amend- 
ments dealing with regional arrangements. 

* Doc. 2, G/26(d), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 609. For French pre- 
Hminary draft on international trusteeship system (Doc. 2, G/26(a), May 5); 
draft proposals of the Chinese delegation on international territorial trusteeship 
(Doe. 2, G/26(e), May 10; and amendments of the Soviet delegation to the United 
States draft on trusteeship (Doc. 2, G/26(f), May 11), see ibid., pp. 604, 
615, and 618, respectively. For analysis of papers on trusteeship by Australia, 
China, France, United Kingdom, and United States (Doc. 230, II/4/5, May 11), 
See ibid., vol. 10, p. 641.
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Press STATEMENT 

Mr. Srerrrntus then asked for opinions as to the draft press release 
which had been distributed at the previous meeting to cover the pre- 

sentation of the joint Four-Power amendments. ... 

This revised wording was agreed to by the four Foreign Ministers.” 
It was also agreed that it would be acceptable if the Secretary of the. 
United Statés Delegation presented this statement to the Conference 
Secretariat along with the amendments at the time that they were 
submitted. | | 

| Oe PREAMBLE : 

As the meeting was closing, Mr. Mororov inquired as to the opinions 
of the other three Delegations on the question of a Preamble for the 
Charter. Mr. Srerrinius said that the United States Delegation 
thought such a Preamble would be highly desirable, and Mzssrs. Even 
and Soone also agreed. It was pointed out that Field Marshal Smuts 

had already submitted a suggested Preamble and for that reason it was 
felt unnecessary to submit an additional one. Instead the four Dele-. 
gations could take as a basis for their later discussions the draft ver- 

sion submitted by the Field Marshal. This was agreed to. - 
The session adjourned at1:10 p.m. > “ oe 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99 : UNCIO Cons Pour Min 5 (Part 1) | a , . . 

Minutes of the Fifth Four-Power Consultative Meeting on Charter 
| Proposals (Part 1), Held at San Francisco, Friday, May. 4, 1946, 
6:30 p.m. " | 

| | | [Informal Notes] | | | 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including Chairmen 
of delegations of the United States, United Kingdom, Soviet ;Union, . 
and China, together with an indefinite number of unnamed delegates, 

advisers and experts, of each delegation.}] : oe 
*In opening the meeting, Mr. Srerrinius asked whether the sub- 

committee had completed its work in the consideration of.the pro- 
posed amendments to Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 6, and Chap- 
ter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. oe oo 

8 Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation, D. 681. 
” Doc. 2, G/14(d) (1), May 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 476. For infor-: 

mation on the drafting of the preamble, see Report on the Conference held at, 
San Francisco, 25 April-26 June, 1945, by the Hon. Peter Fraser, Chairman of the 
New Zealand Delegation (Wellington, 1945), 'p. 20. © : Pe 
-*Minutés, of the: Sub-Committee: on Treaties are’ annexed. [Footnote in the 

original ; minutes not printed.] — = Le Ce , ' . .
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Cuapter V, Section B, Paracrary 6 

Mr. Mororov said that as regards Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 
6, their work had not been completed, but that they had agreed in 
principle on the addition of the following paragraph: 

“Subject to the provisions of Paragraph 1 of this Section the Gen- 
eral Assembly should be empowered to recommend measures for the 
peaceful adjustment of any situation, regardless of origin, which it 
deems likely to impair the general welfare or friendly relations among 
nations, including situations resulting from a violation of the pur- 
poses and principles set forth in this Charter.” 

Mr. Motorov said, however, that he was unable to give his final 
decision in this matter. 

| Cuapter VIII, Secrion C, Paracraru 2 

Insofar as Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2 was concerned, 
Mr. PasvotsKky reported that they had not yet reached agreement as 
to the proposed amendments offered by the four Delegations to this 
Section. Mr. Mororov said that, at the close of their subcommittee 
meeting, Mr. Pasvolsky had made a suggestion of compromise lan- 
guage to be included, which he had rather liked. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy read his proposal, which would be to add the follow- 
ing clause at the end of the second sentence in paragraph 2, Section C, 
Chapter VIII: “with the exception of measures against enemy states 
in this war provided for in regional arrangements directed against 
renewal of aggressive policy on the part of such states.” ; 
In explaining his proposal, Mr. Pasvotsxy said that it was a ques- 

tion of bringing into proper relationship the provisions of Chapter 
AIT, paragraph 2 and of Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. To 
this end, he cited the amendments proposed by the Soviet Govern- 
ment and the British Government and the French Government to the 
latter paragraph. Hesaid that the position of the United States Dele- 
gation was that Chapter XII, paragraph 2, provided for all arrange- 
ments against the enemy states, and that the new amendment which 
was proposed would be in the nature of making Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion C, paragraph 2 consistent. with Chapter XIT. 

Mr. Epen said that in his view, the point was whether the Anglo- 
Soviet and the French-Soviet Treaties should be ultimately merged 
into the world organization. He said that idea had been embodied 
in the Anglo-Soviet Treaty and for that reason he would like to carry 
out that suggestion as an addition to the amendment which Mr. Pas- 
volsky had suggested. 

Mr. Moxorov said that he assumed that the proposal which had been 

advanced by Mr. Pasvolsky was one which had been personally made 
by him. He said that he believed, however, that it was more in keep- 
ing with the decisions made at Dumbarton Oaks.
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Mr. Motorov then made a long statement as to his views of the 

arrangements covered by Chapter XII, paragraph 2. He made it 
clear that while the Soviet Delegation was prepared to support any 
measures for establishing the proposed international organization, he 
was not yet prepared to say when the responsibility for dealing with 
the enemy states should be transferred to that organization. He said 
that the Soviet Government believed that Germany would do every- 
thing in its power to restore its strength, and for that reason his Gov- 
ernment was trying to be cautious and farsighted, and to that end had 
concluded the Anglo-Soviet and the French-Soviet Treaties. When, 
however, the proposed international organization has gained enough 
strength and prestige to deal with Germany, the need for the Soviet 
treaties above mentioned would probably lapse. He pointed out 
that the Anglo-Soviet Treaty specifically envisions that time. 

Mr. Motorov continued by saying that both the Soviet Union and 
France had twice been objects of German aggression. Again, he 
emphasized the fact that when the international organization was 
strong enough to assume the responsibility for dealing with such ag- 
gression, the need for the treaties would lapse, but that it was for 
the parties to the treaties to decide when that time had arrived. He 
closed his statement by saying that he would accept either the French 
amendment or the one advanced by Mr. Pasvolsky, which he said was 
an improvement. , 

At this point, Mr. Pasvotsky suggested that his amendment might 
be improved by the addition of the following words: “until such time 
as the world organization may, by decision of the Security Council, 
be charged with the responsibility for preventing further aggression 
by a state now at war with the United Nations.” 
“A general discussion of this newest proposal followed among the 

members of the United States Delegation who were present at the 
meeting. Mr. Srerrmntus then asked for a recess in the meeting in 
order that the United States Delegation could consult on this matter 
among themselves. | 

Accordingly, a recess was held from 7:05 to 7:45 p.m., while the 
United St&tes Delegation left theroom2 = =. - .. | 
When the meeting was resumed, Mr. Srerrmnrus apologized for 

the delay which the United States Delegation had caused, and asked 
Dr. Koo if he should like to resume discussion of the proposed amend- 
ments to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. — 

Dr. Koo said that the Soviet amendment was acceptable to the 
Chinese Delegation so long as the original text remained intact. How- 
ever, he said he objected to the inclusion of the words “or other special” 

*The United States delegation adjourned to Mr. Stettinius’ bedroom; minutes 
of meeting infra.
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in paragraph 1 and 3 of Section C as proposed by the United States 
Delegation. He said that he felt that the addition of these words 
opened the door to uncertain developments, and that they added 
nothing to the original text. He said that the Chinese Delegation 
would be willing to accept the Soviet text even as revised by the 
proposed British amendment if that were acceptable to the other 

Delegations. _ - | oe | : 
_Mr. Mo orov said that he supported the Chinese Delegation in its 

views that the words “or other special” as suggested by the United 
States Delegation should be omitted. Furthermore, Mr. Moxortov | 
said that he should like to have the Soviet text amended to exclude 
the words “already concluded” so that the revised Soviet text would 
read: “With the exception of measures provided for in treaties di- 
rected against the renewal.of a policy of aggression on the part of the 
aggressor states in the present war.” Oy 

Mr. Even said that he had nothing further to add to the discussion 3.- 
that-he preferred the United States redraft of the British proposal as 
suggested by Mr. Pasvolsky beforetherecess. | 
Mr. Srerrinrus said that the United States Delegation preferred 

the redraft suggested by Mr. Pasvolsky, with certain modifications 
suggested by Mr. Stassen, and to this end he asked Mr. Stassen to 
indicate his ideas on this subject. Mr. Strassen said that he thought 
the language of the amendment should make clear that Chapter XII, . 
paragraph. 2,. was in ‘no way affected by this new proposal. Mr. 
Motorov said that he felt that it would .be necessary first to have Mr. 
Stassen’s proposal couched in exact terms and to have a Russian trans- 
lation of it before he would be in a position to give an opinion on it. © 

Mr. Even suggested that in order to resolve this difficulty, each 
of the sponsoring Governments should put forth separately its own 
amendment on this Section, and that later in the Conference, after 
more detailed consultations, they might be able to agree on a joint 
proposal. Mr. Mororov said that he could see no other way out at 
this particular time. , 

Mr. Srerrinivus said that he felt they were fairly close in their 
views, and that with a few more hours this matter could be worked: 
out. He believed that the: four Delegations were in agreement on 
what they were seeking and for that reason he hoped that they could 
continue these consultations this evening. Furthermore, he said that 
they would have a new text prepared, based on Commander Stassen’s 
suggestions, which they would have available later in the evening. 
Therefore, he suggested that they adjourn for one hour and resume 
at 9:30 -with Mr.-Soong in the chair for a brief period until he and.
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Messrs. Eden and Molotov could deal with another item which was 
up for consultation among them.? - a 

Accordingly, the meeting adjourned at 8: 35. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 30 (Exec.) 

Minutes of the Thirtieth Meeting (Executive Session) of the United 
States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 4, 1948, 
7:10 p.m. : 

{Informal Notes] 

- Tum Secretary explained that this emergency meeting had been 
called in order that a quick consultation could be had among the mem- 
bers of the Delegation on the proposal advanced. by Mr. Pasvolsky 
in the meeting of the four Foreign Ministers* with respect to the 
amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2, under which it 
was proposed to add the following words at the end of the second 
sentence: “with the exception of measures against enemy states in this 

_ war provided for in regional arrangements directed against renewal 
of aggressive policy on the part of such states until such time as the 
world organization may; by a decision of the Security Council, be 
charged with the responsibility for preventing further aggression by 
a state now at; war with the United Nations.” | | 

In explaining his proposal, Mr.-Pasvoisxy said that it tried to con- 
fine the action which would be taken under the exception to action 
against the enemy states. He said that at first he had attempted to 
-argue the point with Mr. Molotov that there would be no need for 
an amendment to Section C, paragraph 2, since the measures referred 
to under the exception would only be those measures which could be 
taken. under Chapter XII, paragraph 2. In any case, he said, if an 
-amendment were made, it should be consistent both with Chapter. VIIT 

and with Chapter XII. He said that the first part of the proposed 
‘amendment would take care of the action against enemy. states alone, 
while the second part of the proposal would take care of the question 

as to when. the International Organization should take over action 

under the treaties. - ee 7 

2 In his Diary for Friday, May 4, Mr. Stettinius noted : “|| Eden and Molo- 
tov and I were due for. a completely private talk immediately after dinner. For 
Molotov had just informed me that day that the Soviet Government had im- 
prisoned the sixteen Polish leaders who'had gone to Moscow to discuss the 
‘formation of a more democratic:Polish Government.::. Ambassador Harriman was 
urging me to, issue a public statement condemning this act and to announce te 
breakdown of our Polish discussion between the Soviets on one side and the 

‘British on the other.” For.a report of this meeting, seé memorandum ‘of. con- 

versation, May 4, vol. v, p.281. or, oo . eet iar 
~* *In a meeting of a subcommittee: — Pg ETE
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Mr. Pasvorsxy said that during the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations, 
it had always been envisioned that at some time the International 
Organization, through the Security Council, would assume responsi- 
bility for control of the enemy states, but that this would be subject 
to agreement between the Security Council'and the governments hav- 
ing responsibility toward the enemy states. He said that if it were 
wished to make this point clear the proposed amendment could be 
modified to indicate that the taking over of.such responsibility. by 
the Security Council would be subject to the agreement between the 
Security Council and the Governments referred to in Chapter XII, 
paragraph 2. Mr. Pasvoisxy said that he felt that this might also 
be necessary since Mr. Molotov said that, otherwise, some doubt might 
-always exist as to the responsibilities of the Security Council and the 
Governments concerned. . 

Tue Secretary asked Mr. Pasvolsky what he would recommend and 

Mr. PasvoisKy suggested the amendment which is set forth above. 
Mr. McCuoy said that, speaking for the War and Navy Depart- 

ments, he could accept the amendment with some provision to cover 
the registration of treaties. He was assured that such a general pro- 

vision would be included in the final Charter. 

Mr. Srassen said that in his opinion, the amendment was “wide 

open” in relation to Chapter XII, paragraph 2; that in his view, if 
the Soviet Union and France agreed to take action under the proposed 
amendment, the United States would not have the veto power; he 
said this confusion arose since there was no clear indication as to 
who were “the Governments responsible” under Chapter XII. 
Messrs. Dunn and Pasvousky said that they did not believe that Mr. 
Stassen’s interpretation was correct, and SENATOR VANDENBERG also 
indicated that he disagreed with Mr. Stassen. 

Mr. SrasseEn said that in his view, the United States must be a party 
to any peace settlement and that the amendment proposed by Mr. 
Pasvolsky would make that impossible. Mr. Pasvoisxy said that 
that right of the United States was in no way abridged by the proposed 
amendment. . - 

Mr. Duttzs said that he did not agree with Mr. Stassen’s position 
since under the terms of Chapter XII, the International Organization 
would not be responsible for the control of Germany; that the major 
allies in this war would be responsible for such control and that was 
not involved in the amendment proposed by Mr. Pasvolsky. 

Mr. Strassen said that was his point; that the proposal did not 

adequately take care of the provisions of Chapter XII. To this 
end, Commanprr Strassen suggested that the amendment should be 
redrafted to contain appropriate references to thé rights of the Gov-
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ernments concerned in Chapter XII, also to take measures under 
the amendment and to be a party to any agreements that might be 
made for the transfer of the responsibilities under Chapter XII to 
the Security Council. | | 

At this point, THe Secretary said that he would like to poll the 
Delegation regarding their views on the amendment. : 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he liked Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal 
as it stood; that the Delegation would not be eternally committed to 
it, and that the Delegation could modify it. later in the Conference 
if necessary. ae | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY and Representative Broom said they would 
accept Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal. | : 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE said that while she would accept the proposal, 
she still hoped that some attempt could be made to incorporate Mr. 
Stassen’s idea into the proposal. 

At this point in the discussions, Mr. Strassen said that in his view, 

France under the proposed amendment could move without the 
consent of the Security Council at some future date, and this was 
what he was attempting to prevent. Mr. Bowman suggested that 
in view of Mr. Stassen’s strong opinions on this subject, some further 
attempt might be made to modify Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal. Mr. 
Strassen replied that in his view it would be better to omit altogether 
any amendments to this Section. 

In response to a specific question from Senator Connally, Mr. 
MoCvoy said that, representing the Army and Navy, he wished to 
express his agreement with Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy said that what had to be kept in mind was that the 
French and the Soviet Governments were trying to build a treaty 
system based on their continued fear of Germany; that such treaty 
system had to work—in the last analysis—without the assistance of 
the United States, since European Governments still were not sure 
that the continuing participation of the United States in the future 
control of Germany could be assured. For this reason, he said that 
it was impossible to keep Europe from building a defensive system 
against a renewed threat of German aggression and that he felt that 
if this proposed amendment, which was entirely consistent with the 
provisions of Chapter XII, could be accepted by the Delegation, 
it would be nothing more than a restatement of the position that had 
always been understood since Dumbarton Oaks. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that he agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky. 
The Secretary adjourned the meeting at 7:40 p. m. in order that 

certain members of the Delegation could rejoin the meeting of the 
four Foreign Ministers. :
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Four Min 5 (Part IT) . 

Minutes of the Fifth Four-Power Consultative Meeting on Charter 
Proposals (Part I1), Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 4, 1948, 
10Op.m  - | 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including Chairmen 
of delegations of the United States, United Kingdom, Soviet Union, 
and China, accompanied by their respective delegates, advisers, and 

experts (not listed by name).] | 
The meeting convened with Mr. Soong in the chair pending the 

arrival of Messrs. Stettinius, Molotov and Eden. 

Mr. Soone opened the meeting by referring to the new redraft pro- 
posed by the United States Delegation of an amendment to paragraph 
2, Section C, Chapter VITI, which reads as follows: _ | 

“2. The Security Council should, where appropriate, utilize such 
arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. 
But no enforcement action should be taken under regional arrange- 
ments or by regional agencies ‘without the authorization of the Se- 
curity Council with the exception of measures against enemy states 
in this war provided for pursuant to Chapter 12, paragraph 2, or, to 
the extent not inconsistent therewith, in regional arrangements di- 

‘rected against renewal of aggressive policy on 'the ‘part of such states, 

until such time as the World Organization may, by agreement between 
the Security Council and the Governments concerned, be charged with 
‘the responsibility for preventing further aggression by a State now 
at war with the United Nations.” — —_ 

Mr. Srassen explained that this redraft attempted to meet the prob- 
lems of the application of the surrender terms against enemy states, 
regional and bilateral treaties against aggressors, and attempts to 
.build a strong and successful world organization. He said that this 
amendment made it clear that any such regional or bilateral treaties 
would not take. precedence over,the surrender terms. __ 

Mr. Soong then inquired from several members of the United States 
Delegation as to whether they agreed with this new proposal, and 
the unanimous opinion was expressed that this met with their wishes. 

_.,. Thereupon Mr. Soone inquired from Mr. Jebb whether this pro- 
‘posal would meet with the views of the British Delegation.. Mr. Jess 
said that while he was unable to speak officially. in the absence of Mr. 
Eden, he would like to comment briefly on it. He said that he felt the 
phrase “inconsistent therewith” was not clear and might. be omitted 
from the text. Mr. Strassen said that. this phrase was an attempt to 
make clear that the regional arrangements referred to should not 
supersede the surrender terms. Mr. Jess inquired as to whether there 
was really any conflict between the two, and Mr. Srassen said that
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while he could not render an opinion on that, he wanted to guard 
against any such inconsistencies. = = a _ 
Following this brief discussion, Mr. Soone asked that an informal 

recess be taken pending the return of Messrs. Molotov, Stettinius 
and Eden. | . | 

There followed a brief recess from 10:15 until 10:30. | 
Following the recess, Mr. Srerrintus asked if Mr. Soong could 

give a report as to the progress that had been made in consideration 
of the latest United States proposal. Mr. Soone reported that. the 
United States Delegation was in agreement on the proposal; that 
approval had been given unofficially by the British Delegation al- 
though the phrase “inconsistent therewith” had been questioned; the 
Soviet Delegation had been unable to comment on the proposal; and, 
finally, the Chinese Delegation found the new formula acceptable 
to them. | oo, 

Mr. Even said that a study of the text led him to question the entire 
phrase “to the extent not inconsistent therewith”. 

Mr. Motorov said that he thought these words should be dropped 
and that all of the words at the end of the proposal, beginning “until 
such time as, etc.” should be omitted. 

Mr. Srerrinius said that they could agree to the first suggestion 
made by Mr. Eden and agreed to by Mr. Molotov, but that the United 
States Delegation would be unable to agree to omit the balance of the 
sentence as suggested by Mr. Molotov. 

Mr. Mo rorov said that if the language to which he objected were 
retained, it might be possible that the Security Council and the Gov- 
ernments concerned under Chapter XII would be placed at logger- 
heads with each other. Mr. Epen said that there was little chance of 
this since the Governments principally concerned under the treaties 
would also be members of the Security Council, and if these Govern- 
ments agreed to transfer these responsibilities to the Security Council, 
there would be little chance of any dispute between them. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he thought that Mr. Molotov’s point 
of view might be met by substituting the words “by consent of the 
Governments concerned” for the words “by agreement between the 
Security Council and the Governments concerned”. 

After briefly considering Senator Vandenberg’s suggestion, Mr. 
Mo torov said that he thought he would like to take up this matter 
with the French Delegation, since they had already proposed an 
amendment upon which the Soviet amendment had been based. 

Mr. Dues then pointed out that these consultations so far had 
been just among the four powers and that if the Soviet Delegation 
went to the French Delegation for consultations on this matter, many 
members of the United States Delegation might feel that there were 
other countries which the United States Delegation ought to consult
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on the question. Mr. Motorov said that the Soviet. Delegation found 
itself in a special position in this matter and that they felt that it was 
important to take up the matter with the French Delegation. Further- 
more, he said, this amendment had only just been submitted to him 
for study and that he felt that he would need more time to consider it. 
On the other hand, he pointed out that if the other three Delegations 
were willing to accept the Soviet amendment they could reach agree- 
ment immediately. | 

Mr. STETTINIUS said that under the circumstances, since the British 
and Chinese Delegations had accepted this latter proposal as modified, 
he would be willing to have the proposal submitted by the three of 
them. Mr. Morotov said that the Soviet Delegation did not want 
to lag behind but that they would need at least 24 hours to study this 
question. Mr. Srerrinius said that, unfortunately, all amendments 
had to be submitted to the Conference by midnight, and that if the 
amendment were not submitted it would not be available for considera- 
tion. 

To resolve this difficulty, Mr. Srerrinius suggested that each of the 
Delegations might put in its own amendment. In thissameconnection, 
he raised. the question of the further action that might be taken with 
respect to the amendment to Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 6. 
Mr. Motorov said that he would like to study this proposal further; 
that on the whole, he found it acceptable and that it met the principal 
Soviet points, but that he would lke to have the opportunity to study 
it a little further. 

To bring the meeting to a close, Tue Secretary then suggested that 
all of those amendments upon which they had found themselves in 
agreement would be submitted as joint proposals. Those amendments 
upon which they had found themselves in disagreement could then 
be submitted individually by each of the Delegations,* with the hope 
that the consultations on them could continue at a later state [stage ?] 
in the Conference. 

Thereupon, the meeting adjourned at 11: 15 p. m. : 

500.CC/5—-645 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

| San Francisco, May 6, 1945. 
[Received May 6—4: 09 a. m.] 

1. The following is my daily message to the President, Mr. Hull 
and you on developments at the Conference. 

* United States delegation, Doc. 2, G/14(v), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, 
p. 598; Soviet delegation, Doc. 2, G/14(w) (1), May 8, ibid., p. 601; British dele- 
gation, Doc. 2, G/14(p), May 5, ibid., p. 574; and Chinese delegation, Doc. 2, 
G/14(q), May 5, ibid., p. 576.
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“1, Press conference. The full delegation held a large and success- 
ful press conference this morning * at which I gave out three state- 
ments, one describing the joint amendments submitted to the confer- 
ence by the four sponsoring powers, the second quoting the amend- 
ments submitted by the United States alone, and the third dealing 
with the arrest of the Polish underground leaders. The conference 
went off smoothly and the general impression seems to have been 
good on all counts. 7 ) 

2. Meeting with consultants.’ I also attended this morning a meet- 
ing of the consultants representing the various national organizations 
and took up with them the amendments submitted last night. There 
was on the whole general satisfaction with the position which the 
delegation had taken. Only two groups expressed some dissatisfac- 
tion, the C.I.0O., which wished representation on the economic com- 
mission to be by representatives of organizations rather than by ex- 
perts as provided in the present draft, and the educational groups 
which felt there should have been a separate commission on education. 

3. Reconciliation of differences on amendments. The staff of the 
United States delegation is actively engaged in examining the amend- 
ments submitted by the various countries. Particular attention will 
be given to attempts to reconcile the remaining differences among the 
four sponsoring powers to whose consultations France will henceforth 
be added. The chiefs of these five delegations will meet Monday 
afternoon in my office for this purpose. I am very hopeful that we 
will reach agreement early next week on the two issues still remain- 
ing open among the sponsoring powers. As a matter of fact we 
missed agreement last night only by the narrowest margin.® Agree- 
ment in principle had in fact been reached on a substitute provision 
the language of which has already been transmitted to you for that 
advanced by Senator Vandenberg originally relating to the review 
of treaties. The Senator believes that the ‘new draft includes not 
only everything he had in mind but infinitely more. We were also 
extremely close to agreement on the paragraph on regional arrange- 
ments which has now been submitted as a separate United States 
amendment but at the last moment Molotov insisted that he would 
have to consult the French before giving definite assent. 

5 May 5. | . . 
*¥or statements by the Secretary of State, see Department of State Bulletin, 

May 6, 1945, pp. 850 and 855-857; see also ibid., pp. 851-855, for texts of the 
amendments submitted by the four Sponsoring Powers and those submitted by the 
United States. dpb. . 

- © Minutes of meeting, May 5, 10:15 a: m., not printed. - 
_. > See minutes of fifth Four-Power consultative meeting (parts 1 and 2), May 4, 
6:30 p. m. and 10 p,‘m.,; pp. 603 and 610, respectively ; reference is to amendments 
to chapter V, section B, paragraph 6, and chapter VIII, section C, paragraph 2 
of the Proposals.
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4. Committees of the conference. The remaining committees of the 
conference met today and organized themselves.® Most of them will 
commence substantive work on Monday." Oe 

One point of interest arose this morning in the committee having 
to do with the structures and procedures of the Security Council.” 
All of the delegates present except three spoke in favor of expanding 
the membership of the, Council. The Soviet representative and Sena- 
tor Connally both opposed the suggestion. Senator Connally quoted 
the text of the amendment on the composition of the Council agreed 
to by the sponsoring powers and it seemed to be generally felt that 
that amendment more or less met the arguments put: forward by the 
other delegations. 7 | 

5. Trusteeship. Commander Stassen held an informal meeting this 
afternoon with Senators Byrd, Eastland, Tobey, and Capehart of the 
Naval Affairs Committee and the military advisers of the delegation. 
The British and American trusteeship proposals were reviewed and 
the Senators were assured by the military that our security interests 
are adequately covered by our draft. The Senators seemed to be satis- 
fied by these assurances. , | 

The five delegations now engaged in preliminary consultations in 
regard to trusteeship are meeting again this evening to consider the 
French draft on this subject.1? The French and United States drafts 
appear to be more or less along the same lines. 

6. Latin American attitudes. At a meeting today with one of the 
chief advisers of the United States delegation the chiefs of the Brazil- 
ian, Colombian, and Cuban delegations stated their views in regard 
to regional pacts.4® The conversation made it yet further evident that 
the other American Republics are insistent on greater freedom for the 
Inter-American system to act in matters of hemispheric concern. They 
do not for example wish to take [make?] action under the Act of 

Chapultepec dependent upon the veto of any one of the powers sitting 
on the Security Council. Strong sentiment exists for sharply restrict- 
ing the scope of action of the general organization in this hemisphere 
and for permitting action under the Act of Chapultepec without au- 
thorization from the Council. | 

° For data on organizational meetings of Conference Committees, May 4 and 5, 
see Précis of Committee Proceedings, Nos. 1 and 2, May 5 and 6, Docs. 89 and 
111, UNCIO Documents, vol. 2, pp. 331-335. 

May 7; see Doc. 129, Précis No. 3, May 8, ibid., p. 386. 
“ See summary report of the second meeting of Committee III/1, May 5, 10: 40 

a. m., Doc. 120, III/1/3, May 6, ibid., vol. 11, p. 252. 
™ Minutes of Five-Power meeting, May 5, 5 p. m., not printed. 
* Memorandum of this particular meeting not found in Department files; 

for Assistant Secretary Rockefeller’s report to the United States delegation 
on his talks with Latin American Ministers on this subject, see minutes of the 
thirty-first meeting, May 7. 9a. m.. infra.
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7. Supplementary information on amendments. Late this evening 
Molotov called at my apartment * to say that the Soviet Government 
is now ready to concur in United States amendments on the two out- 
standing issues, i.e. (1) Authorization to the Assembly to recommend 
the adjustment of any situation whatever may be its origin likely to 
impair the general welfare and (2) the association of regional pacts 
having to do with aggressive states in the present war with the transi- 
tional arrangements referred to in Chapter XII of the Charter. I 
immediately informed Eden and Soong of this news which assures 
substantial agreement among all the sponsoring powers on the out- 
standing issues before the conference. This information should be 
held in a confidential status until Molotov himself makes the appro- 
priate announcement.[”’| | 

: [Srerrrnius | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 31 on | 
Minutes of the Thirty-First Meeting of the United States Delegation, 

Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 7, 1945, 9 a. m. 4 

| [Informal Notes—Extracts] — 

[Here follows list of names of persons (29) present at meeting.] . 
- Senator Connally, in the absence of the Secretary, convened the 
meeting at 9:00 a. m. 

QUESTION OF UNOFFICIAL REPRESENTATIVES OF OFFICIAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Mr. Hiss reported that he had come to the American Delegation to 
explain the status of the representatives of the five official organiza- 
tions invited to the Conference. He had heard that the American 
Delegation was not altogether clear on this question, and although he 
thought there was no confusion, he thought the best way to handle 
the matter was to speak to the Delegation directly. He pointed out 
that the status of the representatives had remained the same since we 
left Washington. They continued to have an unofficial status and were 
not allowed in the closed sessions of the Conference, although it had 
been reported to him that a member of the American Delegation had 
said they would be admitted. Moreover, it looked as though the 
organizations might eliminate on their own initiative representatives 
of neutral nationality. The Permanent Court of International Jus- 
tice had dropped their Spanish representative. He added that it 
now looked as though the Committee on the Court would invite to its 
‘meetings the representatives of the Permanent Court of Intérnational 
Justice. : | oe : : 

4 Saturday evening, May 5. . - - 7 - ' a Ft ; 

723-681—67—_43
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Mr. Dun thought the whole question of invitations to committee 
meetings of unofficial representatives should be referred:to the Steer- 
ing Committee. Mr. Hiss explained that so far the Conference was 
taking the same position that was taken in Congressional committees 
where. each committee could invite in such persons as it wanted. In 
any event, he felt it would be better to raise this question at.the com- 
mittee level and not impose a decision from above. REPRESENTATIVE 
Broom commented that Congressional committees, when in executive 
session, invited persons to be heard only and only for a limited time. 
Mr. Hiss emphasized that the unofficial representatives of the five 
organizations have no status unless they are invited by the committees. 
He pointed out that one of the most important things was to get rid 
of the neutral representatives. If the neutral representatives with- 
drew, it would be possible to publish the names of the unofficial repre- 

sentatives in the Conference list. | 
Mr. Strassen commented that the question of inviting the two judges 

had arisen in the discussions of Committee IV/1.= It had been 
pointed out that the question was under consideration in the Steering 
Committee and therefore should be laid over. Mr. Hiss commented 
that the question was not under consideration in the Steering Com- 
mittee and, as far as he knew, the only place it was being considered 
was in the committees themselves. Mr. Srassen stated that the situa- 
tion would be chaotic, since different committees would make divergent 
decisions. He felt it was up to the Steering Committee to define the 
rules.1¢ Mr. Hiss indicated that on this question the Congressional 
committees made their own rules. Mr..Srassen pointed out that the 
situation was not comparable in the two cases, since Congressional 
committees voted on the admission of citizens, whereas the issue before 
the Conference was whether official organizations should be given a 
status comparable to that of potential member states. REPRESENTA- 
TIvE Bioom added that unanimous consent was generally required on 

Congressional committees for the admission of members.:. __ 
Mr. Hiss pointed out that his staff was operating.on instructions 

not to raise the question in the Steering Committee until it was nego- 
tiated outside the committee. Senator Connatiy disapproved of the 
procedure of allowing committees to make their own decisions. 

_ Mr. Sanpirer commented that in fact the representatives of the 
official organizations have from the start been put in a different, cate- 
gory from private organizations. The sponsoring governments had 
opposed the unofficial representation of private organizations, while 
consenting to the unofficial representation of the five official organiza- 
tions. Mr. Dunn pointed out that the official organizations had been 

* Doc. 99, IV/1/2, May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, p. 137. | 
** Doc. 165, ST/4, May 9, ibid., vol. 5, p. 189. |
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authorized only to send observers. Mr. Hiss added that the invita- 
tion requested that they come for “informal consultation”. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE said that for the purpose of the record she 
would like to make it clear that she had had a conversation with the 
representatives of the I.L.O. who had inquired concerning what status 
they would have, but that she herself had said nothing to them on the 
matter. She recalled that the Delegation had decided that several 
of its representatives might well meet unofficially with the representa- 

tives of the five organizations at some opportune time. 
SrenaTor VANDENBERG asked whether Mr. Hiss had accomplished his 

business. Mr. Hiss replied in the affirmative. Sunator VANDENBERG 
then said “Goodbye”. : | | 

RECONSIDERATION OF Four-Powrr AMENDMENT oF REGIONAL 
ARRANGEMENTS, Cuaprer VIII, Srcrion C, Paracraru 2 

. Senator ConNALLy called on Senator Vandenberg to present his 
proposal to. apply the same type of exemption to the “regional agree- 
ments” of the Pan American Union under the. Act of Chapultepec 
which we allow to our European allies in respect to our European 
enemies. | | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that he must have had a brain fag 
at the end of the meeting on:Friday for he now felt that our proposal 
for Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2, made it impossible for 
us to face either our European friends on the one hand or our Latin 
American friends on the other. He therefore had written the letter 
which the Secretary had distributed to the members of the Delegation 
(Letter by A. H. Vandenberg, May 5, 194518). He remarked that 
from his point of view the question of fortifying our position with 
our, American friends was so utterly fundamental that he would hate 
to impair this position by any action that might betaken. - | 

Mr. Bowman reported that in the discussion that had taken place 
Sunday on this question no one could recall clearly the objections raised 
by Mr. Stassen to the proposal, objections stated during the “bedroom 
session.” Mr. Bowman asked Mr. Stassen to explain those objections * 

if he was willing. | | 

_ Mr. Strassen remarked that his objections concerned the clause which 

took the whole European scene away from the Security Council, at 
the same time leaving the entire Western Hemisphere within the 

4 UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 3. 
* Not printed ; see The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, pp. 186 ff. 
See minutes of the thirtieth meeting (Executive Session) of the United 

States delegation, Friday, May 4, 7: 10 p. m., p. 607; during the recess period in 
the fifth Four-Power Consultative meeting at that time, the United States dele- 
gation adjourned to Mr. Stettinius’ bedroom where this discussion took place 
(Stettinius Diary, tenth day, May 4, pp. 2-3).



618 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

jurisdiction of the Security Council. He stated that he did not wish 
to see more areas taken out of the jurisdiction of the Security Council, 
but preferred to soften the veto power. He indicated that the draft 
as it stood, as we submitted it to the Secretary-General, was an im- 
provement over the earlier language and that this explained why 
he had felt so strongly about the original language. He urged that 
the Security Council would be a very weak body if it was deprived 
of jurisdiction over events in this hemisphere. On the other hand, 
it was difficult to see how this hemisphere could be left under the 
Security Council and Europe outside. He pointed out that the way 
the language now stood we would have to have.the support of the 
Soviet Union to take enforcement action in this hemisphere, whereas 
the Soviet Union would not require our vote in taking action in Europe. 
He proposed that the issue be met, however, not by making further 
inroads on the powers of the Security Council, but by increasing the 
exemptions from its jurisdiction. | 

He pointed out that one important question was whether France 
could act under the regional arrangements against Germany 
and at the same time veto our action through the Security Council. 

Senator VANDENBERG noted that Mr. Stassen had suggested han- 
dling the situation by a change in the voting section. He questioned 
whether this was the way to handle the matter. His proposal, he said, 
did not involve robbing the Security Council of authority to act in 
the event that a situation was not being adequately cared for under 
a regional arrangement. On the other hand he felt it would preserve 
to us, until such time as the effectiveness of the world organization was 
demonstrated, the right to take advantage of the 100 or more proce- 
dures of the Pan American system including solidarity of mutual 
defense. OO 

Senator ConNALLY commented that in view of the present position 
perhaps our best immediate procedure would be to ask the Secretary 
to withdraw our consent to the proposed amendment to Chapter VIII, 
Section C, paragraph 2. Senator VANDENBERG agreed this was the 
next step. . | 

- Mr. Down remarked that Mr. Molotov had called on the Secretary 
late Saturday ?° and had indicated the entire agreement of the Soviet 
Union with our two additional amendments. Representative BLoom 
proposed that rather than withdraw our amendment we should pro- 
ceed, if necessary, to amend it in discussion. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
thought the Secretary could say to Mr. Molotov that we were not pro- 
posing to alter or modify the regional provision as it related to the 
Soviet Union, but that we have to have a comparable right for this 
hemisphere, particularly in order to get the right for the Soviet 

* May 5. " :
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Union. Senator Vanpensere suggested an informal conference be- 
tween Mr. Molotov and the Secretary. 

Mr. Dvttezs indicated that our regional proposal was substantially 
similar to the one included in Chapter XII of the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals. Moreover, he thought that we should give very thorough 
consideration to the problem and not immediately go into discussion 
with Mr. Molotov. The fact of the matter is, he said, we had filed 
an amendment which the Russians approved. | 

Mr. Strassen commented that this amendment was not one of our 
own proposals, but was rather an alternative that we had worked out 
to meet the demands of the French and the Russians. 

Mr. Dues remarked that the best way to handle this question 
was by amending our own amendment when proposals from other 
countries developed. He was sure that such proposals would be forth- 
coming. The important thing, he added, was not to let Mr. Molotov 
go home before this question was reopened. If he returned and we then 
opened the question, he certainly would charge us with bad faith and 
he would justifiably feel about our action some of the things that we 
have been feeling are typical of the Soviet Union. He added that we 
should do whatever we can in this situation to preserve our integrity. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG thought we could approach Mr. Molotov on 
the basis of the position that we did stand by our agreement as far as 
he was concerned, intending no change in the provisions affecting 
the Soviet Union. Mr. Dutizs suggested that we would actually 
be altering the power of the Soviet Union if we made Senator Van- 
denberg’s proposal, since we would deprive the Soviet Union of veto 
over action in this hemisphere. | a 

Mr. Strassen pointed out that we were not déprived of an oppor- 
tunity to give subsequent consideration to this proposal. In fact, 
it was obvious that further consideration of it would have to be given 
since smaller powers would be making their own proposals on this 
same subject. — ' 

Mr. Armstrone pointed out that the general organization would be 
ruined if we made general exceptions for regional arrangements. 
The Soviet Union would demand freedom in Europe. The Latin 
American states would demand freedom in this Hemisphere. He 
wondered whether it would not be possible to handle the matter by 
itemizing occasions upon which the veto power would not hold. In 
this way it would not be necessary to make general exceptions for re- 
gional arrangements. He thought a rather simple list of events would 
do the trick. 

Mr. RockEreLier pointed out that the Soviet Union under the ex- 

emption we had given them would on the basis of unilateral treaties 
build up a system which would amount to a strong regional system. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked Mr. Rockefeller what the reaction of the
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Latin American states was to this exception. Mr. RocKEFELLEr ex- 
plained that they were frankly disturbed. They felt that without 
consultation with them we had in fact liquidated Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion C. They now felt that we would not ratify any treaty on the 
basis of the Act of Chapultepec so that they feel we have liquidated 
the agreement made there. The Ministers he had talked to, he said, 
believe that something substantially new has been done in which they 
had no voice and which they feel has given them no security or pro- 
tection. Mr. Srassen pointed out that the Act of Chapultepec ex- 

plicitly states that action should be subject to the purposes and 
principles of the Organization. Mr. Dutuzs asked why the Latin 
American Minister felt the question had arisen as a new issue. Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER explained that the whole matter had been threshed out on 
a. democratic basis in Mexico City and that now the Latin American 
Ministers were confronted with an agreement made without con- 
sultation with them. 

Mr. Norrrr asked whether we intended to go back on Paragraph 3 
of the Moscow Declaration with its reference to consultation in taking 
action against. enemy states.2?_ Mr. Srassen said he assumed that we 
would be in all action taken with respect to enemy states under the 
surrender terms. Mr. McCuoy stated that having our armies in 
Europe would also keep us in the picture. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he would now like to ask whether the 
Military Advisers had any comments to make on this question. Mr. 
McCtoy stated that he did not see how we could vote against a South 
American proposition for hemisphere solidarity. We had agreed to 
the Act of Chapultepec. In the discussions with the Big Four we 
did not get the full implication of the provision with respect to enemy 
states. We find that we have wiped out the veto provision in Europe 
permitting the Russians without restraint by us to deal on their own 
terms with the enemy states. Since the veto on Europe has been 
wiped out it would seem wise to wipe out the veto provision alto- 
gether. Rather than add an exception for the Western Hemisphere 
it would make sense to wipe out the veto provision altogether and 

allow regional organizations to operate on their own impetus. 
Mr. Armstrone asked Mr. McCloy what he thought of the sugges- 

tion to enumerate a number of occasions on which the veto power 
would not be exercised. Mr. Duttxs questioned whether agreement 
on such a list could be reached here. Mr. Dutixs added that while 
the Soviet Union would have a free hand in Eastern Europe under 
our amendment, we would still have a voice in Western Europe. 

From his point of view the question was whether it was worth it 

21 Paragraph numbered 3 of the Moscow Declaration of Four Nations on Gen- 
eral Security, November 1, 1943 states: “That they will take all measures deemed 
by them to be necessary to provide against any violation of the terms imposed 
upon the enemy.” (Foreign Relations, 1943, vol. I, p. 756.)
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to. us to save our position in Western Europe or whether we should 
trade this off to assure American solidarity. This decision, he felt, 
would be the highest decision of national policy—whether or not to 
build on hemisphere solidarity alone and throw away all of Europe 
or whether to save our voice in Western Europe. Mr. McCrory 

thought it was essential not to sacrifice our position with the British 

Empire as well as with Western Europe. Mr. Strassen proposed 
that we not deal ourselves out of Europe for fear of a possible cir- 
cumstance when we would want to rely exclusively on the Western 
Hemisphere. The taking on of more exceptions he said would result 
in our being crowded out of the rest of the world. In any event he 
did not feel we should take a decision rapidly and should certainly 

confer fully with the President. : 
_ REPRESENTATIVE Boom asked what Mr. McCloy thought of Senator 
Vandenberg’s proposal on page 2 of his letter beginning “and with 
the exception of measures which may be taken under Resolution VIII, 

known as the Act of Chapultepec”, etc. Mr. McCuoy said that this 
exception would take care of the point he had but would not satisfy 
Mr. Stassen. The protocol method moreover might be preferable. 

- Senator Connauiy asked whether action should be taken to do 
away with the veto. Mr. McCuroy felt that to do away with the veto 
would mean the elimination of the clause now in Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion C, paragraph 2 that no enforcement action should be taken by 
regional organizations without the authorization of the Security 
Council. Mr. Rockrre.ier pointed out that the exception with re- 
gard to treaties in Europe already does away with the veto power. 
Mr. Strassen objected. Mr. RockErreLier pointed out that the argu- 
ment had been made that if the Security Council refused to act, en- 
forcement action would be taken in any event by this country in 
self-defense. He asked what would prevent Russia, on the basis of 
this same argument, from also taking independent action. 

Mr. Strassen replied that if the organization failed to act we would 
not spinelessly give up. Mr. Rockrereiter then asked what signifi- 
cance the veto had. Mr. Strassen replied that if the veto power 
impairs effective action for international security then we would have 
to act anyway. Mr. Rocxsretter thought then that the veto power 
meant nothing more than a piece of paper. Mr. Strassen said that any 
one of the major powers could destroy the organization. Mr. Rocks- 
FELLER recalled that at an earlier meeting Mr. Stassen had urged 
that a provision be included so that if the Council failed to act, force 
could still be employed on a regional basis without destroying the 
organization. Mr. Strassen pointed out that he had always preferred 
some modification of the veto power. Mr. RockEreLier indicated 
that the position he was taking did not imply any lessening of the 
power of the Security Council to take action in a situation if the
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Security Council thought such action was necessary. Mr. Broom 
noted that Senator Vandenberg’s proposal was limited in time. by 
the phrase “until such time as the organization may, by consent of 
the Governing Board of the Pan American Union, be charged with 
this function”. Senator. VANDENBERG thought this proposal would 
be acceptable. Mr. Buioom agreed that this limitation narrowed the 
exception and made it less objectionable. Mr. RockErsier agreed. 
‘Mr. Strassen urged that to adopt Senator Vandenberg’s amendment 

would be to destroy the organization. If we intend to make this 
kind. of a provision in Chapter VIII we should do it in Chapter I and 
realize that we were undermining the whole effort. : 

' Mr. Rocxereiier asked why Mr. Stassen had not objected to the 
weakening of the Organization by the exception for the Russian- 
French treaty. Mr. Srassen said he had strongly objected. He hoped 
that the definition of enemy states could be narrowed and moreover 
he thought it useful to point out that our amendment applied not 
only to action by European states against enemy states but also to 
action. by any states in the world against former Axis states. The 
position we had taken in the amendment in its present form is in line 
with Senator Vandenberg’s speech.22, Mr. Strassen said he believed 
that it was not a general exception but was a limited and restricted 
exception that seems to have had the general approval of the public, 
if one can judge by the reaction to Senator Vandenberg’s speech. Mr. 
Strassen said he would not approve a further exception being made 
in the basic document itself. He would, however, go along with an 
agreement made in advance that the Western Hemisphere would 
receive prior authorization to take action on local disputes. In this 
way the regional organization would be kept subordinate to the genx 
eral organization. Dran GILDERSLEEVE commented that we had as- 
sumed that some such blanket authorization in advance would be 
forthcoming. Mr. McCuoy indicated that he had recently talked 
with some of his friends, both French and English, who had indicated 
that they would support us on anything we wanted in connection with 
the Monroe Doctrine. Dran GitperstEzve said that Mr. Koo had 
talked in the same vein. Mr. McCuoy suggested that the problem 
comes down to getting agreement with the Soviets. 
- Mr. Norrer stated that he could not refrain from pointing out. 
that the proposed exceptions would wreck the international orga- 
nization. He felt that the present amendment that we had proposed, 

even without further exceptions, undermined the Organization since 
no time limit was indicated for the treaties and action might be taken 
under them independently of the Organization forever. Mr. Notrer 
pointed out that our amendment gave legal sanction to our Allies 
to build up a system that could in time be turned against us. He 

2 January 10, 1945; Congressional Record, vol. 91, pt. 1, pp. 164-167.
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believed that all exceptions should be strongly fought in the name of 
American security. Senator Connatty asked Mr. Notter what he 
recommended. Mr. Norrer proposed that we return to the provisions 
of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Mr. RocKErenuer stated that he 
would be satisfied with the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals with a provi- 
sion for prior authorization for action under the Latin American 
system. He stated that the Latin Americans felt that the United 
States had let them down and they were contemplating the disinte- 
gration of the Western Hemisphere system.  __ - | 

SenaTOR CoNNALLY thought that it would be necessary for the 
Secretary to see Mr. Molotov promptly and to tell him that we were 
agreed that we could not put over our proposed joint amendment. 
Since we did’not have the votes we might ask him for a release from 
our proposals and then reconsider them. Mr. Bioom asked whether, 
if we went back to Dumbarton Oaks, that would take care of the Act of 

Chapultepec. Mr. Norrer thought that there was a danger of us 
selling out under the Act of Chapultepec simply in order to provide 
for an ultimate event that would probably not take place. 
’Mr. Dunn thought that there was no need for an exception for the 

Western Hemisphere. If we went back to the original language of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals the Inter-American System would have 
adequate protection. He noted that the exception in our proposed 
amendment was very similar to the exception formerly placed in 
Chapter XII of the Proposals. In fact, he said, it was the same pro- 
vision in a different place. He questioned any decision that would 
compound the number of exceptions. He wondered why the original 
language of Chapter XII would not be perfectly satisfactory. : : 
 Srnator ConNauuy noted that Mr. Molotov was wedded to protec- 

tion for his French treaty. Mr. Dunn commented that Mr. Molotov 
had his French treaty even under the old Chapter XII. Mr. Dunn 
suggested that.if we proposed an exception for-the Western Hem- 
isphere the Soviet Union would want to extend its exception over all 
regional arrangements without any limitation. We had successfully 
narrowed down our exception to rights already in the Proposals. If 
we now request an exception for the Western Hemisphere the pres- 
sure will be great to arrange exceptions for all regional arrangements. 
Mr. Duxizs questioned whether or not the basic question was to save 
our position in Western Europe. 

Mr. SrassEn said that even if Great Britain and other countries 
favored additional exceptions he felt that we should oppose them 
since they would tend to destroy the world organization. SENATOR 
Connatty asked whether the regional organization could function 
under the original language of the. Dumbarton ‘Oaks Proposals. Mr. 
Dunn replied in the affirmative, noting that the regional organiza- 
tion would have to be consistent with the General Organization. It
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would not be allowed, however, to take military action without au- 
thorization.-: Mr. Dunn added that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
were built on the theory that there should be one General Interna- 
tional Organization with teeth in it. If you distribute the right 
of enforcement action to regional organizations you distribute the 
teeth. Of course, he said, the decision might be made that the Inter- 
American System was so unique and so important that one had to 
sacrifice everything for it. If this is done, he said, the character of 
the world organization is changed.. With the teeth distributed..we 
would have to face the fact that any combination of powers might 
start up war in an area and we would have nothing whatever to say 
about it. .Mr. RockEFenLer said this was the case now under our 
amendment. Mr. Dunn noted that while any combination could take 
a stand against Germany there was not a general right to take enforce- 
ment action without authorization. - 

Mr. Strassen indicated that the provisions of our amendment as 
they now stood had been generally accepted as our national policy. 
Mr. Dunn agreed that the exception was a narrow one, for example, 
we had not given the Soviet Union and France the right to take action 
against Belgium without authorization. If we make one exception 

of a general nature he felt we would start the chain of exceptions 

until any group anywhere could take enforcement action without 
review or authorization by the Council. This system he said would 
be the end of the Organization. | a 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what we would say to the Latin Amer- 
ican Republics who asked for some exception. Mr. Dunn replied 
that we would have to decide as to the type of organization we wanted. 

If we wanted regional organization we could go along with further 

exceptions. If we wanted overall supervision we should not make 
further exceptions. He thought that the Latin Americans would see 
the point of the exception in Europe. Since the Monroe Doctrine was 
protected by our right of veto and since the Act of Chapultepec does 
not itself call for the use of force he thought the Latin Americans 

would come along with us. 
Mr. RockEFELLer suggested that Mr. Dunn was making a legal 

interpretation. While the Act of Chapultepec was not a treaty and 
did not call for the use of force on a permanent basis we had agreed— 
we had pledged—our word of honor to work for a treaty. If we 
wished to continue good relations with the Latin Americans he said 
we would have to continue to work on the basis of good faith. (The 
Secretary joined the meeting). 

Tue SECRETARY announced that he had been busy all day long on 
the telephone talking with the President concerning the development 
of the war situation. He wanted to be sure that the Delegation knew 
that Mr. Molotov had called on him Saturday late in the evening and
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had said that the Soviet Union accepted the two points on which the 
Soviet Union had reserved its position. There was now unanimity 
of the four powers on the amendments to the Proposals. The Sec- 
retary commented that the public angle on this question was impor- 
tant and that his judgment would be to leave Mr. Molotov to make 
his own announcement in his own good time. 

Mr. Duties reported that the Vew York Times had reported Mr. 
Molotov’s agreement with our Proposals. : 

Tue Secretary announced that the Foreign Minister of Belgium, 
Mr. Spaak, had left suddenly for Belgium. Whereas he had not 
checked out in the normal way the Secretary assumed there was no 
reason for his departure other than the urgency of his work at home. 
Mr. Dunn reported that a political crisis was pending in Belgium 
and that Mr. Spaak wished to be there for the reorganization of the 
government. Tur Secretary reported that he had been personally 
hurt by Mr. Spaak’s not taking leave of either Mr. Dunn or himself. 
Mr. Hickerson reported that Mr. Spaak hopes to return to the 
Conference. : 

Tue Secretary reported that Mr. Lie of Norway had been in- 
structed to return and that he had explained to Mr. Lie that this would 
be embarrassing in view of his chairmanship. It would be a great 
blow, he said. Mr. Lie had assured him of his full confidence in the 
success of the enterprise and had in no way indicated any difficulty 
arising from the Conference. Tuer Secretary indicated that work 
would have to be speeded up in view of the day’s developments, with 
Mr. Molotov leaving in a few days and with the possibility that he 
might himself have to leave for Washington. He pointed out that 
he had asked for a special meeting of the Steering Committee and 
that he thought it was time to set up a drafting committee to get the 
charter knocked into shape. 

Mr. Strassen commented that there was a danger in this procedure 
since we were just getting to the small power stage and we should take 
advantage of the Conference organization to permit the smaller states, 
particularly the dominions, to make their contribution. In addition 
to these regular Conference meetings, however, Mr. Srassenw thought 

it would be possible to make special provisions for special sessions with 
the Secretary in the Penthouse of members of the other delegations. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG agreed that these special meetings in the Pent- 
house might prove a shortcut to the ponderous procedure of the Con- 
ference. Tue Srecrerary asked how these meetings might be orga- 
nized. Mr. Rockere.uer replied that the countries might be divided 
into eight key groups and that if the Secretary could meet with them 
it might go a long way to answer the problems that had arisen because 
they had been left out of the meetings of the Big Four.
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Mr. Duties thought it would be possible even while the general 
discussions were going on in the Conference committees to have a 
small group of some five individuals whipping the Charter into shape 
so that a first draft would be ready for submission to the Steering Com- 
mittee with such last minute changes as proved necessary. 

Tue Secretary emphasized that the work of the Conference would 
have to be speeded along. Mr. Strassen thought. it would do no dam- 
age to have a “flat week”, if meanwhile the heads of delegations were 
being invited by the Secretary to the Penthouse in order to present 
their views. Senator VANDENBERG remarked that it would be out of 
the dog house into the Penthouse. Tue Secretary agreed with the 
suggestion and asked Mr. Hickerson and Mr. Rockefeller to prepare 
the plans for the meetings. THe Srcrerary agreed that he would post- 
pone the Steering Committee meeting today. Mr. Strassen em- 
phasized that the primary purpose of the meeting of the delegations 
would be to receive their views. 

Tue Secretary pointed out that the meetings with the heads of 
delegations should start today and continue tomorrow. 
Tu Secretary stated that we could not reverse ourselves on our 

proposed amendment. He did not see how he could go to Mr. Molotov 
and make an about face. Senator ConNALLY said he preferred the 
protocol arrangement under which the Pan American group would be 
authorized in advance to take regional enforcement action in local 
disputes. Mr. Dunn suggested that the protocol involved an as- 
surance from the permanent members that they would permit prior 
authorization of the Pan American group. 

Mr. Rockere ter stated that this was quite in line with the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals and could be raised with Mr. Molotov. Tue Ssc- 
RETARY said he preferred to wait until later, at least until tomorrow, 
since it was psychologically impossible for him to discuss the revision 
of an amendment that was still warm. 

STATEMENTS BY REPRESENTATIVES OF LAaBor 

Tue SEcRETARY welcomed the representatives of American labor or- 
ganizations who had been invited to meet with the Delegation. . . . 

Tue Secretary assured these representatives that the United States 
Delegation was doing everything in its power to represent their 
interests at the Conference and welcomed the opportunity of hearing 
their views. He explained that he was working on some important 

European matters and had asked Senator Connally to preside.
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- + AgSIGNMENT OF DELEGATES AND ADVISERS 

‘Daw Girprrsieeve urged that in so far as possible members of the 
Delegation should attend committee meetings as they had not been 
ble to do'the last few days.| ™ : 

- Mr. Sanprrer suggested that a final decision should be made on 
the assignment of advisers to committees.”* Tus Secretary said he 
thought this matter had already been settled, but that if not a recom- 
mendation should be prepared by the Secretary-General after discus- 
sion with the delegates in charge and final decision made as promptly 
as possible. Mr. Strassen pointed out that. Mr. Sandifer had at- 
tempted to get a decision on this question a number of times but that 
the Delegation had each time pushed the matter aside. 

Mr. Broom asked whether he was on the trusteeship committee. 
After a brief discussion Mr. Strassen indicated that he would be happy 
to have Mr. Bloom go with him on that committee. | 

RECONSIDERATION OF Four-PowER AMENDMENT ON REGIONAL ARRANGE- 
_. -Ments, Cuaprer VIIT, Secrion C, Paracraru 2 

.. Mr. Dunn pointed out that a decision would have to be made as to 
what would go into the protocol. Senator VANDENBERG asked who 
should: take responsibility for drafting the protocol. It was agreed 
that the committee should consist of Mr. Dunn, Mr. McCloy, Mr. 
Dulles, Mr. Rockefeller, and Mr. Pasvolsky with possibly additional 
naval and military advisers. - 

Senator Connatiy indicated that we still had to decide whether 
we wished to pursue the method of the protocol. , 
GENERAL Fatrcuirp thought the protocol would let us off the horns 

of our dilemma. We could maintain the right to take regional action 
at the same time that we would not violate the Charter. Mr. Bow- 
mAN asked under the theory of the protocol when and in what form 
we would announce the decision. Mr. Dunn thought the whole ques- 
tion should, of course, be settled first among the Big Four. 

Senator ConNALLy proposed that the Secretary might go to Mr. 
Molotov and get his suggestion as to the proper procedure to follow. 
He doubted whether it would be possible to get agreement with the 
Russians on a satisfactory protocol. © : : 

Mr. Broom suggested that two drafts be prepared, one, an amend- 
ment to Paragraph 2, Section C, Chapter VITI, and a second amend- 
ment in the form of a protocol. 

Mr. Strassen proposed that (a) the Secretary should promptly 
notify Mr. Molotov that this question was pending and should advise 

* For list of delegates, advisers, and technical experts assigned to Conference 
Commissions, see Department of State Bulletin, May G, 1945, p. 858.
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Mr. Molotov on the general nature of the problem we are facing, leav- 
ing to the discretion of the Secretary how far he would pursue this 
preliminary discussion; (0) appoint a technical committee to prepare 
a draft protocol; and (c) provide that the final decision as to the 
disposition of this problem would be made by the American Dele- 
gation before negotiations were opened. 

(Mr. Pasvolsky entered the meeting.) 
The motion made by Mr. Stassen was passed and the names of mem- 

bers of the Committee approved finally: Mr. Dunn, Mr. McCloy, Mr. 
Dulles, Mr. Rockefeller, and Mr. Pasvolsky. 

Mr. PasvotsKy made the statement that having read Mr. Vanden- 
berg’s letter that had been before the Committee, he was completely 
flabbergasted. | 

Mr. Hickerrson suggested that it might be best for the Secretary to 
meet with the members of the Latin American delegations alone, 
Mr. Strassen favored a meeting of the four powers with the American 
Delegation and the Latin American representatives. Mr. Buioom 
proposed that the meeting be of the five powers together with one or 
more members of the American Delegation accompanying the Secre- 
tary. After a brief discussion this last suggestion was agreed to. - 
_.. . The meeting was adjourned by Senator Connally at 12: 30 p. m. 
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Minutes of the First Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 
Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 7, 1945, 

3D. M. , 

| [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, comprising Chairmen 
of delegations of the United States, Soviet Union, and France, and 
representatives of the Chairmen of delegations of the United Kingdom 

and China. | : 

Tue Secretary opened the meeting by calling attention to the fact 
that it was the first at which Mr. Bidault was present.* He said that 
it was his intention to make this.a short meeting, although he had 
several items to discuss with the Foreign Ministers. _ - 

- * This was the first in a series of 29 meetings held in Mr. Stettinius’ penthouse 
apartment at the Fairmont Hotel between May-7 and June 21 by the Heads of 
Delegations of the Sponsoring Powers and France. The minutes of the meetings 
were termed “Informal Consultation of the Foreign Ministers and Ambassadors 
of the United States, United Kingdom, Soviet Union, China, and France’; the 
Soviet, British, and French Foreign Ministers, however, departed May 9, May 13, 
and May 16, respectively.
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1. CoNFERENCE PRoceDURE ON SURRENDER OF GERMANY *° 

| 2. CONSULTATION ON AMENDMENTS 

Mr. Srertinivs recalled that the consultations of the four Ministers 
up to this time had included only those powers which were represented 
at the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations and concerned only their pro- 
posed amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. With Mr. 
Bidault joining the group, he felt that they should now turn their 
attention to the amendments proposed by other countries and con- 
sider and review them. Mr. Bipautr said that he agreed with the 
procedure proposed by Mr. Stettinius but that he wished to call atten- 
tion to the fact that the French Delegation has not yet had the time 
to study completely the amendments proposed by the four powers 
in their own right. 

Mr. Srerrrntus replied that so far as the French Delegation is con- 
cerned, it was understood, of course, that it would be a free agent with 
respect to the amendments proposed by the four powers to the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals; that the French Delegation would not be bound 
by the previous decisions in this regard. 

Mr. Sterrintius said that in order to expedite the work of the five 
Foreign Ministers he suggested that a Committee of their deputies 
be appointed to consider the amendments that are proposed by the 
other nations represented at the Conference. All of the Foreign 
Ministers agreed and accordingly the following appointments were 
made: | 

Mr. Sterrinrus appoint[ed] Mr. Leo Pasvolsky to represent the 
United States; - 

Mr. Motorov appointed Mr. A. A. Sobolev to represent the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics; : 

Dr. Koo appointed himself as a deputy for the Chinese Delegation, 
In as much as he explained that Mr. Soong had intended that he, 
Dr. Koo, bear this responsibility, and that in the interim, Mr. Liang 
would represent him as an alternate; : | 

Mr. Biwavtr appointed Mr. Jacques Fouques Duparc; : 
Mr. ATrieE appointed Mr. Gladwyn Jebb. 

Mr. Sterrinius suggésted that this Committee of Deputies should 
meet rather soon and should report back to the Foreign Ministers 
group on Wednesday, May 9, at 3:00 p. m., at its next meeting. This 
was agreed to. | | 

Dr. Koo' suggested that as a method of procedure for expediting 

the work of the Conference, the review by the five Foreign Ministers 

5 See Doc. 128, May 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 2, p. 45. | 
* The Deputies of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Powers held 36 meet- 

ings from May 8 to June 15; minutes of meetings not printed. |
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of the amendments to the Dumbarton Qaks Proposals should be in 
the nature of an examination of these amendments to determine 

whether they were in the framework of the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals, leaving the necessary verbal changes to the Commissions. and 

Committees of the Conference. | 
~ Mr. Srertrnrus said that he agreed with this observation of Dr. 
Koo’s. | He felt that the work of the Conference must be expedited 
but that they must leave freedom of expression to the Conference 
as much as possible. Accordingly, he recommended that the Sub- 
committee of Deputies which had just been appointed should recom- 
mend to the Foreign Ministers the procedure to be followed with 
‘respect to their review of the proposed amendments. 
~ Mr. Broautr said that it was his understanding that no final posi- 
tion would be taken by any one of the five powers in the Conference 
with respect to any amendment until agreement had’ been reached 
by this meeting of the five Foreign Ministers. Mr. Srerrrnrus as- 
sured him that such would be the case. a 

[Here follows discussion of items No. 8, drafting of final Charter; 
No. 4, press statement; and No. 5, expediting the Conference. ] | 

; 6. Sovier Acrion on Two AMENDMENTS _ 

Mr. ATTLES raised the question as to whether the Soviet Delegation 
had agreed to the: two proposed amendments to Chapter V,.Section B, 
paragraph 6 and Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2: Mr. Mot- 
oTOV replied that such agreernent had been-reached. Mr. Srerrinius 
then inquired as to whether the Soviet Delegation had announced 
this fact yet. Mr. Mororov replied that they would confirm this 
agreement in writing later in the day, and at the same time would 

also agree to the announcement of the fact. However, he indicated 
that if in the meantime, questions were raised by the press as to the 
‘Soviet Delegation’s attitude in this matter, that Mr. Stettinius was 
at liberty to announce the Soviet agreement. | a 
At this point Mr. Brpauur inquired as to what amendments were 

being discussed. Specifically, he asked whether these amiendments 
included the United States amendment on regional arrangements. 

_ Mr. Srertintus explained that the Soviet Delegation had now 
agreed to accept the United States amendment on regional arrange- 
ments. Mr. Mororov reminded Mr. Bidault that Mr. Gromyko had 
informed the French Delegation of this fact on Saturday... 

_ Mr. Brvavtr agreed that Mr. Gromyko had informed. them of that 
fact, but that in his opinion the Committee of Deputies of the Foreign 
‘Ministers should take the French amendment on this subjeet-** into 
account. _ . a | / | Bo 

™ Doe, 2, G/7(0) (2), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 392.
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, Mr, Srerrmyips asked if there were further. business to, be brought 
before the group, and. since, there .was. none, the meeting was 

adjourned....0 BC ; 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 32 . Ot 

Minutes of. the Thirty-Second Meeting of the United States Dele- 
"gation, Held at San Frangisco, M onday, May 7,1945,6:18 p.m 

or. :° [Informal Notes} =~ : | 

' “‘[Here' follows list of names of persons (31) ‘present at meeting.] 
. Tiers SucttetAry opened the meeting at’6:18 p. m. and announced 
that thé regular meeting of the Delegation’ each day would take place 

Cg STATEMENT BY SENATOR VANDENBERG = 

:. SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that Mr. Molotov had held a press 
‘conference that day and that he had a transcript of this conference be- 
fore him.” ' He noted that Mr. Molotov-had adroitly tried to leave the 
inference that:in omitting the referencé to “treaties”, we were attempt- 
ing to provide a means by which the enemy could gét out from under 
repressive. measures. Of course: this was not the reason, but Mr. 
Molotov’s interpretation made a hot'story. | | 

_ Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that he had met with press representatives 
that afternoon and reread to them the statement made by Senator Van- 
denberg in the press conference Saturday morning.” He had pointed 
out that the phrase “regardless of ‘origin was in fact broader than 
the term “treaties”. Mr. Pasvotsxy said he had defended Senator 
Vandenberg and said that he thought that Senator Vandenberg’s own 
‘press'statement would help to straighten out the situation. 

_ Tu Secretary announced that he would have to reach a quick de- 
cision on the ‘matter raised’ at the morning meeting. (1) He would 
need to‘have the instructions of the Delegation as to what he would 
say to Mr. Molotov before he left. (2) It was important for two or 
‘three members of the Delegation and for Mr. Rockefeller and himself 
‘to theet with a half dozen of the Latin American ambassadors in order 
to thoroughly understand their position. Furthermore, he needed 
time to take the whole question, up with the President after the Dele- 
gation reached a position. RepresEenrative Boom suggested that the 
Delegation hear the report of the subcommittee appointed at the meet- 
ing of ‘the morning.° Mr. Dunn stated that an attempt had been 
madle to draft alternatives in the form of a protocol and in the form 

** Statement issued by Mr. Molotov at press conference, May 7, not printed. 
” Press statement by Senator Vandenberg, May 5, not found in Department 

files... For United States-proposed améndments, chapter V; section B, paragraph 
6, May 2, see Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation, p..681; also, Doc. 2, G/14(v), 
May 6, UNCIO Doctiments, vol. 3, p. 598. 

_ * Minutes.of meeting, May 7,9a.m.,p.615. So 

723-681—67—_44



632 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

of an amendment to paragraph 2, Section C, Chapter VITI.- Mr. 
Duwwn then read the following two proposals: | 

(1) “It is the understanding of the undersigned that the provision 
of Chapter VITI, Section C, paragraph 2, with respect to authorization 
of enforcement action by the Security Council will not apply to the 
repression of aggression under a regional arrangement, such as con- 
templated by the Act of Chapultepec, which will define in ‘advance the 
conditions under which said repression may occur.” 

(2) “The Security Council should, where appropriate, utilize such 
arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. 
But no enforcement action should be taken under regional arrange- 
ments or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Secu- 
rity Council with the exception of measures against enemy States in 
this war provided for pursuant to Chapter 12, paragraph 2, or pur- 
suant to regional arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive 
policy on the part of such States, and with the exception of measures 
to repress aggression under.p regional arrangement, such as contem- 
plated by the Act of Chapultepec, which will define in advance the 
conditions under which such repression may occur, such exceptions 
in all cases to expire when the Organization by consent of the Govern- 
ments concerned may be charged with the responsibility for prevent- 
ing the aggression so exceptionally dealt with.” 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked whether Mr. Dunn thought that the 
protocol proposition would take. care of the problem. Mr. Dunn 
expressed the view that if any proposal along the lines he had read 
was raised, it would be difficult to avoid opening up the old question 
of the exclusion of all regional arrangements from the jurisdiction 
of the Organization. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said he realized that if we now opened up this 
question Mr. Molotov would put an unfriendly interpretation on our 

action. | 
Tue Secretary asked whether Ambassador Harriman would make 

a statement to the Delegation. Ampassapor Harriman commented 
that he and Mr. Bohlen were shortly going to talk to Mr. Molotov. 
He added that while he would not talk on the substance of the ques- 
tion, he did have the following advice to give: (1). he thought we 
should not approach Mr. Molotoy, alone, but should rather meet him 
with the four powers together; (2) he hoped that when we talked 
to Mr. Molotov we would be clear as to our objective so as not to leave 
the matter in a vague state and so possibly arouse unnecessary fears 
on the part of Mr. Molotov; (3) we should guard against any possi- 
bility of giving the impression that we were bowing out of regional 
organizations in Europe. Ampassapdr Harriman explained that the 
Soviet Union believes that Continental Europe is properly the field
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of action for continental countries only. We should be sure not to 
fall in with this assumption. 

Tus Secretary asked Ambassador Harriman if he wanted to define 
his stand more fully. Ampassapor Harriman remarked that he did 
not know where the discussion stood in its substantive aspects, but 
that he felt very definitely that all five powers should meet together 
and that we should not manage things in such a way that the South 
American countries became our “stalking horses”. In any event he 
said the Soviet Union would assume that we stirred up the problem. 
Moreover, he felt we should be clear that we are not backing out of 
Europe. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought we could approach Mr. Molotov by 
stating that we were not proposing to debate what had already been 
given him in the modifications of Chapter VIII, Section C, para- 
graph 2. We could point out that in order to achieve these ends, we 
had found it necessary to clarify the situation regarding the Act of 
Chapultepec. We could explain that we contemplated that, in the 
first instance, the Pan American authority would be the enforcement 
authority, subject to the ultimate action of the peace league if the 
regional action was not successful. 
AmBassADor Harriman remarked that he had no comment to make 

on the substance of the discussion, but he felt constrained to point 
out that the Soviet Union would use whatever excuse it could find 
to minimize our interest in Europe and might welcome our approach 
as a reason to get us out of Europe. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE recalled that on Friday night Mr. Molotov 
had said he had to think our amendment over, and that at this time 
the Secretary had urged that all amendments must be in by midnight 
Friday night. She felt that the Secretary would be in a very diffi- 
cult position if modifications of our amendment were now urged. 

Mr. Rocke¥Fe.Ler indicated his agreement with Ambassador Harri- 
man that the Soviet representatives should be approached quite di- 
rectly and with simple frankness. | 
Mr. Strassen indicated that if any effort was made to put into the 

basic document an exception for the western hemisphere, it would be 
a basic and tragic mistake. Mr. Srassewn stated that the draft read 
by Mr. Dunn went too far and went further than the speech made by 
Senator Vandenberg on January 10,“ which, having received gen- 
eral approval, represented: in his view the basic policy of the United 
States. To go as far as Mr. Dunn suggested would weaken our influ- 
ence in the world and undermine the charter, which the world now 
looked to us to conclude. Mr. Strassen proposed a more limited pro- 
tocol under which the Western Hemisphere would be given permis- 
sion to take enforcement action in the event of aggression in an 

* Congressional Record, vol. 91, pt. 1, pp. 164-167. |
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emergency situation until the Security Council took over. He said 
he would agree to a revision of our position to that extent only, and 
that he would strongly oppose any move that would open up the rest 
of the world situation. SrNATOR VANDENBERG said he had no objec- 

tion to this proposal. THe Sroretary agreed that this represented 
‘exactly his position. Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that even this went 
too far. OB 

SENATOR ConNALLY felt that whatever was done, the Secretary 
would have to see Mr. Molotov before he left and tell him the 

situation. © J so 
Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that he would like to say a few words.: He 

stated that the Act of Chapultepec. does not provide for prior authori- 
zation of regional organizations by the general organization in taking 
enforcement action. The Act of Chapultepec says that whatever ac- 
tion is taken during the war must be in conformity with the world 
organization. At the time that the Act of Chapultepec was drafted 
it was our general understanding that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
were not subject to change and we negotiated under instructions to 
use Section C, Chapter VIII as a basis. Therefore, the only inter- 
pretation that we can justifiably make of the Act of Chapultepec is 
to interpret it as being consistent with the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 
It is another story if we now propose to make a change. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that on Saturday in a three-hour talk which 
he had: with Latin American representatives he emphasized that the 
United States did not and could not make commitments which went 
beyond paragraph 2 of Section C, Chapter VIII. Therefore, the 
Latin Americans would be aware of the fact that there is no commit- 
ment in-the Act of Chapultepec beyond the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals;.nor are there any private commitments that go beyond the 
Proposals. © | | | } | 

Mr. PasvoisKky said the basic situation we confront is to decide 
whether we wish to take the regional systems. out of a world system 
of security. So far we have considered the Russians’ proposal as 
applying only to special states in a special situation. In the course 
of our negotiations the one point we were not sure of was whether the 

Russians. meant to go beyond this limited exception, On Friday 
afternoon we proposed a change.in the Russian proposal limiting it 
to enemy states. The Russians accepted this, while a French repre- 
seritative also indicated ‘his agreement. with this limitation. The 
French Foreign Minister today said that he would reserve his position. 
In other words, the matter is not altogether “smoked out”. 

Mr. Pasiovsxy stated that he had one important point which he 
felt should be emphasized. If we open up the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 

posals to allow for regional enforcement action on a collective basis, 
the world organization is finished. In that event, we have accepted
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the thesis brought forward openly, at the beginning by the British and 
voiced also in the Russian press. We then move into a system in 
which we rely for our security on regional groups, large states with 
their spheres of influence surrounded by groups of smaller states. We 
will convert the world into armed camps and end up with a world war 
unlike any we have yet seen. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what the purpose was of the Act of 
Chapultepec. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that the Act of Chapultepec fulfilled one 
useful and very necessary purpose. In 1940 at the Conference at 
Habana * the Monroe Doctrine was extended, so that if any one of 
the American states was attacked by a non-American power each 
assumed the responsibility to consider it an attack upon itself. Under 
that Doctrine we were able to call upon the other American states 
when Japan attacked us, since the Japanese attack was under this 
Doctrine an attack on each of the American states. The only state 
that did not respond was Argentina. All the other states broke their 
relations with the Axis or put their resources at our disposal. 

Recently there was some feeling that the Doctrine developed at 
Habana was not enough. It did not cover an attack by one American 
state upon other American states. This explains the Act of Chapul- 
tepec which extends the area of the doctrine of joint responsibility, 
so that the attack by any American state upon another American state 
is an attack upon each American state. 

Mr. PasvoisKy pointed out that there were some at Mexico City 
who attempted to build a super-structure of a full-fledged regional 
system on the basis of this Doctrine. When first proposed, the draft 
for the Act of Chapultepec contained a mandatory obligation to use 
force which went way beyond the consultative obligations assumed 
under the Act of Habana. According to the first proposal, enforce- 
ment action would be mandatory for all American states when 
adopted by a majority. So, six Central American states, three island 
states, Venezuela, and Ecuador could send into action the forces of 
the United States. This mandatory obligation became in the course 
of negotiation an obligation to consult with the American states with 
a view to deciding what action should be taken. | 

Mr. Pasvoisky said he would like to point out that we are not now 
obligated permanently, as a treaty is envisaged in the Act of Chapul- 
tepec which would have to be ratified by the Senate. For the time 
being we are committed only to consulting and to determining what 

action is necessary to further the war effort. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated 
that there was written into the Act of Chapultepec an enumeration 

® For documentation on the second meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the 
American Republics, held at Habana, July 21-30, 1940, see Foreign Relations, 
1940, vol. v, pp. 180 ff.
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of measures corresponding to those in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, 
which were there, he said, for some unaccountable reason. More- 
over, there is the obligation, after the establishment of peace, to con- 
sider the conclusion of a treaty under which the wartime obligations 
would be assumed in perpetuity. Very important, however, was the 
fact stated in Chapter III of the Act of Chapultepec that the opera- 
tion of the Act shall be in conformity with the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the Organization, when that Organization is set up. 

Mr. Rockere..er stated that he tended to agree with Mr. Pas- 
volsky’s statement and that it was interesting to note that the ini- 
tiative for the Act of Chapultepec had come from Mr. Roosevelt, 
who had proposed to the Colombians that they propose a resolu- 
tion for the mutual guarantee of borders in this hemisphere.** Mkr. 
Roosevett had said he would tell the Chinese and the Russians that 
this is what we intended to do. Mr. Rockrrenuer explained that the 

Latin Americans had no desire to withdraw from the World Organi- 
zation and wanted to play their part fully. He thought that if Mr. 
Pasvolsky’s suggestion was adopted we would be able to move for- 
ward happily with the Latin Americans. | 

Mr. Pasvoisky pointed out that there were three items not thor- 
oughly considered in connection with the Act of Chapultepec: 

_ (1) We never considered whether under this system we committed 
all of our forces or only a part of our forces. OO 

(2) We never faced the question as to the kind of procedures by 
which our forces would be set in motion. | 

(3) Action could be taken, not only if a certain event took place, but 
also if there was suspicion of such an event, and we have not clarified 
our interpretation of intervention. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that the problem was that we would be 
helpless to act in the new world if our action was not wanted by China 
or Russia. Mr. Pasvorsky noted that thanks to our own veto power 
no state could interfere in this hemisphere. In the event of an attack 
upon us from within or without, we would go to the Security Council, 
and if the Security Council refused to act, we would take action in 
self-defense. There was no question, he said, but that if our security 
was immediately imperiled by the failure of the Organization to act, 
we would ourselves act. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said this amounted to doing as we pleased. 
Mr. PasvotsKy pointed out that we would do as we pleased only if 
we were attacked and the council would not act. He asked what Sen- 

* For draft resolution No. 42 (submitted to the Mexico City Conference, Febru- 
ary 21—March 8, 1945), entitled ‘“‘Declaration on Solidarity against all Aggres- 
sion’, see Report of the Delegation of the United States of America to the 
Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City, Mewico, 
February 21-March 8, 1945 (Department of State publication No. 2497), p. 185; 
for documentation on the Conference, see Foreign Relations, vol. Ix, pp. 1 ff.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 637 

ator Vandenberg thought we ought to do if the system failed. Srna- 
TOR VANDENBERG asked Mr. Pasvolsky whether he would be willing 
to have him tell the Senate that if the Security Council voted no and 
we thought action was vitally necessary we could take action on our 

own. Mr. Pasvorsky remarked that he would have no objection to 
Senator Vandenberg making the statement that if the Security Coun- 
cil failed we would have to go ahead and act. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked whether;the Monroe Doctrine still 
remained untouched. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied in the affirmative. Srn- 
ATOR CoNNALLY asked how the Monroe Doctrine was protected. Mr. 
PasvotsKy stated that the Monroe Doctrine is protected by our right 
of veto and by the obligation assumed by all the states, including the 
big: powers, not to intervene. The old [whole?] system, he said, rests 
upon the good faith of the big powers and their willingness to behave. 
If they fall out there is no opportunity to keep the peace. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that our only protection was then 
our right of independent action. Mr. Pasvotskxy stated that this 
was not our only protection, but that there was certainly no statement 
in the text. under which we would give up our right of independent 
action. Mr. Dues indicated his general agreement with Mr. Pas- 
volsky, but pointed out that he would argue the case on different 
grounds.. He thought that Senator Vandenberg could say that at 
no point would the member states give up their right to use force in alk 
circumstances. Under principle four they pledged to refrain from 
the use of force. in a manner inconsistent with the purposes of the or- 
ganization. Since the prevention of aggression was a purpose of the 
organization, action to prevent aggression in the absence of action by 
the Security Council would be consistent with the purposes of the 
organization. He thought that if a European country vetoed action 
to prevent aggression in the Western Hemisphere, we would be en- 
tirely free to use force. Mr. Srassen stated that in order to keep us 
free to use force under these circumstances, he had previously favored 
the omission of the phrase in principle four “consistent with the pro- 

visions of the Charter”. SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that he 
had no further complaint to make, but that he was now convinced that 
the people would be disillusioned beyond words when they realized 
the plan. Mr. Strassen said he would be willing to speak on the sub- 
ject and would gladly testify before the Senate Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee. SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that there was a genera] re- 
nunciation of the right to use force. Both Mr. Dunxzs and Mr. Sras- 
SEN pointed out that this was not the case. | 

Senator ConNALLY suggested that Mr. McCloy make a statement. 
Mr. McCuroy pointed out that he had just had a talk with certain 
Latin American delegates who had, in a tolerant and composed way, 
shown that they knew our problem and appreciated our situation. He



638 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

felt there was a good chance that in the discussion of paragraph 2, 
Section C, Chapter VIII; an effort would be made to eliminate the 
veto provision. Mr. McCuoy had asked the Latin American delegates 
whether if we withdrew our proposal, making an exception of treaties 
against enemy states, this would solve the difficulty. He reported that 
they had replied in the negative, suggesting that the whole issue would 
have arisen anyway in connection with the veto power of thé’major 
nations. They appreciated the fact that we felt it necessary to keep 
our hand in Europe, realizing that we had spent our men and our re- 
sources in wars that had arisen in Europe over minor incidents. He 
reported that they appreciated our need of finding a formula, and 
that they were quite sympathetic. | a 

Mr. McCroy suggested that the question might be confronted by 
weighing the relative assets of Europe against the assets of this hemi- 
sphere. He personally believed that both assets were important in 
their own way, and he did not feel that we could sit here deciding 
between the value of the two assets in a hypothetical way. Mr. Mc- 

Cuoy felt we would have the sympathy of our Latin American friends 
in reaching a formula. He thought that if such a formula was 
reached we should consult the President. He proposed that the pro- 
cedure suggested by Ambassador Harriman, to consult only after our 
position was clear and to hear from the Latin American delegations 

as to their attitude on the problem, would go a long, long way in help- 
ing the situation. a | | | fe 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked Mr. McCloy what he’ recommended. 
Mr. McCuioy recommended that we follow along the lines of the proto- 
col already suggested. He realized, however, that the main difficulty 
lay in the veto power of the major powers. ~ . 

Mr. RocKEreLLER expressed the feeling that we would lose the con- 
ception of consultation before acting if we accepted the proposal made 
by Mr. Stassen and Mr. Pasvolsky. Mr. Srassen pointed out that it 
was assumed that we would act in this hemisphere, in the event of 
the Security Council failing to’ act, only after consultation with the 
other states. Te : . 

Mr. Pasvorsxy suggested that the following procedure be adopted: 

(1) We should not take up changes in paragraph 2, Section C, 
Chapter VIII, as our proposals : 

(2) We should take up the issue in the course of consultations with 
ether countries and should state our position. in the course of these 
consultations. A number of proposals, including the. Cuban pro- 
posal,** have been brought forward on this question. We should pre- 
sent our case in the course of discussing these proposals. | 

(8) The Secretary should meet with the Latin American repre- 
sentatives as promptly as possible to get their views prior to discuss- 
ing the question with Mr. Molotov. He added that we were now 

“Doc. 2, G/14(g) (3), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 524.
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through with the period for refining. the amendments of the Big Four 
and had come to the period for the discussion of the proposals of other 
governments. It was then perfectly natural to raise our problem in 
connection with the discussion of these other proposals. 

Mr. RockerELLer pointed out that in addition to the Cuban pro- 
posals there were-proposals by Chile and Paraguay. Mr. Pasvotsky 

suggested that at the meeting the next day these proposals be brought 
up, that’ at first the five powers talk them over, and that then consulta- 
tions should ‘continue with the heads of the other delegations. Mr. 
RocKEFELLER agreed that this was sound procedure. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whetliér; in supporting the treaty that 
came out of this conference; which he expected to do, 1f he was asked 
to answer the question whether a state had the right of self-defense, 
Mr.. Pasvolsky: would support him in. making a reservation on this 
question. He added that he expected: that the Senate would insist 
on such a reservation and that he would want to support it. Reprs- 
SENTATIVE Bioom asked whether the Senator meant an interpreta- 
tion or a reservation.. SENATOR VANDENBERG replied that he meant an 
interpretative reservation. .SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that-some 
reassurance would have to be given the Senate on the right of self- 
defense... Mr. Pasvoutsky urged that if the system failed, that is, if 
the:Security Council did not act when. it ought to, obviously a state 
was frée to act.to defend itself. Mr. McCrory commented that the 
issue might not arise as a‘clear case of self-defense. There was a pos- 
sibility that the situation might arise in a more confused way. SENa- 
TOR VANDENBERG asked what he should then say to the Senate. Mr. 
Pasvotsky urged that he did not promise intervention, and Mr. Rocke- 
FELLER thought that the emphasis should not be on unilateral action, 
but rather on action through consultation. Le 
—:SENn«aToR Connacy asked what would. happen if one South Ameri- 
can country attacked another. The. Council might wish to inter- 
vene, but we eould’veto action and’ act ourselves. Mr. Pasvotsky 
pointed out that there would be a-bad situation if a state acted first 
and talked to the Security. Council. afterward. Mr. Strassen said 
that he agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky that action should take place only 
when the Security Council failed to act or unduly delayed action. 
Mr. Pasvotsky said that he thought that Mr. Stassen earlier had said 
that.we could act. only “until” the Security Council takes action. Mr. 

STassEN said this was not what he had meant to imply. 
Tue Secretary requested that a statement be prepared that evening 

setting forth the issue as a basis for his talk with the President. Mr. 

*® Doc. 2, G/28, May 6, “Joint draft amendment to chapter VIII, section C of 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals by the delegations of Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Ecuador, and Peru”, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 620; no record found of pro- 
posed amendment by Paraguay on this subject; see remarks presented by the 
Government of Paraguay at the Mexico City Conference, ibid, p. 347.
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Bowman thought it was very important for the Secretary to be thor- 
oughly briefed on this question since in his view it was at the heart 
of the whole problem. | - 

Tue Secretary asked that a further statement be prepared by Mr. 
Hickerson and his assistants for the use by the Secretary in talking 
with Mr. Molotov. Agreement was reached that Mr. Stassen, Sen- 
ator Connally and Senator Vandenberg, Mr. Pasvolsky, Mr. Dulles, 

Mr. Rockefeller, and Mr. Bowman would join the Secretary in his 
talks with the Latin American representatives at 9: 00a. m: the next 
morning. | 

Mr. McCuoy took issue with Mr. Pasvolsky’s suggestion, and urged 
that we present the problem before us to Mr. Molotov as our own and 
not as a problem raised by the Latin American countries. The Sec- 
retary thought we should sleep on this question, but that he person- 
ally preferred at this time raising the issue in connection with the 
discussion of the proposals by other governments. Mr. RockEFELLER 
thought that it was safer to be perfectly honest in this matter, and 
Mr. McChioy agreed that any other tack would arouse suspicion. 

Mr. PasvotsKy added that we were now through with the period 
of defining the amendments of the Big Four and had come to the 
period for the discussion of the proposals of other governments. .. It 
was then perfectly natural to raise our problem in connection with 
the discussion of these other proposals. Mr. Pasvotsxy said he in- 
tended to raise this question as the number one problem in the sub- 
committee appointed by the Big Five that afternoon. | 

Tue Srcrerary asked that Mr. Dunn speak immediately to Mr. 
Gromyko, explaining that the Secretary would want to see Mr. Molo- 
tov before he left. - : 

Mr. Strassen asked for the consent of the Delegation to the holding 
of a press conference by Mr. Bloom and himself to give background 
information on trusteeship. He noted that there was considerable 
demand for such a press conference. The request was granted. 

The Secretary adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p. m. oe 

500.CC/5—745 : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Iceland (Dreyfus) 

‘Wasuineton, May 7, 1945—7 p. m. 

75. In telephone conversations during the past few days the Minis- 
ter of Iceland has urged upon officers of the Department the admission 
of Iceland to the San Francisco Conference on the grounds that several 
states have been admitted subsequent to the original March 1 dead- 
line. Mr. Thors was informed that should his Government desire to
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present a formal request * it would, of course, be given consideration 
but that it seemed very doubtful that a favorable reply could be ex- 
pected. It was pointed out to Mr. Thors that a declaration of war 
against one of the Axis powers is still a requisite for signature of 
the United Nations Declaration and that the Department had so far 
received no indication of a change in Icelandic opinion in this regard. 
Mr. Thors admitted that it was highly improbable that Iceland would 
declare war on Germany and in fact stated that in his opinion such 
a declaration at this late date would be ridiculous. He further stated 
that a declaration of war on Japan was quite out of the question. 

It appears, however, that Mr. Thors has suggested to his brother, 
the Foreign Minister, that since the Ukraine and White Russia have 
been made members of the United Nations the Foreign Minister might 
try the experiment of writing a private letter to Secretary Stettinius 
asking for an application for membership in the United Nations on 
behalf of Iceland. Should the Foreign Minister request your views, 
you may advise him in the sense of the first paragraph of this telegram. 

“ GREW 

| CHAPTER V: MAY 8-MAY 31, 1945 

Beginning of open Conference discussion of Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals and changes recommended by Sponsoring Powers and other 
participating Governments; exploratory discussions in meetings of 
United States delegation to establish position to be taken by U.S. 
delegates on all matters in connection with Conference; consultative 
meetings with other Sponsoring Governments and France to reach 
unanimous agreement on final position to be taken in meetings of 
the twelve technical committees by any one of the Five Powers with 
respect to proposed amendments; informal consultative meetings of 
United States delegates with Latin American representatives on re- 
gional arrangements; Five-Power agreement reached with regard to 
proposals on regionalism and trusteeship, 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min 33 

Minutes of the Thirty-Third Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 8, 1945, 5 p.m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (382) present at meeting. ] 

Senator Connally called the meeting to order at 5:00 p. m. 

*In a note of May 10 to the Acting Secretary of State (not printed), the Ice- 
landic Minister expressed the desire of his Government to attend the San Fran- 
cisco Conference, indicated that since the enemy in Europe had been completely 
defeated, there could be no longer any question of Iceland’s declaring war, and 
Stressed the feeling of the Government and the people of Iceland “that they have 
made their contribution to the United Nations’ war effort by lending their coun- 
try for important military bases and by sacrificing the lives of many hundreds of 
seamen engaged in transportation of food to Britain and the United States.” 
(500.CC/5-1045) The text of the note was telegraphed to San Francisco (tele- 
gram 75, May 7, 1945), but the Conference took no action on the Icelandic re- 
quest. (500.CC/5—1145)
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Acrenpa oF Mrerine | 

Mr. Bowman stated that a useful meeting had been held with the 
Advisers during the previous hour and that since an emergency matter 
had arisen concerning the regional question, he understood this meet- 
ing would now be in executive session, with the military advisers 
only.... (All Advisers except the Principal Advisers and Military 
Advisers and Senator McCarran *’ then left the meeting.) 

Discussion or Recronat Proptem i 

At Senator Connally’s request, Mr. Sanprrer introduced a Draft 
Memorandum for the President, May 8, 1945,8* which the Secretary 
had asked the Secretariat to prepare as a basis for his talks with 
the President on the question involving the inter-American system 
and its relationship to the proposed international organization. 
Mr. SANDIFER stated that the draft was only a preliminary one to get 
before the Delegation the main ideas. Mr. Sanprri#r then read the 
draft. | cope Es SO 

[Here follows inconclusive discussion of the draft memorandum. | 
(The Secretary joined the meeting.) 
Tue Secretary stated that he had two or three quick things to 

discuss: First, he wished to report that the Executive Committee had 
held a successful session ; ® secondly, the Steering Committee meeting 
had gone very well; #° and thirdly, the regional question was now wide 
open. He said he had just left an international press conference and 
that the story was out in the open. He said we were going to be 
faced with the whole question in the press and the radio the next 
day. Further, Mr. Molotov was saying “goodbye” this evening at 
8:30, but was planning to come here at 7 o’clock to meet with Mr. 
Eden and the other foreign ministers.*t He expected to have a state- 
ment from the Delegation to be used in his talk at 7 o’clock with Mr. 
Molotov. Ly — 

* Senator Pat McCarran of Nevada. | a | 
* Not printed. 
© Doc. 164, Ex/9, May 9, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 421. 
“Doc. 165, ST/4, May 9, ibid., p. 187. 
“The meeting of the Big Five at 7 p. m. at the Fairmont Hotel was to be the 

last meeting of the Foreign Ministers. Mr. Stettinius recorded in his Diary of 
May 8 that there apparently had been some misunderstanding, for Mr. Molotov 
did not show up. Representatives of the United States at this meeting included 
Mr. Stettinius and six others; the United Kingdom, Mr. Eden and two others; 
China, Mr. Koo and one other; the Soviet Union, only Mr. Gromyko; and France, 
Mr. Bidault and four others. Mr. Stettinius said he would make his two-minute 
statement and then repeat it to Mr. Molotov at his meeting with him later 
at 8: 30 o’clock. He then talked from a prepared statement and outlined three 
main points to be considered by the meeting (see record of meeting with Mr. 
Molotov, infra). Mr. Stettinius noted that Mr. Eden’s response was immediate— 
namely, that the first two questions were minor but the third (that the Latin 
Americans proposed to make reservations in favor of the Inter-American sys- 
tem) raised all kinds of questions and made him “very unhappy”’.
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Mr. Duties thought that considerable time would be wasted if the 
Delegation continued to discuss the memorandum to the President. 
He did not feel that the question could be adequately represented to 
the President except orally, particularly because of the differing view 
points. He said the memorandum represented an honest attempt to 
state the differing views fairly, but that it would be unfair to the 
President to ask him to make a decision without giving him adequate 
background. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that the President was entitled to an 
entirely developed recommendation and that quick judgments under 
the pressure of events would not be satisfactory. | 

STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY AT THE MEETING oF ForEIGN MINISTERS 

Tur Secrerary said it was vital to have a document from 
which he could speak to Mr. Molotov. Mr. Dunn indicated that Mr. 
Raynor was on his way down with the document. Mr. McCtoy stated 
that he had come to the conclusion that no document short of an essay 
would adequately cover the question under discussion. Tur SEcr- 
Taky reported that he would like to send to the President a long night 
letter that he would have in the morning, so that when he telephoned 
the President the President would have an intelligent understanding 
of the issues. . - 

Mr. McCroy asked whether the Delegation would like to have a, re- 
port on the telephone conversation he had had that afternoon with 
Mr. Stimson. The Delegation indicated their interest. Mr. McCrory 
stated that Mr. Stimson had listened to his comments on the regional 
problems with great interest and had then indicated the following 
point of view. Secretary Stimson had requested that we try to obtain 
the.right to move in this hemisphere free of the veto of the Security 
Council. This right, he felt, we should seek at the expense of the 
immediate non-concurrence of the Soviet Union. The Secretary had 
stressed that we should certainly have this right in internal western 
hemispheric matters. TheSecretary had stressed the importance of 

preserving solidarity in the Western Hemisphere. He had pointed 
out the long heritage of pacific settlement in the Hemisphere. The 
Secretary of War had emphasized the fundamental need of finding 
a formula to meet the situation. 

The Secretary of War did not believe that the one exception for this 
Hemisphere would cut the heart out of the document, but had ex- 
pressed the hope that there would be no requests for further excep- 
tions. He had said he wanted more time to consider whatever counter- 
requests came up before reaching a final decision upon this question. 

He urged that, since the matter was one that should be considered at 
the highest level, a decision should not be rushed into.
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Mr. Duties stated that he had had some doubt as to whether the 
Soviets really wanted a world organization. Since he had come to 
San Francisco he had concluded that they would want an organization 
in order to get the maximum possible voice outside their own sphere 
of influence. They accepted the fact that they would be able to deal 
in their own sphere and he believed they felt that, working through 
a world security system, they might be able to influence areas outside 
their direct control. He thought this might mean that we could get an 
exemption for the Western Hemisphere without actually being driven 
out of Europe. The Russians, wanting to get as much as they could 
in the way of influence outside their own sphere, might be willing to 
accept the best they could get. Mr. Dulles indicated that he was not 
sure that we would have to give up our voice in Western Europe, but 
that the Secretary might want to keep these ideas in mind in deter- 
mining his tactics. Tu Secretary thought that Mr. Dulles had made 
a very wise observation. _ | 

Tuer Sxcretary then read the following memorandum prepared for 
his use at the meeting of foreign ministers: 

“I. Quick Survey of Important Amendments Proposed by Other 
Countries | 

“(a) French suggest change in voting on recommendations in Secu- 
rity Council to classify recommendations as procedural matters, thus 
removing from themselves [removing in these cases?] the necessity of 
unanimity among the permanent members. | | 

“(6) Netherlands have proposed shift of Paragraph I of Chapter 
VIII, Section B, to Section A. This will have the effect of making 
a party to a dispute unable to vote on decisions as to aggression or 
breach of peace. : 

“(¢) Latin American Republics propose adjustment in regional ar- 
rangements to take care of Act of Chapultepec as was done in the case 
of European treaties.“ (If questioned as to formula, we should say 
that we have not had time to analyze the'question but we are basically 
sympathetic.) ” 

Tue Secretary thought that an introduction would be necessary 
running as follows: He would say that he was terribly sorry that Mr. 
Molotov was leaving, that this was the last time that thé ministers 
of the five powers would all meet together. However, he would be 

“ With reference to a meeting with Latin American Foreign Ministers, May 8, 
9 a. m., in the Penthouse, Mr. Stettinius reported to the President and Mr. Hull 
in telegram 2, May 9, as follows: “The chiefs of eight Latin American dele- 
gations called on me this morning and presented a very urgent plea that the 
implementation of the Act of Chapultepec not be made subject to the veto 
of a single non-American power. On the other hand members of the United 
States delegation pointed out to them the disadvantages which would ensue if 
the focus of international security were to be placed in regional understandings 
rather than in the General International Organization. No conclusion was 
reached and the American delegation is still working actively on the question in 
the hope of finding a satisfactory formula which will relieve the Latin American 
apprehensions without seriously weakening the Charter.” (500.CC/5-945)
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sure to notify any one of the ministers that had to leave of events, if 
necessary: by telephone. Tue Secretary suggested that he might 
further add that there were two or three suggestions brought up by 
other governments. They would certainly have to be discussed and 
there were specifically three that he would like to mention at this 
time. _Tuer Secretary indicated that he might say that these three 
questions have to be ironed out and would express the hope that when 
we communicated with any one of the foreign ministers we would find 
adjustments that would be agreeable to all concerned. 

- Mr. Armstrone indicated that.the important pomt was to assure 
that Mr. Molotov would not be surprised by later exchanges of views. 
- Mr. McCuoy urged that Senator Vandenberg’s position should be 
included that we were not going to whittle down what we had already 
proposed for the Soviet Union. Tux Sxcrerary stated that he might 
say that we were going to do nothing that would whittle down the 
rights that.the Soviet Union wanted. Senator. VANDENBERG said the 
matter might be stated mere’ directly that we would protect the Soviet 
proposal to the finish, and that we would merely ask their cooperation 
in. a collateral phase of the matter that would affect us but not the 
Soviet Union. | | 
Mr. Dunn thought the discussion should not be pointed at Mr. 

Molotov. He added that, at the suggestion of the Secretary, he had 
put this whole matter up to Sir. Alexander Cadogan who had ex- 
pressed coneern lest any exception be extended and the Security Coun- 
cil’s authority be seriously. impaired. 

TH SEcRETARY, reported that Mr. Eden had expressed the same 
concern, when the Secretary talked to him at the reception given by 
the Soviet Union for the representatives of the two Soviet Republics. 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE felt there was too much of an implication that 
we were engaged in a duel with the Soviet Union, when ‘in fact there 
were other very important implications. 

Mr. ‘PasvousKy did not think we should use the phrase “but we are 

basically sympathetic” until the Secretary had received an author- 
ization by the President to. take that position. Mr. PasvorsKy 
thought the Secretary should say that we are trying to find a solution. 
AmpassaDor Harrran, who had come into the meeting. with the Sec- 
retary, urged that the important thing was to get into Mr. Molotov’s 
mind the idea that we might want to press this matter. We would 
have to do this in order to feel free later to back a particular position. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy suggested the phrase “we are sympathetically trying 
to find-a solution”. He thought the Secretary would get himself out 
on a limb if he said we were sympathetic to the Latin American pro- 
posal without the authorization of the President. Mr. Dunw. pro- 
posed the phrasing “we are sympathetic to the purpose of reaching 
an adjustment”. | : |
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Tue Secretary asked Mr. Rockefeller what had destroyed the faith 
of the American republics in the general organization when they ar- 
rived here in San Francisco. He said it was obvious that they had 
lost their confidence in the general organization and had nowhere 
near the genuine sincerity and interest they had previously expressed. 
Mr. Rockereiter replied that the reason for this loss of faith could 
be traced to the way the Soviet representatives had behaved toward 
the Secretary and their actions in general, their maneuvers and the 
entirely novel type of tactics that the Latin American representatives 
had come up against. Mr. Dunn thought it was as much the attitude 
of the Soviets toward the other American republics. Senator Van- 
DENBERG felt that a new and hysterical dread was sweeping the repre- 

sentatives of the American republics. Mr. McCuoy suggested that the 
death of Mr. Roosevelt might explain the situation in part. Mr. 
STASSEN suggested that the President should speak out strongly on 
the Pan American Union, and Tue Secretary noted that the President 
had already made one speech which had been an excellent one. Mr. 

ROCKEFELLER indicated that the representatives of the American. re- 
publics were coming around to the position that, until the world or- 
ganization proved its effectiveness, the Western Hemisphere system 
should be free from the necessity of any authorization for action by 
the Security Council. Mr. Dunn noted that some of the representa- 
tives were saying that there was no. use for the international organi- 
zation. Mr. Strassen said that this was nothing more:than a narrow 
isolationist approach and that it was exceedingly dangerous. 
AmBassapor Harriman stated that it was important for the Secre- 

tary not to commit us tonight but merely to make Mr. Molotov under- 
stand that this issue would certainly come up in the near future. Mr. 
Stassen thought that the memorandum that had been prepared for 
use by the Secretary was excellent and that the Secretary -should 
certainly not allow Mr. Molotov to leave without raising this matter 
with him. Dean Gupersiereve asked whether it was true that the 
Arab delegations had told.the Latin Americans that they would vote 
with them. Mr. Rockeretier reported that the Arabs had offered to 
support the Latin Americans, giving them five votes, but that the 
Latin Americans had refused. ha! 

Tur Sucrerary remarked that ‘the draft memorandum as it: stood 
was unsatisfactory and that it should be re-dictated immediately in the 
light of the suggestions made during the discussions. SENATOR 
VanpDENBERG thought that we should’stress that we wanted an excep- 
tion only until the organization proves its reliability and that we would 
fight to the death the right of the Soviet Union to the same privilege. 

“ Yor address broadcast from Washington on April 25, for the opening session of 
the Conference, see Department of State Bulletin, April 29, 1945, p. 789. -
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Mr. Dunn urged that whatever the Secretary said should not be di- 
rected at Mr. Molotov alone. Tue Srcrerary agreed that he would 
speak to the four ministers. : I | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom remarked that the Latin American repre- 
sentatives were afraid that the Monroe Doctrine would be destroyed. 
He thought that, if they were reassured on this question, they might 
be more tractable on the other question. THE Srcrerary stated that 

Mr. Stassen and Mr. Pasvolsky had assured the Latin American repre- 
sentatives of our position on this question. - 

Mr. Dutzezs pointed out that, if the Secretary made the statement 
that we were not going to take anything away from the Soviet Union 
that we had already granted them, we would be precluded from cut- 
ting down the scope of the phrase “enemy states”. Mr. Dunn urged 
that the Secretary not argue a case with Mr. Molotov but merely raise 
the issue. Mr. Bowman stressed that it might be unwise to urge 
our position on the ground that we doubted the adequacy or reliability 
of the general organization. This, he said, would put the general 
organization in a very weak position from the start. 

- Ture Secretary asked that Mr. Raynor and Mr. Hickerson proceed 
immediately to have a redraft made of the memorandum which would 
then be brought to the Delegation for its approval. 

Rervort oF Drarrinec SUBCOMMITTEE OF FivE-Powrr Group 

_ Mr. Pasvoitsky announced that the subcommittee appointed by the 
five-power group “* had agreed upon ten broad topics that would be 
used as a basis for reaching agreement on the proposals: 

1. Increase in the powers of the General Assembly on security 
matters. | | a 

2. Obligation of all members to carry out decisions of the Security 
ouncil, : 

3. Increase in the number of members of the Security Council. 
4. Veto powers of the permanent members of the Security Council. 
5. Purposes and Principles of the Organization. 
6. Regional arrangements. : 

a. Mutual aid pacts. | Se . 
- 6. Economic and social arrangements. = ~~ BO 

¢. Definition of aggression. - , 7 OS 
8. Compulsory jurisdiction of the international court. 
9. Peaceful change. | 

- 10. Admission, expulsion and suspension of members. 

Mr. Pasvorsky announced that the international secretariat was 
preparing a collection of the proposals. on all these ten topics. The 
procedure will be to go over the proposals on each of the topics and re- 

- “For information on appointment of. Five-Power. Deputies, see minutes of 
Five-Power meeting, May 7, 3 p. m., p. 628. - 

723-681—67 ——45 oo
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port the results of the preliminary discussion to the meeting of foreign 
ministers. Mr. Pasvorsky added that the Secretariat was having 

considerable difficulty in preparing the documentation and that dis- 
cussion would be delayed in view of the fact that all the amendments 

would have to be available in order that they might all be considered 

on the same footing. _ 
Mr. Srassen indicated that the ten points were very good. He 

thought that if we gave way to the smaller powers on a number of 
these points, we would be able to get agreement on a Charter in rather 
short. order. : 7 

(The Secretary then left the meeting.) | 

: Discussion or Regionat Prosiem 

_ Mr. Rocxerexter felt that further consideration should be given 
to backing up our position that the Organization does not affect the 
Monroe Doctrine. He felt personally that the two were now mutually 

exclusive. Under the provisions of Chapter VIII, if we were attacked, 

the only way we could take action would be to ask permission of the 
Security Council. On the Security Council one state could veto action. 
He felt the Monroe Doctrine was not safeguarded unless we could 
take action to protect ourselves. If we did take action in spite of the 
Security Council, it would, as Mr. Stassen said, break up the Organi- 

zation. Mr. Duss indicated that he had prepared a memorandum * 
on the question of the Monroe Doctrine which he thought covered the 
point raised by Mr. Rockefeller. Senator Vanpengere thought 

Mr. Dulles’ memorandum was totally disillusioning. Mr. Strassen 
thought that the memorandum was good, and that, in so far as the 
Monroe Doctrine meant that an attack on one American state was an 
attack on all, he thought it was not inconsistent with the General 
Organization. Senator VANDENBERG commented, that: Mr. Dulles’ 
point of view reduced itself to the principle that we have the right 
to do anything we please in self-defense. Mr. Rockrreiier stated that 
that was perhaps our own interpretation, but that it was not expressed 
in the Charter. Mr. Strassen said that the Charter was. limited to 
describing the methods by which to prevent the necessity of resorting 
to self-defense. . . | 

SENATOR CONNALLY stated that he felt that the question under dis- 
cussion was a Very critical one, and that we were facing a very dif- 
ficult problem, particularly in. view ofthe attitude taken by the Latin 
American representatives that they want absolute control of action in 
this Hemisphere. Mr. Rockere.ter thought that the Latin American 
representatives would be willing to take a compromise. — . 
~-"Dean Gitprrstreve asked why we were not proceeding with the 
proposal for a protocol, ander which prior authorization would be 

“Not printed. :
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given to the Pan American system. Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that 
prior authorization was in fact the same as an exception, as it would 
always be possible for us to prevent the Security Council from taking 
over responsibility for action in this Hemisphere. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG stated that he could not get away from the feeling that Mr. Dulles’ 
interpretation made every state a law unto itself. ' 

Spnator Connaiy asked Mr. Rockefeller how far he thought the 
American republics would be willing to go. Would they oppose the 
General Organization altogether? Mr. Rockserserier replied that 
they had faith in the Secretary and wanted to find a solution of the 
problem. He believed that they were hopeful that a solution could be 
worked out, and that their main concern was not to permit the liquida- 

tion of the inter-American system. | 

ReviseD MEMORANDUM FoR SECRETARY AT Foreign MINIsTERs’ . 

Meetine “6 

Discussion oF RecionaL PropueM 

Mr. Dunn stated that for background the delegates might wish to 
know that the British and French were engaged in setting up a West- 
ern European bloc. The question of the establishment of this bloc 
was no longer in doubt. The only problem was who would dominate 
it. He thought that other regional blocs would possibly be developed 
along similar lines in other areas. SENATOR VANDENBERG stated. that 
this might be a healthy thing in order to prevent control by Russia 
of the entire European Continent. a 

Mr. Srassen thought it was very important for us not to weaken our 
hand out in the areas of the world where difficulties begin. We 
wanted to preserve the solidarity of the Hemisphere, but we should 
also keep a strong hand in other areas so that we could meet, problems 
when they first came up rather than when they had already developed 
into first-class wars. 

Mr. MacLetsu questioned what the result. would be if we put our 
faith in the Western Hemisphere alone. Would it not in the last 
analysis result in our being thrown back on preserVing the peace in 
this Hemisphere alone and at the.same time preparing for possible 
attack from abroad? While we would keep up our Army in any 
event in joining the General International Organization, would: we 

not be in a position where we would have to have an even larger army 
if we pulled into the shell of this Hemisphere? , oe 

Mr. McCoy stated that from the military point of view it was 
important to have the strength of this Continent in order to be able 
to branch out. We could not, for example, get to North Africa unless 
we had a considerable area in this Hemisphere from which to operate. 

“ See memorandum of conversation, May 8, 8: 30 p. m., infra.



650 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

We depended on Brazil, for example. He added that of course the 
more consultation we had with the Latin American powers the better, 

and that we could not afford to ignore the significance of the western 

continental land mass as a factor in any of our military operations. 

Mr. MacLetsu repeated that he questioned where dependence on the 
Western Hemisphere exclusively would leave us. 

Mr. Pasvousky suggested that the South American representatives 

should consider what was involved in the use of force in the Western 
Hemisphere under the inter-American system. That system, he said, 
had been built on the basis of consultative arrangements and proce- 
dures for peaceful settlement and the principle of non-intervention. 
Now it was proposed to use force under this system. If this policy 
was adopted, what we have had at its best would exist no longer. We 
would have intervention on a grand scale. Where would we be, he 
asked, if we had intervened with our military might in Argentina? 

GENERAL Empick pointed out that the Argentinian situation had seri- 
ously worried the military. Our policy had been not to foment a situ- 
ation there unless we could count upon the neighboring countries. If 
we attempted anything alone, we would have greatly prejudiced the 

war in Europe, but with the cooperation of adjoining countries we 
could have easily handled the situation. The fact of the matter was, 
he said, that m order to have essential bases for our security, the soli- 
darity of the Western Hemisphere was indispensable. Apmtrat Hxp- 
BURN suggested that he feared that the use of force in this Hemisphere 
might result in the extension of subversive political principles. 

The meeting was adjourned by Senator Connally at 6:30 p. m. 

500.CC/5-845 

Memorandum by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, Member of the United 

States Delegation, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, May 8, 
1945, 8: 30 p.m. - 

Present: The Secretary Ambassador Harriman . 
Mr. Molotov Mr. Pavlov : 

: Mr. Dunn | Mr. Bohlen 

Tum Secretary expressed his great regret at Mr. Molotov’s forth- 
coming departure and his appreciation for the cooperative spirit of 
their work together here at the Conference. | 

Mr. Motorov warmly thanked the Secretary, and through him, the 
American Government for all the hospitality and friendly treatment 
he had received during his stay in the United States. | 
Tue Srcrerary thanked Mr. Molotov for the picture which he had 

received this afternoon and presented Mr. Molotov with one of him- 
self in return, also a salad bow] made from redwood which Mr. Molo-
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tov accepted with deep appreciation. He then said that despite the 
departure of Mr. Molotov, he hoped it would be possible to communi- 
cate with him for purposes of consultation, since, although they had 
reached a large measure of agreements already, there were bound to 
be questions put forward by other countries which would require 
careful consideration by the sponsoring powers. | : 

Mr. Monorov said, of course, such consultations should continue 
and he was leaving as his deputy, Ambassador Gromyko who was 
thoroughly familiar, with all the problems at the Conference and of 
Dumbarton Oaks. : ay Oo SO 

Tus Secrerary sald he had in mind questions of the following type 
which would be raised by other countries. He briefly outlined the 
following important’ amendments which had been proposed by other 
countries:  .. re : a, 

1—The French ‘suggestion that recommendations of the Council 
should be regarded as procedural questions not requiring unanimity 
of the permanent members— — : 
2—The Dutch suggestion to move paragraph one of Chapter 8 from 

Section B to Section A in cases involving threats of aggression or 
breach of the peace which would mean that the parties to such dis- 
putes would not be entitled to vote— BO a 
3—The Latin American countries were proposing that adjustments 

be made in the section dealing with regional agreements so as to safe- 
guard the inter-American system, i.e. the Act of Chapultepec as had 
been done in the case of the European treaties. 

In regard to the last point, the Secretary said he wished to make 
it clear that as far as the U.S. Government was concerned, any consid- 
eration of the Latin American suggestions would not affect the agree- 
ment already reached in regard to treaties directed against enemy 
states and that the U.S. would fully support the agreement reached 
on this point. 

Mr. Mo torov said he felt that the proper course was for the spon- 
soring powers to defend the agreements in regard to the amendments 
which they had worked out themselves. He said he felt that points 1 
and 2 mentioned by the Secretary were fully covered in the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks proposals and in the Crimea decisions. He added that from 
the Soviet point of view, until agreements were reached, everyone 
was free to discuss and argue, but that once an agreement was reached, 
they should all undertake to defend it and in this way insure harmony 
of action and guarantee the success of the Conference. 
AMBassADOR Harriman pointed out that the views of other coun- 

tries would have to be heard and there might even be strong pressures 
for one suggestion or another. He said he felt it would be a mistake 
for the big powers to give any ground for belief that they were at- 
tempting to intimidate the smaller powers. =
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Mr. Motorov said there was, of course, no question of intimidation, 
but he felt if an agreement had been reached, those who reached it 
should endeavor to explain, convince and persuade the other nations 
as to the common advantage of the agreements reached. After fur- 
ther expression of gratitude for his kind treatment in the United 
States, Mr. Molotov left, after urging with great sincerity that the 
Secretary not come down to see him off at the airport. 

500.CC/5—845 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the United States 
Delegation (Stettinius) 

| Wasuineton, May 8, 1945. 

8. At his press conference yesterday *7 Molotov is reported to have 
stated that Russia will take the initiative in having the International 
Organization clothed with power actively to promote self-government 
for dependent peoples. Although this has been our historic role, 
Russia, I fear, may appear before the world as the champion of all 
dependent peoples. ‘Molotov’s nove may confirm in the minds of the 
people of Asia their already strong suspicion that the Anglo-American 
powers are not their real champions and will turn to Russia as their 
more outspoken friend and spokesman. | 

Although I am sure you have these thoughts in mind, I thought 
perhaps you would like to have our own impression of the importance 
of Molotov’s statement. | 

GREW 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99 : UNCIO Cons Five Min 2 | 

Minutes of the Second Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 9, 1945, 
8:05 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including the Chairmen 
of delegations of the United States, United Kingdom, and France, the 
Acting Chairmen of delegations of the Soviet Union and China, to- 
gether with various unnamed delegates, advisers and members of the 
technical staffs. ] | 

In opening the meeting, Tu» Secretary said that he hoped to make 
it as short as possible, since they had one major item on their agenda, 
namely, the report from the Subcommittee of their Deputies. Ac- 
cordingly, he said, he would call upon Mr. Pasvolsky as his Deputy 
to report to this meeting. 

“UNCIO press release No. 55, May 7, not printed.
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Mr. Pasvoxsry said that the assignment of the Deputies had covered 
two points: 

1. The suggested procedure for drafting the final Charter, and 
2; The establishment of a system whereby consultations might pro- 

ceed respecting the amendments placed before the Conference by the 
other Governments. | a 

He said that his Subcommittee had completed the first of these as- 
signments, and that there was being distributed a copy of the proce- 
dure which was being suggested for the approval of the heads of the 
Delegations. He said that ori the second point, the method had been 
established for reviewing the mass of amendments now pending be- 
fore the Conference and that lie thought that they would be able to 
proceed rapidly with these consultations. - | 

1, Drarrine Finau CuHarrer - 

At Mr. Stettinius’ request, Mr. Pasvorsky summarized the docu- 
ment shown in Annex A. 

Following this oral summary of the document, Mr. Sterrintivs said 
that in his opinion, each member of the five should appoint a deputy to 
sit on the Coordination Committee, and that the Coordination Com- 
mittee would then report to the Executive Committee. He said that 
it was his understanding that the procedure set forth in the draft pro- 
posed by the Subcommittee, was in the nature of a unanimous recom- 
mendation to the heads of the Delegations. Mr. Pasvorsxy also noted 
that it was the recommendation of the Subcommittee that if the docu- 
ment was approved by the five heads of Delegations, it should then be 
submitted to the Executive Committee for its approval before it 
would become operative. 

Mr. Srerrinrus then asked for comments on the document. 
Mr. Bravtr said that paragraph 6 seemed to be a bit complicated. 

Mr. Srerrintius said that both paragraphs 6 and 7 seemed to be some- 
what complicated and both envisioned a problem which, in his judg- 
ment, would have to be met when it arose. Mr. Enren agreed with 
this point of view. Mr. Pasvorsky suggested that if the paragraphs 
were dropped, the procedure that they contemplated would, of course, 
have to be kept in mind. | | 

Mr. Gromyxo then inquired as to whether the heads of the Delega- 
tions would sit on the Coordination Committee, stating that in his 
view this would be a preferable procedure. Mr. Sterrinius said 
that he could not agree to such a proposal; that in his judgment it 
would be better if the members of the Coordination Committee were 
of the technical level, otherwise there would be great confusion. Mr. 
GROMYKO said that in that event, he recommended that Mr. Sobolev 
sit as the Soviet member of the Coordination Committee. 

“Not printed.
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_ Represtrative Eaton expressed the hope that in the drafting of 
the Charter, it would be written so that the common people could 

understand it. - | ne 
. Mr. Srerrinius said that if there were’ no further comments: on 
the Subcommittee’s report, it would be accepted as modified. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy then raised the question as to the manner in which 
the procedure could be adopted, expressing the view that the drafting 
procedure could be adopted by the Executive Committee without re- 
ferral to the Steering Committee... Muzssrs. Srerrinrus, Epzn, Br- 
pAULT, and Koo agreed that this would. be the procedure to follow, 
with Mr. Koo noting that it might be well to report the action to the 
Steering Committee at its next meeting, Oo 
‘Mr. Hiss then suggested that the Coordination Committee itself 

should meet informally first to approve the procedure and then have 
the Executive Committee meet formally to approve the document 
itself. Mk. Pasvotsky said he would agree with such a suggestion 
if the only business before the Coordination Committee at such a 
meeting was the approval of such a procedure. - | a 

Although Mr. Epren expressed the opinion that this seemed to be 
a slow procedure, Mr. Srerrinius said that in his view the Coordina- 
tion Committee could be quickly called together, even later in the 
afternoon, to discuss the document and then to clear it with their 
respective members on the Coordination Committee.*® Then, if it 
appeared to be necessary, the Executive Committee could meet the 
following morning at 10:30 for the purpose of approving the docu- 
ment itself.5° 

This procedure seemed to be agreeable, and Mr. Hiss was requested 
to make the necessary arrangements at once. 

As the meeting closed, Mr. Dunn suggested, and Tur Srcrerary 
approved, that the head of each Delegation might also wish to appoint 
an alternate to the Deputy which he appointed to the Coordination 
Committee. | 
Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 3:45 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 34 | 

Minutes of the Thirty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 9, 1945,5: 30 p.m. 

- , [Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (80) present at meeting. ] 
The Secretary of State opened the meeting at 5:32 p. m. 

~:” Doe. 198, CO/2, May 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 15, p. 5. 
°° See Doc. 184, EX/10, May 10, ibid., vol. 5, p. 482, and Doc. 248, ST/8, May 11, 

ibid., p. 222, which was approved by the Steering Committee at its third meeting, 
May 10 (Doc. 224, ST/7, May 11, ibid., p. 207). Poo
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| ANNOUNCEMENTS 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF THE CoORDINATION CoMMITTEE 

Tue Secrerary stated that it was necessary to appoint at once the 
members of the Coordination Committee, which was to meet at 6:00 
o’clock.*- This Committee was to comprise fourteen members, namely, 
one deputy for each member of the Executive Committee. It had 
also been agreed that each deputy would have an alternate. Tux 
Sttrerary proposed that the deputy and alternate for the United 
States be Mr. Pasvolsky and Mr. Dunn respectively. This proposal 
was approved by the Delegation. _ OC . | 

ATTENDANCE AT COMMISSION. AND Commatrer Mrerines or THE Worip 
_ Traps UNION AND-OF.QTHER ORGANIZATIONS = 

Tux Secrerary remarked that he wished to submit to the Delegation 
an emergency matter on which a decision must be taken without delay. 
The problem arose out of a vote taken by the Economic and Social 
Committee to invite the World Trade Union Conference to send a 
representative to the meetings of the Committee.** He requested Mr. 
Hiss to explain the situation. | : 

Mr. Hiss explained the parliamentary situation stating that the 
Steering Committee was the only body of the Conference competent to 
pass upon the subject and that it had made a positive but not a nega- 
tive decision, i.e., it had approved an invitation to the five official or- 
ganizations but had not explicitly ruled out invitations to the other 
organizations. He was of the opinion that if the question of the in- 
vitation to the World Trade Union Conference were brought up in 
the Steering Committee an acrimonious debate would ensue. 

Tue Secrerary requested that Mr. Hiss call a meeting of the Steer- 
ing Committee for 10:30 the next morning to consider the question.” 
He likewise requested Mr. Hiss to hold up sending the invitation of 
the Economic and Social Committee pending.a final disposition of the 
issue. Se a ” 

[Here follows discussion of schedule. of Committee meetings, pro- 
posed Conference procedure on drafting of the final Charter, back- 
ground talks by the Delegates on the amendments to the Dumbarton 

= Doc. 198, GO/2, May 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 15, p. 5. . 
= See Doc. 189, II/3/7, May 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10; p. 16; see also, 

Doc. 83, I1/3, May 4, idid., vol. 8, p. 7. See Doc. 165, ST/4, May. 9, ébid., vol. 5, 
p. 187, meeting of the Steering Committee on May 8, 3:35 p. m., for data on ap- 
proval of recommendation of the Secretary General to leave to the bodies con- 
cerned the matter of inviting the representatives of the five intergovernmental 
organizations to attend meetings. : 

8 Doc. 224, ST/7, May 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 207.
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Oaks Proposals made by the Big Four, and procedure in the Com- 
mittees. | 

Non-PerMANENT MEMBERSHIP ON THE SECURITY CoUNCIL 

SEeNaToR CoNNALLY remarked that pressure for an increase in the 

membership of the Security Council up to fifteen members was build- 
ing up and asked for suggestions on how this could, be met. He 
thought that Mr. Rockefeller. might have something to contribute on 
this point since a great deal of the pressure was emanating from the 
Latin American group.. Mr. Rockerexizr said that this was in part 
a reflection of the desire of Brazil for a permanent.seat and of the 
group as a whole for at least two nonpermanent seats. . _ 
ComMANDER Strassen expressed the opinion that the delegations 

pressing for an increase in membership should be reminded that the 
five permanent members represented 65 percent of the peoples of the 
world. Senator ConNnALty said in this connection that in the As- 
sembly all states, regardless of size and importance, would have an 
equal vote and that a majority would elect six of the members of the 
Security Council. Mr, Duties characterized the discussion develop- 
ing on this subject as “academic” since an increase in the permanent. 
and non-permanent members was out of the question. Mr. Rockrrst- 
LER held that while this might be true it was desirable and wise to allow 

full and free discussion since it would permit the middle and small 
states to “get the thing off their chests”. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN’s Progress Rerort oN TRUSTEESHIP 

CoMMANDER STASSEN reported that the conversations with the other 
four powers had not yet reached the stage where anything could be ap- 
proved and indicated that the following problems were being 
discussed : | , 

(a) the non-discriminatory language was opposed by the British 
and the French and the possibility of a different approach was being 
explored. | , 

(6) the British opposed the distinction between strategic and non- 
strategic territories. : . 

(c) the handling of welfare problems of the inhabitants of the 
trusteeship territories was causing difficulties and it had been sug- 
gested that jurisdiction over these problems be delegated by the Secu- 
rity Council to the trustee governments. : 

(2d) we were opposing a British proposal that the trusteeship gov- 
ernments have the right to conscript the forces and facilities of the 
trusteeship territory. a 

(e) the British and French opposed the right to petition and in- 
vestigate. We were standing firm on the right to petition and would 
insist on some right of inspection within the general trusteeship ter- 
ritories. a 

(f) France was opposed to the self-government phrase, apparently 
because of the absence of an adequate equivalent in French. The
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British weré prepared. to accept this terminology with proper 
qualifications. Oo 

Mr. Fraser, the Chairman of the Committee, was anxious to pro- 
ceed without delay and a comparative study of the proposals was now 
being prepared. - ee | re 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:27.p. m. rere 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96:U.8.Cr. Min. 85 ee 
Minutes of the Thirty-Fifth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 

Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 10, 1945, 6:30 p.m, — 

SO - [Informal Notes] Do rn 

[Here follows list of names of-persons (22) presént at meeting. ] 

Continvation or THE Discussion or Recionay PRroBLem 

Prior to the opening of the meeting Mr. Duis stated that he had 
a memorandum in preparation indicating the five ways of dealing 
with the regional problem. He suggested that a meeting be held 
with the principal advisers on the draft memorandum this evening, 
and that the memorandum then be made available to the Delegation. 
He said that he had already had some reactions from the principal 
advisers. Mr. Pasvotsky commented that the memorandum was 
excellent. Mr. Duties commented that the memorandum presented 
the arguments for and against each of the five alternatives. He 
thought the memorandum might be used as a basis for reaching an 
agreed recommendation. Mr. Pasvorsky suggested that Mr. Rocke- 
feller should meet with the principal advisers this evening. He 
pointed out that Mr. Dulles had previously focused attention on a 
very important point, and the Act of Chapultepec only visualizes a 
treaty and does not provide for a specific treaty system. . 

Mr. Duuiys explained that his memorandum makes the point that 
there is no correlation between the existing treaty system in this 
hemisphere and the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. The Act of Cha- 
pultepec simply recommends the ratifiication of the treaty in the 
future. Before there would be a conflict, there would have to be a 
conference held to consider the draft of a treaty. He questioned 
whether this could ever happen. Moreover, he said, the treaty would 

have to be ratified by twenty-one republics, which he thought was 

altogether unlikely. Only after these two hurdles were surmounted 
would there perhaps be a conflict between the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals and the treaty system. He thought there were 99 chances 
out of 100 that the issue of such a conflict would never have to be 
faced. Mr. Pasvoisxy thought that if the recommendation of the



658 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

Act of Chapultepec was translated into treaty terms we ourselves 
would probably object. 

a ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE SECRETARY 

_ Tum Secrerary convened the meeting formally and indicated that 
he had a number of announcements to make to the Delegation. 

1. Mr. Gromyko had called to present to the Secretary comments 
and amendments of the Soviet Union on. our trusteeship pro- 
posals.5* . .. | | 

[Here follow numbered paragraphs 2-7 containing announcements 
on questions of expediting the Conference, non-admittance of non- 
Governmental organizations to Committee meetings; providing infor- 
mation on developments to Senator McCarran, changing time of meet- 
ings of the Delegation to 9 a. m., postponing discussions of the location. 
of the Organization, and keeping all members of Committees and 
Commissions informed of the progress of work.] 

LocaTION OF THE ORGANIZATION 

Tue Srecrerary stated that it had been the feeling of many in the 
Delegation that this question was not one with which we should 
attempt to deal at this Conference, since it would raise all manner 
of knotty problems. He suggested that we agree here on the place 
for the holding of the meeting of the General Assembly and put up 
to the General Assembly the task of deciding on a permanent loca- 
tion. He felt that there was the possibility of the development of 
blocs if this matter was considered at the Conference. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY agreed that the best procedure might well be to await rec- 
ommendations by the Preparatory Commission on both the question 
of the location of the Organization and the place of the first meeting 
of the General Assembly. Mr. Dunn agreed with this proposal. 
Mr. Stassen (who had just come into the meeting) expressed ap- 
proval of the Secretary’s recommendation and Mr. Pasvolsky’s 
addition. | | 
Tum Srcrerary recommended that Mr. Sandifer consult with the 

two Senators who were not present on this question and if they were 
agreeable we would make this recommendation to the sponsoring 
governments and then take it up in the Executive Committee. 

CoNnTINUATION oF Discussion oF REGIONAL PRoBLEM 

Mr. Strassen stated that he had had another idea in connection with 
the regional question that had come from his discussions with mem- 
bers of the Delegation and Advisers. He added that he had just 

“Doc. 2, G/26(f), May 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 618; for analysis of 
SoTL proposal on trusteeship, see Doc. 324, II/4/5(a), May 15, ibid., vol. 10,
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come from a meeting of the regional subcommittee (III/4) * at 
which the Colombian Delegate ** had eloquently and clearly pressed 

his case for a regional exemption in this hemisphere. Mr. Strassen 
reported that it was a perfect plea for, hemispheric isolation. The 
Colombian Delegate had stated that a regional arrangement in the 
Western Hemisphere was better than the general organization as a. 
means of preserving security. Under this system: responsibility is. 
placed on the regional system to take action to maintain peace. He 
had pointed out that military and economic sanctions were still only 
contemplated in this hemisphere but that these could be developed. 
The Colombian Delegate proposed that exceptions be made for the 
Western Hemisphere and added that he also believed in such an ex- 
ception for Pan-Arabia. He continued that if in the future there 
were two or three or four regions he did not believe that would be 
a danger to the peace, but thought that’ that would more assuredly 
result in security. The Colombian Delegate said of course that one 
could not foresee developments. For the time being, he would ask 
for only one exception, since further developments could not be clearly 

anticipated. _ CS oe 
~ Mr. Srassen pointed out that the Colombian had revealed assump- 
tions that he had anticipated were behind the Latin American position, 
It was clear that their position was not based on sound reasoning. »~' 

Mr. Strassen pointed out that he had heard over and over again 
that the basic objection to the present plan was the inability of a re- 
gional organization to act in the event of an arbitrary veto of.one of 
the major powers. He said he had come to the conclusion that it 
might be best to spell out in the Charter the right of self-defense, in 
order to meet the recurrent criticism on this question. Mr. Srasszn 
then read the following memorandum: | 7 

“Memorandum to U.S. Delegates and Advisers | 

“On the basis of suggestions and discussions these past few days 
with a number of our delegates and advisers it appears to me that’ 
the following would be the best answer to our regional problem and 
it would at the same time meet other problems. This language arises 
from the suggestions of other delegates and advisers. . 

“VI-E. Self-Defense | | 
“1. Nothing in this Charter shall be construed as abrogat- 

ing the inherent right of self-defense against a violator of ~ 
this Charter. | 

“2. In the application of this provision the principles of 
the Act of Chapultepec and of the Monroe Doctrine are spe- 
cifically recognized. | 

* Summary report of first meeting of Subcommittee III/4/A, May 10, 5:15 
p. m., not printed. 

Alberto Lleros Camargo. .
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“It is of course also clear that all regions are fully entitled to 
use all peaceful means of settling disputes without the permission 
of the Security Council. 

: Harold E. Stassen” 

On the basis of this proposal Mr. Srassen explained the Inter- 
American system could go forward in the field of peaceful settlement. 
The International Organization would have responsibility for the use 
of force unless this responsibility was delegated. If, however, the 

principles of the Act of Chapultepec or of the Monroe Doctrine were 
violated the proposal of the right of self-defense would be applicable. 
Tum Secrerary asked Mr. Rockefeller for, his view on this proposal. 
Mr. Rockeretier thought that it was interesting but said he would 
need more time before he could make any decision. 
Tue Secrerary commented that at the 6:30 meeting the next eve- 

ning this whole question would be the first order of business. 
Mr. Pasvoitsky announced that an amendment by Bolivia* had 

just been brought to his attention, stating that in no case should re- 
gional organizations or agencies be able to adopt sanctions without 
the express authority of the Security Council. In view of Bolivia’s 
position stated orally, he thought this amendment was most interesting 
and wondered whether it had been withdrawn. Mr. RockEFELuer re- 
ported that it was an earlier amendment and that he did not know 
whether it had been withdrawn. 

- Mr. Duties indicated that he had had a brief talk with members 
of the Soviet group who had reported that they thought that most 
of the outstanding questions could be answered, but that the one ques- 
tion to which they did not see the answer was this regional one. THE 
SECRETARY asked whether that was indicative that they had faith that 
in time they would see it. Mr. Duss replied that they did not talk 
in these terms. | 

Tue SECRETARY announced that he would have to be excused from 
the meeting to phone the President. 

- Meeting Wits ConsvuLTaNts 

.. . Tue Secrerary stated that Mr. MacLeish and Mr. Dickey were 
working out a schedule for meetings with consultants. 

In leaving the meeting Tur Secretary asked Mr. Stassen to preside. 

ADMISSION OF MEMBERS TO THE ORGANIZATION 

Mr. Bowman said he would like to present a question in the absence 
of Representative Bloom which Representative Bloom had asked: him 
to discuss with the Delegation. Representative Bloom wondered what 
position we should take on Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 2, if 

* Doc. 2, G/14(r), May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 586.
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the Committee voted on that paragraph. Should he stand for the 
position that new members should be admitted “on recommendation 
of the Security Council” or “unless the Security Council interposes 
objection”. After some discussion, it was agreed that Representa- 
tive Bloom’s question was typical of the situation of many Delegates 
on questions on which the United States’ position was not yet clear. 
Mr. Bowman suggested that Representative Bloom’s device of ap- 
pointing a subcommittee or referring the question to a subcommittee 
was useful, but that there was always the possibility that such a move 
would be opposed and defeated. Therefore, it was necessary for a 
Delegate to have instructions on how to vote. 

‘Mr, Harttey pointed out that the United States amendment with 
respect to the interposing of an objection by the Security Council 
had not been actually proposed. In the discussion, it had been 
pointed out that, if this change was accepted, an objection to a new 
member could be prevented by one vote on the Council. Because 
of this objection, RepresENTATIVE BLoom wanted to know whether we 
wished to drop the United States amendment. Mr. PasvoLsxy sug- 
gested that agreement had been reached that, if. we had to recede, 
we would recede to the position that the General Assembly and the 
Security Council would have concurrent powers in the admission 
of members, with initiative in either body. Mr. Bowman said that 
Representative Bloom wanted some indication as to how he should 
act on this question. Mr. Pasvoisxy replied that it might be neces- 
sary in this interim period, until the Delegation had fully made up 
its mind on some questions, to reserve our position, then later we could 
move reconsideration. We might then use the procedure of the Coordi- 
nation Committee to reconcile certain decisions that were not alto- 
gether to our liking. He suggested that it would be important to 
have a long meeting of the Delegation on Saturday to go through the 
crucial questions and to make up our minds. He thought he perhaps 
could make a report to the Delegation at that time on a number of 
items discussed at the meeting of the Subcommittee of Five. 

QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERSHIP 

Mr. Pasvorsxy thought the delegation might be interested in the 
method adopted in the Subcommittee of Five. He said he had before 
him an amendment worked out by that Committee on the qualifica- 
tions for membership in the Organization. A number of amendments, 
he pointed out, had been proposed on this problem. The French 
wished to qualify the term “peace-loving states” by providing that 
only those should be admitted which give proof of their love of peace 
by their institutions, their international behavior, and the effective 
guarantee which they furnish that they will respect their inter- 
national obligations. The Dutch proposed the amendment “which
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may be expected, on account of their institutions and by their inter- 
national behavior, faithfully to observe and carry out international 
commitments”. The Australians proposed a reference to acceptance 
of the obligations of the Charter as a condition of membership. 

- Following discussion, Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that a simple state- 
ment had been worked out in the Subcommittee of Five, reading: 
“Membership of the Organization should be open to all peace-loving 
states, which in the judgment of the Organization have demonstrated 
their willingness and ability to accept the principles and. obligations 
contained in the Charter”. After some discussion in Commission I, 
Committee 2,°* it was generally agreed that the following text would 
do, proposed by the British : “Membership of the Organization should 
be open to all peace-loving states, which, in the judgment of the Orga- 
nization, are able and ready to accept the principles, and obligations 
contained in the Charter”, __ agg 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton pointed out that.an attempt had been made 
to get.a vote on this paragraph in the Committee, but that the Bel- 
gians had opposed it and that the text had been referred to the draft- 
ing subcommittee. Dean GiLpeRsLEEve pointed out that there was 
considerable objection among many people in this country to the term 
“peace-loving” and that there was some talk that the best definition 
of “peace-loving” was “readiness to fight”. On the philosophical 
level she had of course objections which could be raised, but she ques- 
tioned whether it was the proper time to take out the term altogether. 

Mr. Pasvorsky questioned whether it should be taken out here, since 
the word “peace-loving” had already been removed in Chapter, II. 
Mr. Strassen, serving as Chairman, said that, if there was no objec- 
tion, the Delegation would agree to retaining the term “peace-loving”. 

NEw ZEALAND AMENDMENT ON Powers or ASSEMBLY IN’ ENFORCEMENT 

oo AcTIon 7 | 

Mr. Strassen stated that in Committee III/3 ® the Delegate of New 
Zealand had made a strong plea that decisions of the Security Coun- 
cil involving the application of enforcement measures should require 
the concurring vote of the General Assembly, except in extremely 
urgent cases. Mr. Pasvotsky said that for the moment the only 
thing to do would be to filibuster in this Committee. 

_. Reetonat Prostem a 

Senator VanpEnBeErG stated that the regional question was making 
his life in Committee III/4 extremely difficult. He reported that he 
had just come from a meeting of that Committee in which the Colom- 

- 8 For discussion on chapter III at the fourth meeting of Committee I/2, May 10, 
2:50 p. m., see Doc. 242, I/2/11, May 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 24.. 

° Doce. 231, III/3/9, May 11, UNCIO Documents; vol. 12, p. 295.
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bian representative had stated in a most earnest and eloquent fashion 
the South American position. He said it was a humdinger of a 
speech. He said he had had to make a statement at this meeting 
making clear that we were attempting to obtain both the objectives 
éf our South American friends anid to safeguard the interests’ of the 
general organization. He had added that, whereas he could not 
speak in any detail and would: have to reserve his position, he hoped 
that without too much delay, possibly by Monday,.a concrete sug- 
gestion would be available for the Committee to shoot at. - 
’ .. . Mr. Warren commented that the Russian reaction to Senator 
Vandenberg’s speech might be: mentioned. Senator VANDENBERG 
pointed out'that the Russians had expressed the view that the Delegate 
from the United States had presented a very novel proposition which 
the Russians would want to have time to consider. Senator VAN- 
DENBERG explained that he had proposed that'a formula was needed 
which would both preserve global security and regional security until 
the system. of global security had proved that it would work: Mr. 
Warren explained that the reaction to Senator Vandenberg’s state- 
ment ‘had been quite striking. Great-enthusiasm was voiced, par- 
ticularly among the'Latin Americatis.’ Mr: SraAssen asked whether 
any more had been said in the Committée conterning the Pan-Arab 
League.’ Mr. Warren replied in ‘the négative. SenAtor VANDEN- 
BER pointed out that most of the emphasis in the meeting was:on 
the amendment ‘situation. He added that he had made his speech 
with the approval of Mr. Wellington Koo and as a result of an appeal- 
ing look by the Delegate from Colombia. : | 

The meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m. co ye 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr..Min. 36 

Minutes of the Thirty-Siath Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
_ ‘Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 11, 1945, 2:30 p. m. 

[Informal Notes] a . | 

_ [Here follows list of, names of persons (30) present at meeting. | 

© See Senator Vandenberg’s comments on the meeting in The Private Papers 
of Senator Vandenberg, p. 191. 
“Mr. Stettinius, referring to the meeting of the subcommittee on regional ar- 

rangements, (III/4/A), May 10, 5:15 p. m., noted in his daily message (telegram 
2, May 11), to the President and Mr. Hull that. “The Russian delegate indicated 
that he thought no change should be made in the amendment on this subject. 
already approved by the four sponsors.” (500.CC/5-1145). 

_ ™ For text of “The Pact of the League of Arab States, signed in Cairo, March 22, 
1945”, submitted to the Conference by the Delegation of Egypt and referred to 
Committee III/4, see UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 745 (Doc. 72, III /4/1, May. 4). 
At the second meeting of Committee III/4 on May 9; 10:30 a. m., the Secretary 
called attention to the Pact. So. 

723-681—67——46
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Senator Connally, in the absence of the Secretary, convened the 
meeting at 2:40 p. m. | 

: - ReotonaL ARRANGEMENTS 

SENATOR CoNNALLY requested Mr. Dunn to report on the new draft 
on regional arrangements.= ... | 

(At this point the Secretary entered the room. ) 
Tue Secretary took the Chair and informed the meeting that 

Mr. Eden planned to leave Sunday morning because of the situation 
in England. He will call on President Truman on his way through 

Washington but will not discuss the problems of the Conference. 
A. public statement to this effect will be made both by Mr. Eden and 
the Secretary at an opportune moment. Tue Sxcrerary said that 
Mr. Eden had expressed anxiety over the regional problem at the 
morning meeting in the Penthouse ™ and indicated that he was favor- 
ably impressed by the French amendment to Chapter VI, Section C.* 
In this respect he appeared to share the opinion expressed recently by 
Dr. Padilla of Mexico. Tue Secretary added that he had tentatively 
called a meeting of the Big Five for tonight * to discuss the matter. 
Mr. Dunn had talked by telephone with Mr. McCloy and the Secre- 
tary with Mr. Hull. The former had indicated that he would discuss 
the formula with the Secretary of War and report back his views. 
Mr. McC oy said that he had discussed the problem in an informal 
way with the Chiefs of Staff who had indicated that they did not 
want to take a position which would interfere with the working out 
of a political formula. 

Tue CHarrman called on Mr. Gates who reported on the reaction 
in Washington. Mr. Gates confirmed that Mr. McCloy had discussed 
the problem yesterday with the Chiefs of Staff but indicated that at 
that time they did not have the new formula. 

Mr. Dunn reported on the conversation with Mr. Hull who had 
indicated that he considered the draft might offer a possible solution 
but wanted to mull over the formula. He had raised two questions: 
(1) whether the formula might encourage states to take themselves 
out of the Security Council, and (2) whether a political conflict might 
not ensue if an American state attacked another, requiring a decision 
by the Security Council and the adoption of a position by the United 
States. Mr. Dunn reported that he had indicated to Mr. Hull that 
states would take action under the formula only if the Security Council 
failed and a state was attacked; the Security Council would have to 

* See annex, p. 674. | 
“In his Diary of May 11, Mr. Stettinius noted: “Eden came to talk with me 

at 10:30 this morning and I did not talk, but we have got to talk to him on this 
before he goes.” 

* Doc. 2, G/7 (0), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 384. 
“The meeting was not held.
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decide to go to the aid of the State attacked or to call a halt to the 
hostilities. This must be left to the discretion of the Security Council. 

Tue CHarrMAn requested the opinion of the military people and ‘Mr. 
Gates replied that he could not speak for them. Tue Crarr inquired 
if General Embick or Admiral Willson could express their petsonal 
views. GrneraL Emptcx reported that he had been'in telephonic 
conversation with Mr. McCloy who considered the formula satisfac- 
tory. GENERAL FarrcHitp agreed with this and Apmrrat WILLsON 
expressed the opinion that “in view of the history of the subject” he 
thought the draft was adequate. Ho 

(At this point Admiral Hepburn entered the room.) 

Tue Cuarr said that the draft should not be discussed with the 
President in Washington until after the Delegation had agreed. Mr. 

GATES gave assurances that the military people in Washington would 
limit their discussions of the proposal to their own group. 

ApmiraL Hepsurn reported that he had talked with Mr. McCloy 
who had said that his impression and that of others in Washington was 
that the Draft in its present form might weaken the world organiza- 
tion; that it was satisfactory in so far as it related to the protection 
of the inter-American system. 

Mr. MacLetsu inquired if the idea of attack in the draft was not 
too vague and recalled that Germany had entered Poland at the begin- 
ning of the present war on the pretext that Poland had attacked her. 
Mr. Dutuss referred to the Act of Chapultepec. He said that it had 
two parts: first, 1t incorporated the principle that an attack on one 
American republic is an attack on all. The second part recommends 
the conclusion of a treaty consistent with the principles and purposes 
of the new international organization. He thought that it was hard to 
reconcile on paper the establishment of two police groups, the regional 
and the world. However, he saw no real clash because it was highly 
unlikely that.a local police group would be established in the Western 
Hemisphere. The proposed draft takes the first part of the Act and 
recognizes that it establishes a valid principle. The use of the word 
“attack” 1s already in the Act of Chapultepec. We thus take the 
operative part of the Act and say it is acceptable, subject to the con- 
current power of the Security Council. The French proposed amend- 

ment to Chapter VI, Section C, is substantially similar in concept— 
if the Security Council fails to act then states can take measures of 
defense. Mr. Duxzes thought that the French proposal was unduly 
restrictive, involving a negative concept. The problem was to indi- 
cate definitely when there was a failure on the part of the Security 
Council. However, the basic concept in the two, that is, the French 
and.the new draft, 1s the same, 1.e., the inherent right of self-defense 
cannot be immobilized.
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Senator CONNALLY inquired whether the Security Council could 
take cognizance of a situation in which there was an attack and a 
counterattack by other states acting in self-defense. Mr. Dunn re- 
plied in the affirmative and Mr. Duuzs added that however the states 
were not obliged to discontinue their countermeasures taken in self- 

defense. In other words, that there was concurrent power. | 
Tue CHAIRMAN recalled that since the deadline had passed for the 

submission of amendments, no new proposal could be offered and 
that, therefore, we had to build on the French proposal. He also in- 
quired whether it was necessary to mention the Act of Chapultepec. 
He thought that it would be hard to negotiate the new draft with 
the British and the Russians if the Act was mentioned. Mr. Dunn 
agreed that perhaps it might not be necessary to mention the Act 
but. that we.could start with it as a negotiating point. It could be 
dropped later if necessary. Mr. RocKEFELLER agreed but emphasized 
that the mention of the Act had a sales value for the Latin American 
group. Mr. Dunn thought, however, that the general language of 
the draft took care oftheideaa ss - a 

Tur CHarrMAn was very strongly of the opinion that the time had 
arrived when, while recognizing the strategic importance of inter- 
American solidarity, we should not allow ourselves to be compelled 
to adopt a position contrary to our own view of national interest .. . 
The United States must, lead, not follow. Mr. Rockerexuer said the 
Secretary had given the right kind of leadership and that the attitude 
of some of the Latin American republics merely reflected the grave 
concern they felt over developments which they believe tended to 
weaken the inter-American system. This concern made them say 
things that they ordinarily would not say. 

Tae Cuamman said that some of the Latin American representa- 
tives had come to the Penthouse and declared that they had lost con- 
fidence in the Conference and that recent developments made them 

entertain doubts that an effective international organization could 
be created here and that it might be necessary to build a fence around 
the hemisphere. . THe Curr added that we had come to this Confer- 
ence to create an international organization and could not be de- 
viated from that course. Mr. Rockereusr referred to the support 
given the American Delegation with respect to the Trade Union con- 
ference, despite the fact that Mr. Toledano®™ had had many of the 
Latin American delegations lined up in favor of admission. He did 
not think that they were motivated by an isolationist spirit and recalled 
that most of the Latin American republics had been members of the 
League while we had stayed out of it. 

Mr. Nortrter spoke against the mention of the Act of Chapultepec 
and said that under the Act several states, not including the United 

* Lombardo Toledano, Mexican labor leader.
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States, could take action against another American state and the 
United States would have to deal with the consequences of such a 
situation in the Security Council. The right of self-defense is an 
inherent right and is not restricted to the case of a direct attack. The 
concept is much broader. He recalled that the concept of an indivis- 
ible peace had dominated the thinking of Mr. Roosevelt, Mr. Hull, 
President Truman, and Secretary Stettinius. This concept is that an 
attack against one state in any part of the world is an act against all. 
This is the concept of world security, not of regional security. 

Mr. Hacxworts said that the Act was mentioned merely by way 
of example. The Act is in fact merely a first step toward the ambi- 
tion of the United States to prevent and stop aggression through the 
ereation of a world security system. He did not think that we were 
‘setting a precedent by referring to the Act since the precedent was 
already in Article XXII [XX/] of the League. He thought that it 
would be helpful in securing the support of the Latin American bloc 
and to the world at large to have an example of the kind of regional 
undertaking that we consider desirable. — | | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired as to the distinction between “at- 
tack” in the first sentence and “armed attack” in the second sentence. 
Mr. Duxies explained that the distinction was made deliberately in 
order, to cover the Monroe Doctrine which has two parts—the case 
of an overt attack and that of political efforts from outside the con- 
tinent to overthrow the political institutions of the American Repub- 
lics. Perhaps the word “attack” could be used to cover both con- 
tingencies but the second has specific reference to collective action 
under the Act of Chapultepec. Senator VANDENBERG understood 
from this that the first was broad enough to cover a propaganda 
attack. 

SENATOR CoNNALLy inquired if it would not suffice to use the lan- 
guage of Article XXII [XX/] of the League Covenant. Mr. Dunn 
read Article XXII [XX/] and Senator Connatuy recalled that he 
had drafted similar language which would cover both the Monroe 
Doctrine and regional arrangements and indicated a personal pref- 
erence for, such language. Mr. Duis thought that this would open 
up regionalism; that the League Article XXIT [XXJ] was adequate 

for its time but not now. The new draft doesn’t refer to regional 
arrangements. It avoids the idea of regionalism in preference for 

the concept of self-defense. | 
Mr. Gares reported that the discussions yesterday in Washington 

were based on the previous idea developed by the Delegation, that is, 

* Reference is apparently to article 21: “Nothing in this Covenant shall be 
deemed. to affect the validity of international engagements, such as treaties of 
arbitration or regional understandings like the Monroe Doctrine, for securing the 
val ar oo peace”, Foreign Relations, The Paris Peace Conference, 1919,
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that we proceed by. way of.an exception of the. American system to 
the provision. of. prior authorization for, enforcement. action: He 
thought the present, draft was broader and presumably covered re- 
gionalism in other parts of the world. Co : | 

_. SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the problem is broader and that if 
we. proceeded by. way of exception in Section C, Chapter VIII, we 

would encourage the specific mention of other regional arrangements, 
including the Arab League. Mr. Gates. inquired whether since we 
have a unique system in this hemisphere we would not be justified in 
insisting on an exception. Tue CHairman thought that we could 
not expect special consideration for the inter-American system in the 

Charter. Mr. Dunn agreed with this. 
_ApMmrIRaL WILtson said that this was a compromise which gives all 

regional systems the right of automatic action but retains in the 
general organization the exclusive right to determine when there is 
a threat to the peace. 

ComMANpER STassEn expressed the opinion that the Advisers had 
done an able job and that he would join in a recommendation to the 
President that the draft be accepted, after the Secretaries of War and 
Navy had been heard from. He considered that this was a high 
policy decision which must be passed upon by the President. He 
thought the formula was a satisfactory compromise since it. (1) placed 
no restrictions on pacific settlement by regional means, (2) recognizes 
the paramount authority of the world organization in enforcement 
but (8) permitted freedom of action for all in the event of failure 
by the general organization and of an attack. He thought the for- 
mula fits both world and regional requirements. Mr. Gates inquired 
if this formula didn’t encourage regionalism which would shut us out 
of other parts of the world in which we had a direct and vital interest. 

CoMMANDER Srassen thought it did not since it applied only in case 
of an attack. We cannot prevent an immediate response to a direct 
attack and moreover this provision did not affect enforcement action. 
This was the same principle as in private law in which defense must 
have relation to the nature of the attack. In the case of propaganda 
we would respond with propaganda. In the case of an armed attack 

we would respond with an armed attack, this however, without prej- 
udice to the continued authority of the Security Council. 

Mr. Doxtss stressed that the principle operates if the Security 

Council is paralyzed by unwarranted exercise of the veto power and 
Mr. RocKEFELer agreed and stressed that the Act of Chapultepec has 
a symbolic value similar to the Monroe Doctrine and that it would be 
helpful to have a specific reference to it in the formula. ComMANDER 
STAsseN agreed with this opinion and said that if the principle is 
sound we should have a specific mention. The Act is the modern 
Monroe Doctrine. Mr. Sanpirer expressed the opinion that it was
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not desirable to include the Act since it was a transient. instrument. 
To this Mr. Hackwortu said that the Act has two parts, one of which 
relates to the war period and ends with it and the other to the. post- 
war in which the implementation of the Act is contemplated through 
the negotiation of a treaty. Senator Conna.iy thought there was 
merit in the mention of the Act in so far as it might constitute a 
-warning to other states to keep out of this hemisphere and in so. far 
as it might give body and content to the vague concept of self-defense. 

Tux Cuyarr inquired whether it. might not be desirable to mention the 
Monroe Doctrine and Senator VANDENBERG thought that sucha ref- 

erence was outdated—that we had gone beyond the point where we 
could speak exclusively of the Monroe Doctrine. . Mr. Gmrie called 
attention to the fact that mention of the Monroe Doctrine in Article 
XXII [XX/] in the League Covenant -had always proved rather 
embarrassing at Geneva; that it was very difficult to explain to non- 
American states precisely what was meant by the Monroe Doctrine. 

Tue Cuarr at this point canvassed the opinion of the meeting and 
it was agreed that the new draft should be discussed with the other 

sponsoring governments. | 

Mr. Bowman said that there appeared to be consensus that the 
draft represented our maximum demands. He thought this should be 

made clear to Mr. Eden so that he would have the assuranée that later 
on we would not ask for more. Titz CHarrMAN again said that in the 
discussions he would stress that we had built on the French amend- 
ment and would discuss the draft in general terms, since the specific 
text had not yet been cleared by the War and Navy Departments or 
approved by the President. Mr. Dunn thought it desirable not to 
say that the new draft was a modification of the French amendment 
but rather that 1t was based on the French position. Srnator-Con- 
NALLY thought that the Delegation must come to a definite conclusion 
and stand by it in the discussions with the other powers.. He said 
that it might be well to emulate Stalin’s tactics at Yalta where he had 
told Churchill and Roosevelt that he could not vary from the position 
he had taken; that it was the sine gua non of Russian approval of the 
Yalta conclusions. Tur Cua agreed that a firm position should be 
taken but thought it should be with respect to the fundamental ideas 
contained in the draft and not on the exact text. 

Mr. RockEFeter said that the draft under consideration repre- 
sented our minimum demands, not the maximum, as Mr. Bowman had 
indicated. Mr. Bowman replied that he had reference solely to the 
fact that Eden is about to leave and the Secretary must take a posi- 
tion and inform Eden that he can leave with the assurance that his 
deputies will not be called upon to make greater concessions later on. 
CoMMANDER StassENn thought that the draft represented both the mini- 
mum and the maximum.
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Mr. MacLetsu thought that we would regret the formula as long 
as the memory of the Conference lasted. He referred specifically to 
the vague terminology, specifically the term “attack”. He also con- 
sidered that the state attacked and the other states siding with it 
should be required specifically to submit to a decision of the Security 
Council. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that the third sentence of the draft 
amply satisfied the point raised by Mr. MacLeish. He thought, how- 
ever, that the draft would require public explanation so as to avoid 
the impression that the Security Council had lost out. The point 
should be driven home that the formula covered only emergency 
situations and that the Security Council had the power to stop the 
fighting at any stage. | 

(At this point the Secretary, Mr. Gates, and General Embick left 
the meeting to talk by telephone with Mr. McCloy.) | 
' Mr. Dunn declared that states already have the right to take 
measures of self-defense against attack and that the draft should be 
read in relation to the responsibility given the Security Council and 
the right of the states to submit the case to the council and their obli- 
gation to abide by its decision. Commanprer Strassen thought the 
formula would be attacked by extremists on both sides and agreed 
that it was necessary to have a full explanation of the background 
and meaning of the draft. Mr. Dunn stressed that the formula 
would of course work only if good faith was present. 

(At this point Representative Bloom entered the meeting.) 
Mr. Pasvortsky suggested certain drafting changes, particularly the 

insertion of the word “inherent” before the phrase “right to take 
measures of self-defense” and also that the words “be reported im- 
mediately to the Security Council and shall not in any way” be added 
before the phrase “affect the authority and responsibility of the Se- 
curity Council... .” Senator Connatty said that he agreed with 
the revisions and that it was clear that they did not mean that the 
states attacked should stop fighting before the necessary counter- 
measures were taken by the world organization ; that the situation was 
similar to that of the individual who could continue to protect himself 
until adequate police measures had been taken. Mr. Gertie pointed 
out that the draft not only didn’t affect the authority of the Security 
Council but includes the right of the attacked state to appeal to the 
Council. Mr. Dunn added that as far as the Western Hemisphere is 
concerned we had additional protection in our veto right. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired as to which of the Conference com- 
mittees had jurisdiction. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that perhaps a joint 
subcommittee should study the proposal in the first instance and that 
altimately the Coordination Committee would decide as to location. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG recalled that Subcommittee ITI/4/A had been
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requested to consolidate or amalgamate the various amendments of- 
fered to Section C of Chapter VIII” and that the draft, in his 
opinion; could be submitted direct to the Subcommittee. 

| STATEMENT TO THE Press _ DC 

Tue Unrrep States Posrrion on THE AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY 
7 _ .  OrHeEr DELEGATIONS | 

Mr. Pasvotsky reported'that the Committee of Five had. studied 
the ten questions before it and had completed part of the work. Sub- 
stantial agreement had been reached to recommend acceptance‘ef the 
first sentence of the Australian proposal] on membership.” 

Dran GILDERSLEEVE reported that the group of Advisers and Tech- 
nical Experts assigned to Committee I/1 had met all afternoon to 
study the amendments suggested by other governments and to point 
up the issues which required decision by the United States Delegation. 
Mr. Sanpirer informed the Delegation that a report on the work of 
the various commissions and committees had been prepared and dis- 
tributed. It was agteed that there would be no committee meetings 

tomorrow and that the Delegation would meet at 9:00 a.m. and stay 
in session all morning to determine the United States position.on the 
various amendments. 

Votina PRocEDURE IN THE COMMITTEES 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom inquired as to the voting procedure in the 
committees and Mr. Pasvorsxy said that this question had come up in 
the Committee of Five but that a final decision had not been taken. 

It was agreed that the amendments proposed by other governments 
should be voted upon in the first instance and rejected. If it appeared 
that the vote would be against the United States position, appointment 
of a subcommittee should be suggested and if this failed the United 
States representative should reserve the position of the Delegation. 
Mr. Pasvousxy stressed that pressure for an increase in the members 
of the Security Council should be opposed by every means and if nec- 
essary carried back through the Executive and Steering Committees. 

SENATOR ConNALLY thought the Steering or Executive Committee 
should rule on the number and duration of speeches. He thought that 
something should be done immediately since the tendency to make 
long speeches was delaying the work of the Conference. : 

JURISDICTIONAL Disputes BretTwreN CoMMITTEES 

Mr. ARMSTRONG inquired as to the procedure where there was a dis- 
pute between two committees as to where a given subject should be 

” Doe. 196, III /4/, May 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 669. 
"Doc. 2, G/14(1), May 5, ibid., vol. 3, p. 543.
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discussed. Mr. Pasvorsky said that this problem had come up in the 

Coordination Committee and that no agreement had been reached. 

He thought, perhaps, that the issue could be settled by the Steering 

Committee. Mr. Armsrrone said that in practice the Chairmen were 

deciding either individually or in consultation and RepresENTATIVE 

Broom thought this was undesirable since it might foreclose the issue ; 
he considered the dispute should go direct to the body competent to 
decide such questions. Mr. Pasvorsxy then suggested that perhaps 
it might be better that the matter be reported to the President of the 

Conference through the Secretary General. It was agreed that this 

should be done. 

ReeronaL ARRANGEMENTS (Continued) 

(The Secretary, Mr. Gates, and General Embick returned to the 

meeting. ) 
Tuer Cuair reported he had talked with Mr. McCloy who had just 

finished a conversation with the War and Navy Secretaries who felt 
that the draft placed too much emphasis on regionalism at the expense 
of the world system. They thought it might be better to go back to 
the idea of a specific exception for this hemisphere. Mr. McCloy was 
to talk again with the Secretaries of War and Navy and report back. 
Tue CHarrMan also said that Mr. McCroy thought the drafting 
changes agreed upon at the meeting would be helpful. 

Mr. Gates added that the impression in Washington appeared to 
be that the draft strengthened our position in the Western Hemisphere 
from the military point of view but that the problem of world security 
was not adequately covered; that the formula might be a wide open 
invitation to regionalism; and that the distinction between “attack” 
and “armed attack” gave rise to certain doubts. Senator 

VANDENBERG thought that 1t would be very difficult to explain in the 
Committee and in the Senate the distinction between the two concepts 
of “attack” and “armed attack”. Mr. Hackworts thought it might 
be better to speak of “armed attack” in both cases and Tue CHarr 
thought it might be useful to use the word “aggression” instead of 
“attack”. Mr. Duis suggested that there be no tinkering with the 
text around the table since every word had been carefully scrutinized 
by the group which had prepared it and that if there were any sug- 
gestions for drafting changes they should be referred to the small 
group for study and report. | 

Tue CHAIRMAN inquired as to what should be done with respect to 
the meeting with the other sponsoring governments and France sched- 
uled for tonight and specifically whether the other sponsoring delega-
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tions should be with him when he discussed the draft with Mr. Eden. 
He thought perhaps it was better to confine the conversation to Mr. 
Eden since his departure made it necessary to be specific with him. 
Mr. Pasvotsky was of the opinion that tonight’s meeting of Five 
should be called off and that Mr. Eden should be told that the Delega- 
tion was moving in the direction set out in the draft. Senator 
VANDENBERG thought that the others could be seen later in the evening. 
Mr. PasvousKky believed Mr. Eden would accept the proposal since 
he had been worried regarding the situation which would ensue if the 
Security Council failed to take action as a consequence of the exercise 
of the veto power by one of the permanent members. 

It was agreed that the procedure from here on should be: (a) the 
Delegation would wait to hear the views of the Secretaries of War 
and Navy; (0) if these views were favorable, the draft would be sub- 
mitted to President Truman for his approval; (c) the Secretary 
would cancel his meeting with the representatives of the four sponsor- 
ing powers and M. Bidault and would explain in an informal manner 
to Mr. Eden and his chief advisers the general lines of the Delegation’s 
thinking; (d) in negotiating the draft the position would be taken 
that it was simply a United States modification of the French proposal. 

REPRESENTATION OF THE DeLEGaTiIon at Commirree Mrerinas 

REPRESENTATIVE Boom stressed that it was important that a voting 
member of the Delegation be at all committee and subcommittee meet- 
ings. Mr. Sanprirer referred to a directive issued recently by the 
Chairman with respect to this matter. Tr CHamrman stated that 
the Secretary General of the Delegation had the responsibility to see 
that a voting representative of the United States was at every com- 
mittee meeting. In the absence of the delegate, the adviser would 
vote and in his absence the principal technical expert assigned to 
the committee. | 

| STATEMENT TO THE Press (Continued) 

Mr. MacLetsx reverted to his previous request for instructions re- 
garding a statement to the Press, particularly if he were asked whether 

the subject had been referred to Washington... . 
Mr. Hickerson’s suggestion was approved, to the effect that the 

Press be informed that there were approximately seventeen amend- 
ments on the various aspects of the problem and that the Delegation 
had spent the afternoon considering the position it should take, that 
it had made progress, but that it had not completed its studies. 

The meeting was adjourned by the Chairman at 5:00 p. m.
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[Annex] _ | | 

7 (RecionaL ARRANGEMENTS) : | 

(This is a new paragraph to be added to Chapter VIII, Section B, 
as paragraph 12.) 74 | | 

_ 12. In the event of an attack by any state against any member state, 
such member state shal possesses the inherent right to take measures 
of self-defense. The inherent right to take measures of self-defense 
against armed attack shall apply to arrangements, like those embodied 
in the Act of Chapultepec, under which all members of a group of 
states agree to consider an attack against any one.of them as an 
attack against all of them. The taking of such measures shall be 
reported immediately to the Security Council and shall not in any 
way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council 
under this Charter to take at any time such action as it may deem 
necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and 
security. . | - 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96/U.9. Cr. Min, 87 . 

Minutes of the Thirty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Dele- 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 12, 1945, 9 a. m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (37) present at meeting.] 

The Secretary called the meeting to order at 9:10 a. m. 

JEWISH ORGANIZATIONS 

RegionaL ARRANGEMENTS 

Tue Srcrerary replied that on the previous evening Mr. Dulles, 
Mr. Dunn, Mr. Pasvolsky and himself had met with Mr. Eden and 
a few of his associates on the question of regional arrangements. He 
stated that the British had been shown none of the American language, 
however. Mr. Pasvolsky and Mr. Dunn are to meet today with Mr. 

Jebb. Mr: McCloy and Secretary Stimson are satisfied with the 
revised language. Army clearance has been obtained on the language 

which the Delegation worked over on yesterday. 
Tux Srcretary also stated that there was great embarrassment 

yesterday afternoon. The press had picked up the story that Sol 

Bloom had made an indignant speech. Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that 

it was a mistake to permit the press on this floor. 

714 Marginal notation on the original: “(Deletions made at the Delegation meet- 

ing of May 11, are indicated by lines through the word and additions by 

underscoring.) ’”’
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Tue Secrerary also stated that he and Senor Padilla are close 
friends and that on the strength of this he had phoned him this morn- 
ing to inquire whether there was any concern or uneasiness on the 
part of the Latin American states on the question of regional arrange- 
ments. He replied that there was none at all, and that the Latin 
American states had complete confidence in the United States Dele- 
gation. Tur Srcrrrary added that he was inclined, therefore, to 
believe that there was no immediate heat on this question. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that on the other hand, the Com- 
mittee on regional arrangements on the previous day 7 had insisted 
on going ahead on this question and he doubted if he could hold them 
much beyond Monday. The meeting on the previous day had been 
tough, he said, and very nearly got out of hand. He added that he 
had great difficulty in getting the meeting adjourned. They wanted 
to go ahead on the veto question. 

Mr. Pasvousky inquired as to who was particularly difficult in the 
meeting, and Srnator VANDENBERG replied Australia and the Soviet 
Union. He urged that this question must be settled some way in the 
next forty-eight hours. 

THe CuHarrMAn replied that Dean Gildersleeve wished direction 
on the question of the Social and Economic Council and that atten- 

tion should be given to her subject early in this meeting. 

Navy Views: 

On the question of regional arrangements Mr. Garss reported that 
the reaction of the Navy Department is the same:as it had been on 
the previous day. The Navy will concur if this is the best deal 
that can be made. It is satisfactory with respect to western hemi- 
spheric solidarity, but there is a fear that it will throw the door open 
to arrangements elsewhere which might weaken the international 
organization. - 

GENERAL Empicx stated that he had informed a General who wanted 
to exempt the Pan American. system from the Security Council that 
this would be the best arrangement that could ‘be made. ~ 

_ Tur Cuatrman pointed out that Mr. Eden was leaving the Con- 
ference at 2:30 p. m. on the next day, and that this would be the last 

chance to talk with him on this subject. . 

Proposed New Language | | 

Mr. Dutss called attention to a proposed new language on regional 
arrangements (US Gen. 98). _ | . 

| “(Regional Arrangements) oe 

(This is a new paragraph to be added to Chapter VIII, Section }, 
as paragraph 12.) — 

72 Summary report of Committee III/4/A, May 11, 5:15 p. m., not printed.
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12. If the Security Council fails to prevent aggression by any state 
against any member state, such member state possesses the inherent 
right to take measures of self-defense. The right to take measures of 
self-defense against armed attack shall apply to arrangements, like 
those embodied in the Act of Chapultepec, under which all members 
of a group of states agree to consider an attack against any one of 
them as an attack against all of them. The taking of such measures 
shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in 
any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council 
under this Charter to take at any time such action as it may deem 
necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and 
security.” . 

Tur CHarrMAN inquired whether this would include the two changes 
adopted by the Delegation, and Mr. Dutuzs replied that this was an 
original wording. | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY inquired why the language “in the event of an 

attack” had been changed. 
Mr. Dunes explained that this was in order to make the same ap- 

proach as the French proposal which Mr. Eden favored. If the Secu- 
rity Council fails to maintain peace and security then a state’s inherent 
right of self-defense comes into play. | 

British Reaction | 

Tuer Cuairman stated that on the previous evening he had heard 
the British reaction to the Act of Chapultepec and inquired whether 
it 1s necessary to mention this Act specifically. 

-- Mr. Duties stated that there were two reasons for doing so: First, 
the Latin American states will like it, and secondly, reference to the 
Act of Chapultepec puts a limitation on the arrangements. Specific 
reference to it would tend to prevent arrangements purporting to be 
like it, but not having the same solid basis. Reference to the Act, 
therefore, has a limiting force. It prevents throwing the door open 

to less sound and historical arrangements. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether there might be some other 

word than “arrangement”, : 
Mr. Dunn pointed out that the Act of Chapultepec in fact is not 

much more than an arrangement. | | 

Appraisal of New Language 

Mr. Hackwortu expressed the view that in the proposed new word- 
ing the document has been greatly weakened. It presupposes a break- 

down of the Security Council and he inquired when it would be 
determined that the Security: Council has failed. Mr. Hackwortu 
went.on to suggest that the wording be left as it had been originally. 

Mr. Dunn remarked that the new wording had been devised in order 
to bring the Security Council into the picture—that is to make it clear
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that the regional arrangement only operated in self-defense. The in- 

tent was to bring the Security Council right into the picture. 
_ Mr. Armsrrone commented that the new wording emphasized the 

Security Council more than did the former text. 
Tue Secretary suggested that Mr. Pasvolsky might discuss the 

French amendment which the British prefer to the American wording. 

. Farture oF Securiry Counciz to Act 

Mr. Pasvoisky pointed out that if the Security Council fails to agree 
on an act, then the member state reserves the right to act for the main- 
tenance of peace, justice, etc. The League of Nations Covenant, he 

said, had a provision that if the Council fails to act, then a member 
state resumes freedom of action for the maintenance of peace.” The 

present French amendment is much like that except that it says “after 

the Council fails to agree”. The freedom of action reserved to the 
member state if the Council fails to agree, is much greater than in the 
American wording—a reservation for individual freedom of action. 
Mr. Eden’s interpretation of this is that group action is not precluded 
and is therefore entirely possible. There is agreement that the French 
wording permits much more freedom of action than the American, 
but the British were shocked by the American concept of self-defense. 
It was to them a new thought that self-defense can operate outside of 
a nation’s territorial limits. The wording of the French text was as 
follows: “Should the Council not succeed in reaching a decision the 
members of the organization reserve to themselves the right to act 
as they may consider necessary in the interest of peace, right and 
Justice”. . a 
CoMMANDER STassEN suggested a new wording of the US Gen 93 

as follows: “if the Security Council does not prevent aggression and. 
aggression occurs by any state against any member state...” 

[Mr. Rockefeller arrived at this point and the Chairman brought. 
him up to date on the discussion, including the Army and Navy re- 
action to the proposed wording on regional arrangements, and the fear 
that 1t would strengthen the hemispheric situation at the expense of 

the world situation. | ™ | | 

7 °°. Mr. Hun1’s Views : 

~ Tur Secretary expressed’ regret that hé had not been seeing ‘the 
Latin American Foreign Ministers. He announced that he had heard 
from Mr. Hull this morning, and that Mr. Hull-felt that the American 
position was veering away from a strong international organization. 
Mr. Ho felt that''the proposed, new wording on regional arrange- 
ments would impair thé strength of the international organization. He 

BArt15 (7). 6 0 Ge Se Sy 
“ Brackets appear in the original.
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stated that we are being led away from our own national interest and 
the intent of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 

Mr. Dues suggested the addition of the word “existing” before 
“arrangements” in line 5 of US Gen 98. Mr. Eden, he said, would 
like this since he is worrying about opening the door too wide to such 
arrangements. . 

Mr. Bowman pointed out that the insertion of the word “existing” 
would limit and freeze the situation. There could be, he said, other 
regional arrangements approved by the Security Council as long as 
they were within the broad purposes of the organization. 

Mr. Duxtzs pointed out that as it now stands anybody can create 
a regional organization. Any group of states can make a pact that 
an attack against one is an attack against all. He stated that he 
would propose to put a veto power, on that, z.e. that no new groups 
can be created for this purpose without the approval of the Security 
Council. | 

Tun SECRETARY inquired whether this would not also raise the 
question of whether the Security Council must approve arrangements 
under the Act of Chapultepec, and Mr. Dutizs replied negatively. 
CoMMANDER SrassEn stated that he did not think that the United 

States could draw up a rule which would permit the door to be closed 
after they had taken care of our own national advantage. Arrange- 
ments for mutual defense against armed attack can be made, he said, 
but if an attempt is made to make this exclusively a United States 
or western hemisphere advantage then we would be in an impossible 
position, vis-a-vis the rest of the world. 

Mr. Dutzzs pointed out that this would merely recognize an exist- 
ing situation. | | 
COMMANDER STASsEN responded that the British would say that 

an armed attack against any part of the empire is an attack against 
all of the empire. 

Mr, Dunn stated that there is a wide-spread hope that the Act of 

Chapultepec would be superseded after the war by a new arrangement. 
The United States, he said, would not wish to cut itself off. Mr. 
Dunn added that it is not possible to limit the right of self-defense, 
and that the reaction of the British last night was that the American 
conception was so new as to be startling to them. Senator CoNNALLY 
remarked that if the concept was applied to the six dominions it 
should not be startling to them. 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that suppose arrangements were made be- 
tween Britain and Turkey on the basis that Turkey is essential to 
the defense of the British Isles. He added that the regional concept 
is easy for the United States to visualize because of the background 
of the Monroe Doctrine, but it is not so easy for others. a
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The CuarrMaAn referred again to the French amendment and Mr. 
Hacxworrs asked when it would be decided that the Council had not 
succeeded. Tuer Secrerary replied that this would be when aggres- 
sion occurs. 
_ Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested that it might be possible to use the lan- 
guage proposed by Commander Stassen as follows: “should the Coun- 
cil not succeed in preventing aggression and should aggression occur 
by any state against any member state such member state possesses the 
inherent right to act individually or collectively as they may consider 
necessary in the interest of self-defense against aggression.” 

Mr. Buoom inquired whether the intent was the threat of aggression 
or actual aggression. | 

Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that Mr. Eden had been bothered last night 
and that the United States Delegation had been for a long time, since 
there is no way that individual nations can act legally within the 
system. Mr. Eden would prefer a wording relating to “collectively”. 

Mr. Broom inquired if more than one state acts, if that is to be 
interpreted as “collectively” and Mr. Pasvoisxy said that it would. 

SENATOR CONNALLY inquired whether the French would accept the 
elimination of the words “peace, right, and justice”, and the CHatr- 
MAN sald that they would. 

Mr. Pasvotsky inquired as to who would determine whether or 
not an act of aggression occurs. 

Mr. Armstrone inquired whether this disadvantage had appeared 
in the draft which had been considered at the morning’s meeting. 

Mr. PasvoitsxKy pointed out that this was a new arrangement in- 
volving a defensive alliance. 

Mr. Armstrong stated that it appeared to open a much broader 
door to the break-up of the international system than under the origi- 
nal wording. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that it implied complete freedom of action. 
Mr. Eden, he said, had introduced.a new problem, namely, how much 
freedom of action is to be allowed to individual nations without a 
Council break-down. The United States, he said, referred to its 
hemispheric system, but that doesn’t cover the British. The French 
tried to solve the problem by giving freedom of action to individual 
states, leaving the states completely free. What Mr. Eden had liked 
was that it applies to a group and not to a region and thus could 
apply to the British Commonwealth. 

SENATOR ConNnaLLy remarked that if the organization fails any 
nation not pleased with the speed of action can say “here we go in a 
bloc.” Mr. Pasvotsxy observed that it is really worse than that, for 
they can veto the action of the Council. But this, he said, is a danger 
that can not be avoided. 

723-681—67—_47 ,
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CoMMANDER SrassEN remarked that in his view this would open it 
up too wide. This door, he said, should not be opened up too wide. 
Some emphasis should be on regional arrangements like Chapultepec, 
but the situation should not be opened up wide for any kind of re- 
gional arrangement. Commander Stassen suggested that it might 
be advisable to revert to the original American wording, using the 
opening sentences of the French text. 

SenaToR ConNALLY stated that the French text does not provide 
for group action. | : 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that the Act of Chapultepec has all sorts of 
things in it. It would be well, he said, to make certain it is that sort 
of arrangement which is being referred to, and not an interventionist 
system. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN inquired whether there was general agree- 
ment on the wording “should the Council not succeed in preventing 
agoression and should aggression occur. . .”. 

Provosats ReLatine To Work of THE COMMITTEES 

ReEcionaAL ARRANGEMENTS | 

With respect to the draft on regional arrangements S—NATor Con- 
NALLY stated that he would prefer some arrangement setting forth 
the American position. This is, he said, a very broad question, but 
he thought that the draft before the Delegation would possibly be 
satisfactory if some of the language of the French text were added. 

Mr. Bowman urged that whatever the changes which might be 
made in the wording, it is obligatory that somewhere a finger be put on 
the historical chain, beginning with Monroe and ending with Chapul- 
tepec. Mr. Bowman stated that he would like a poll taken with 
respect to the specific inclusion of the Act of Chapultepec in the draft. 

Mr. Pasvotsky commented that no one was opposed to this. 
Tuer SecreTary observed with emphasis that the American Dele- 

gation had not taken a position on this matter and asked Mr. Bowman 
why he would try to force a position. It will be necessary, he added, 
to consult with the President. He stated further that he understood 
fully Senator Connally’s position. 

Senator ConNALLY said that the people making this organization 
need the United States as badly as the United States needs them. 
The time will come, he said, when the United States will have to talk 
turkey to them. The United States must be able to take care of itself. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN commented that-the other countries go along. 

He pointed out that on the previous night all four votes had come along, 
with the positions he had urged in the Committee, and that on every 
occasion he was sustained by more than a 24 vote. The South Amer- 
ican countries had come along, he said, after some stewing.
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Tur CuarrmMan suggested that the opening sentence of the French 
text might be taken, from the point of view of psychology, since Mr. 

Eden favors it. | | 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE stated that she would like to make three points: 

(1) that she was in general agreement with the position taken in the 
Delegation on the matter, (2) that it is impossible for the United 
States to get an arrangement without giving the possibility of a sim- 
ilar arrangement to the rest of the world, and (8) that she felt a 
little uneasy about not mentioning the Act of Chapultepec in the 
draft. 

Tue CHarrMan inquired whether there was agreement on using 
some of the French language, that is the opening sentence in the 

French text. | 
Mr. Broom stated that he was in agreement with this but would like 

to see the Act of Chapultepec mentioned. 

Senator VANDENBERG stated that 1t would help him greatly in the 
Committee, if the statement should start out with the French language. 
The Soviet representative, he said, had raised a procedural question 
and the employment of the French language would help. 

REPRESENTATIVE ETON said that he was in agreement. | 
CoMMANDER STassEN said that the suggestion was a very good one 

and that it would be desirable to start with the French language. 
This is, he said, a difficult and intense issue. There are, he warned, 
some efforts being made on the outside to split up this Delegation, and 
it is very important that all members of it should remain calm and 
clear. The attempt to split the Delegation, he said, is because it has 
done so much. | 

Tue Secretary stated that he would wish to endorse every word of 
Commander Stassen’s statement and suggested that everyone should 
get rested over the week end. He had told the press, he said, that 
there was no split in the American Delegation, and that it was operat- 
ing under very harmonious relations. From the point of view of 
negotiating the draft with the British, French and Russians, it would 
be helpful to start with the French language. With respect to the 
mention of the Act of Chapultepec, he added, this has been his un- 
alterable position, providing it is something that can be negotiated. 

Mr. MacLezisx stated that it is important to consider the impact on 
the public. This, he said, isa new angle. The right of self-defense, 
is spelled out in these treaties, and it should be made clear that the 
right of self-defense is spelled out in one regard by bilateral treaties 
and in the second by regional arrangements. This should be pre- 
sented to the public as a spelling-out of the self-defense arrangements 
and not as a dicker between governments. : 

Tue SEcrerary expressed agreement with this view, and inquired 
whether the military advisers wished to say anything on the subject.



682 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

Mr. Gates stated that he would be willing to go along with the Sec- 

retary’s suggestion respecting the use of the French language. 

ApmIrAL Wiuson also expressed agreement with this view. He 

added, however, that a question which is not settled is how much of 

the French language should be used. A decision would have to be 

made, he suggested, between armed as against unarmed attack. 

GeneraL Empick stated that he would concur in opening the pro- 

vision with the language of the French, and following with the draft 

that had been agreed upon yesterday and mentioning the Act of 

Chapultepec. 
Mr. Armstrong said that he was in agreement with the Secretary's 

suggestion. 
Dran GILDERSLEEVE inquired as to what the attitude of the British 

and Russians was to the French amendment. 

Tue Secretary replied that the British like it and would accept 

it, but that the United States advisers and technical experts think that 

it opens the door too wide. 
Mr. Dunn commented that he would not go so far as to say that 

Mr. Eden actually liked the French text, but that he did recognize 

that it provided for action to be taken legally if the Security Council 

did not have success in stopping an act of aggression. 

REPRESENTATIVE EHatTon asked why they should not conform to hu- 
man nature since it is only natural that nations will take arms when 
attacked. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN offered a suggested composite wording as 
follows: “Should the Security Council not succeed in preventing ag- 
gression, and should aggression occur, the members of the Organiza- 

tion possess the inherent right to act as they may consider necessary 

in the interest of self-defense. The right to take measures of self- 
defense against armed attack shall apply to arrangements, like those 
embodied in the Act of Chapultepec, under which all members of a 
croup of states agree to consider an attack against any one of them 

as an attack against all of them. The taking of such measures shall 

be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any 
way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council 
under this Charter to take at any time such action as it may deem 
necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and 
security”. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that an important word was missing in 

this draft, namely, the word “also” following the phrase “armed attack 
shall”. 

_ Senator VANDENBERG inquired whether this revised language would 
cover the situation of a British-Turkish arrangement, and Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY replied that it would.
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Tre Secretary stated that he would like to revert to the matter 
raised by Mr. Bowman, that is, leading down the historical chain of 
events from Monroe to Chapultepec. He stated that it should be 

decided whether the United States Delegation is willing to accept 
anything without specific mention of the Act of Chapultepec. The 
British, he said, will press strongly for general language, and the 

Delegation should reach a decision on this issue. : 
Mr. Bowman stated that his intent was that somewhere the draft 

should reach out and touch this chain of historical events. Whether 

the Act of Chapultepec is mentioned specifically is of little conse- 
quence. Whatever changes may be made, and in his opinion, start-. 
ing out with the language of the French text, would be good, will: 
relate to this chain of circumstances. If Mr. Eden should find that 
this has completely opened the door, to all sorts of independent indi- 
vidual actions and destroyed world organization, the question then 
arises as to whether the United States would wish to give up its hemi1- 
spheric organization in order to preserve the world organization. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS inquired whether the sentiment of the Dele- 
gation was to mention the words “Act of Chapultepec” or whether 
there would be a willingness merely to describe it in the language. 
Mr. Rockefeller stated that the Delegation had on its hands a nego- 
tiation with the four sponsoring powers, but that it also had nego- 
tiations with twenty other South American powers. He expressed 
agreement with the views stated by Dean Gildersleeve. Specific © 
mention of the Act of Chapultepec would have a great drawing power. 
The simplest way would be to mention the name. 

THE SECRETARY stated that the Delegation would like the Act men- 
tioned, but if Russia and Britain refuse, what will our position then 
be? The question is, he said, whether the United States Delegation 
would be willing to have it described rather than mentioned. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG pointed out that the League Covenant had 
been mentioned, and that the Act of Chapultepec is merely the mod- 
ern name for the Monroe Doctrine. 
COMMANDER STAssEN stated that it is not necessary to have com- 

plete agreement. The United States is not in a weak position, and 
it is on sound ground in stating that an opening has been made. 

Mr. Pasvorsky stated that by the elimination of certain words from. 
the previous American draft the French and British had been given 
exactly what they wanted. In the new sentence it is left to the mem- 
ber states, individuals or groups of states, to make decisions regard- 
ing self-defense. It should be remembered, he said, that lend-lease 
was adopted as a measure of self-defense. There would be no objec- 
tion to mention of the Act of Chapultepec if it is made clear to what 
part of that Act reference is made.



684 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

_ Mr. Pasvoisxy read a revision which he suggested and which was 
as follows: “Should the Security Council not succeed in preventing 
aggression, and should aggression occur, (the members of the Orga- 
nization possess the inherent right to take necessary measures for 
self-defense) [by any state against any member state, such member 
state possesses the inherent right to take necessary measures of self- 
defense] ™“* the right to take measures of self-defense against armed 
attack shall [also] extend (to a group of states the members of which 
agree,) as in the case of the Act of Chapultepec, [action taken as a 
result of understandings or arrangements under which all members 
of a group of states agree] to consider an attack against any one of 
them as an attack against all of them [as in the case of the Act of 
Chapultepec] the taking of such measures shall be immediately re- 
ported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the 
authority and responsibility of the Security Council under this Char- 
ter to take at any time such action as it may deem necessary in order 
to maintain or restore international peace and security”. 

Tue CuairMan suggested that there might be a pause in the dis- 
cussion in order to take inventory. He raised a question as to whether 
this matter would need to be referred to Washington. 

Mr. Gates thought that it would need to be referred to Washington 
if any change in the substance of the text is made. 

Tum CHairMAN inquired whether the Delegation would feel that 
a tentative decision could be reached before Mr. Eden leaves, that if 
so that it could be taken‘ up at 2:30 at the meeting of the Foreign 

Ministers. : 
Mr. Pasvoitsxy suggested that it would be advisable to explain to 

Mr. Eden what the Delegation has in mind to do. This, he said, has 
never been discussed with Mr. Eden and amounts to the resumption 

of complete freedom of action. | 
CoMMANDER STASSEN expressed the view that it would not be a 

reversion to freedom of action if the American draft is sufficiently 

tied down. , 
Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that the intent of this morning’s dis- 

cussion had been to tie in the whole Act of Chapultepec. This would 
cause trouble. No one, he said, would grant the right to bring in the 
entire Act of Chapultepec. 

CoMMANDER SrassEN stated that the intent was to use the Act of 
Chapultepec as a limiting factor not only with respect to a group of 
states but also with respect to the nature of the group. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy observed that Mr. Eden would disagree. The point 
is, he said, that a group such as that involved in the Act of Chapul- 
tepec should have the right to act in self-defense. 

“ Brackets throughout this paragraph appear in the original.
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Senator VANDENBERG commented that Mr. Pasvolsky was right in 
respect to sentence 2, and Commander Stassen with respect to 
sentence 1. Oo | ae 

Mr. Pasvorsxy advised that-it is much better to nail down specific 
examples after the principle is clearly defined. _ 
_Commanvrr Strassen’ observed that the British had ‘been satisfied 
with the draft which had been shown to them the other night, and 
that they should not. be given more than they needed. 

Mr. Pasvotsky inquired whether the intent would be to eliminate 
the possibility of the formulation of a group such as the United States, 
the United Kingdom and France. 

Mr. Gates suggested. that it would be inadvisable to give way any 
further. 

Tue CHarrman read the 11:05 a. m. draft and following some dis- 
cussion the suggested rewording of this draft by Commander Stassen 
was agreed upon. The original wording with the suggested revisions 
appearing in brackets was as follows: “Should the Security Council 
not succeed in preventing aggression, and should aggression occur by 
any state against any member state, such member state shall possess 

[such member state possesses] ’° the [inherent] right to take [neces- 
sary] measures of [for] self-defense. The right to take measures of 
self-defense against armed attack shall also extend [apply] to [under- 
standings or arrangements, like those embodied in the Act of 
Chapultepec] action taken as a result of understandings or arrange- 
ments under which all members of a group of states agree to consider 
an attack against any one of them as an attack against all of them, 
a9 im the ease ef the Aet of Chapultepee: The taking of such meas- 
ures shall be immediately reported to the Council and shall not in 
any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council 
under this Charter to take at any time such action as it may deem 
necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and 
security”. | 
[Here follows discussion on Commission meetings and a report to 

the Press. | | 

11:20 Drarr on RecGrionaL ARRANGEMENTS 

At this point Tue Secrerary read the 11:20 draft on regional ar- 
rangements. This draft, with the minor revisions indicated in brack- 
ets, was as follows: Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 12 . 

“Should the Security Council not succeed in preventing aggression, 
and should aggression occur by any state against any member state, 
such member state skal possess[es| the anherent) right to take 
necessary measures for self-defense. The right to take [such] meas- 
ures for self-defense against armed attack shall also apply to under- 

*% Brackets throughout this paragraph appear in the original.
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standings or arrangements like those embodied in the Act of Chapul- 
tepec, under which all members of a group of states agree to consider 
an attack against any one of them as an attack against all of them. 
The taking of such measures shall be immediately reported to the 
Security ‘Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and 
responsibility of the Security Council under this Charter to take 
at any time such action as it may deem necessary in order to maintain 
or restore international peace and security.” 

THE SEcRETARY requested that all of the Delegation in favor of this 
draft as amended and for its submission to the President raise their 
right hands. Agreement on this draft was unanimous. THe Srcre- 
TARY announced that he would phone the President immediately to 
mform him that the Delegation had unanimously approved this draft 
and that the military advisers were in agreement with it.7° [The 

Secretary left the meeting at 11:35 a. m.] 7 

TRUSTEESHIP 

CoMMANDER STASSEN presented a brief explanation of the develop- 
ments with respect to the trusteeship problem. He explained that a 
proposed Working Paper had been explored and discussions held and 
that it had been agreed upon in part in the Five-Power Consultation 
Group on Trusteeship.”7. He emphasized the importance of not having 
anything in that paper which the United States Delegation might not 
wish, and pointed out that it was much more difficult to get something 
out of the paper than it was to get something into it. He read the 
proposed draft of the Working Paper. With respect to paragraph 6, 
he said that the British do not contemplate putting their, territories 
under the strategic arrangement concept which the Americans have 
advanced. The British on their part want a general provision af- 
fecting security matters which would make it possible to use resources 
and facilities in any territory for purposes of security and local 
defense. With respect to paragraph 10, he pointed out that the Soviet 
Delegation had requested that they be insured a seat on the Trustee- 
ship Council. The British are reluctant to accept this position. With 
respect to paragraph 11 the arrangement agreed upon had been to 
strike out the specific reference to investigation which had been a provi- 
sion of the American proposal and to accept a provision relating to the 
right of periodic visits to the trust territories. This had been done to 
satisfy the British and the French who balked at the concept of 
investigation. 

The Secretary read to President Truman on the telephone the text of the 
new paragraph No. 12 for chapter VIII, section B, and sent the text to the - 
Acting Secretary of State in telegram 6, May 12, for transmission to the President 
and to Mr. Hull (500.CC/5-1245). 

Brackets appear in the original. 
™ Not printed.
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CoMMANDER SrasseN requested permission of the Delegation to 
present the Working Paper draft to Committee II/4 as the basic 
working paper for its deliberations at its 11:30 meeting on Monday 
morning,’® provided the Soviet Union and the British accept it in its 

present form. - 

_ ComMANDER SrassEN inquired whether he would have permission of 
the Delegation to move this draft as a working paper on Monday in 

Committee II/4 if the Army and Navy approveit. | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether there were any objections 

and in the absence of any the request of Commander Stassen was ap- 
proved. Senator VANDENBERG asked Commander Stassen if he 
would like to comment on the position taken by Senator Byrd with 
respect to the American right of possession in the Pacific. 
CoMMANDER SrassEN stated that the United States has the right of 

possession. This right of possession, he emphasized, can be kept if the 
country has national backbone and if satisfactory trusteeship arrange- 
ments for these territories cannot be negotiated. 

EconoMIc AND SocraL CooPERATION 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE stated that she would like to seek some advice. 

She stated that she would be pushed into a corner if the Committees 
are goingon. She would have need for guidance, although she realized 
that all of the members of the Delegation were now tired after a long 
meeting. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether the Delegation would do 

anything about this now. He stated that it was only 11:50 and 
suggested that Dean Gildersleeve might be given an hour at this 
time. | 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE stated that if this were to be done she would 
like to have Mr. Stinebower come into the meeting. A group of the 
American advisers and technical experts on this subject of economic 
and social cooperation had held a number of meetings, she said. They 
had gone over the amendments which had been submitted to the Com- 
mittee, and especially the Canadian redraft. Dean GILDERSLEEVE 
stated that she would like to get guidance on some of these points. 

With respect to putting in “educational” as well as “cultural”, 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE stated that she had taken the line that “educa- 
tional” should be kept out, since this would make trouble in Congress. 

She expressed the view that “cultural” covers “educational”, but if 
other countries insist on the inclusion of “educational”, Dean GILDER- 

SLEEVE inquired whether she should vote against it. 
With respect to Chapter IX, paragraph 1, she said, a number of 

nations, and especially Haiti, desired to have “educational” inserted. 

*® Doc. 310, II/4/11, May 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 489.
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Mr. STINEBOWER stated that the issue also arises with respect to the 
Commissions which were to be set up under the Economic and Social 

Council, one of which will be on education. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether, if the word “educational” 

is to be used, there would be any way to make it clear that American 
educational autonomy is not subject to any outside interference 
whatever, | | 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE explained that she and M. Bonnet were in 
agreement. The French would like to use the word “intellectual”, 
but the specific vote, if it comes, will be on the word “educational”. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he would have no objection to its 
inclusion if there were some qualification that is explicit with refer- 
ence to domestic jurisdiction. 

Mr. Duties stated that this is clear in the Charter; nothing con- 
tained in the Charter can interfere with domestic jurisdiction. 

_ Mr. Armstrong said that if the word “cultural” includes education, 
science and other fields, he was agreeable to the word “cultural”. 
Dean GiLpeRsLEEvE said that if “cultural” does not include “educa- 
tional”, why then should we avoid the word, but that she was never- 
theless prepared to hold to the word “cultural”. She said that other 

_ fields such as health had also been proposed for specific mention. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG believed that we should say precisely what 

we mean, and make it clear that we do not contemplate interference 
with domestic affairs. He said that it was not possible to get UNRRA 
through the Senate until Congress was satisfied that there would 
be no control over education or domestic affairs. Dean Gildersleeve 
said that in the Committee she would follow the American position 
and speak regarding our interest in education, but that she would 
oppose specific inclusion of the word. She said that the Canadian 
draft 7 included neither the words “educational” or “cultural”, and 
that we could probably get the Canadian draft accepted with the 
word “cultural” added. This would be the simplest method. 

Mr. STINEBOWER pointed out that possible interference of the Or- 
ganization in domestic affairs could be avoided if its actions were 
limited by words such as “the Organization should encourage separate 
and cooperative actions”. Senator. VANDENBERG liked these words 
‘and believed they should be inserted so as to apply broadly to all 
activities of the Organization that were under discussion. 
Dean GiperstE£eve then referred to the Canadian proposals (Doc- 

ument 157, p. 8 ®°) which included as an objective “attaining of higher 
standards of living and economic and social progress and develop- 
ment”, asking whether this amendment was acceptable. CoMMANDER 
Strassen pointed out that it went no farther than the Atlantic Char- 

® Doc. 2, G/14(t), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 589. 
® Doe. 157, I1/3/5, May 9, ébid., vol. 10, pp. 306-807.
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ter. SENATOR VANDENBERG replied that the Atlantic Charter went 
farther than many Senators liked. 

Mr. STINEBOWER suggested that if the words “encourage separate 
and cooperative action” were included in the Canadian amendment, 
this should meet the objection. Szenator VANDENBERG agreed but said 
that two-thirds of the Senate would be hunting for some of Mr. 
Wallace’s ideas. 

Drawn GILDERSLEEVE Said that in the next sub-head of the Canadian 
proposal, i.e. (0), we would add the word “cultural”. This and (c) 
were agreed to by the Delegation. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE then asked our position on inclusion of the 
word “health”. Mr. StrnEBOWER said that several countries hope for 
the establishment of a consultative health organization. He felt that 
the word “health” was probably not included in the word “cultural”. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he had less objection to “health” 
than “education”, and was willing to include “health”, providing we 
emphasize that we were not attempting to internationalize these 
fields but were to “encourage separate and cooperative action”. He 
sald he objected to none of. these ideas if they were adequately 

explained. . 
_ Dean GttpersLEeEve then brought up the British amendment (pp. 
10, 14°") which gives a special position to the ILO. She said that 
we were not opposed to the ILO itself but did not believe it should 
be singled out and given special attention. Commanper SrasseEn felt 
quite definitely that we should not have the Charter take sides in a 
labor fight as would be done by the British amendment. Dean Git- 
DERSLEEVE said that the British reportedly had binding instructions 
regarding the ILO proposal. Mr. Armstrone said that Mr. Eden 
had remarked that if the ILO were excluded, Mr. Attlee would “have 
a fit but that there was to be a general election”. 

Mr. STINEBOWER said that even if there were no labor fight regard- 
ing the ILO, we still did not wish a special position specified for the 
ILO in the Charter, since the ILO had been inclined to regard it- 
self as’ superior to all other agencies and to encroach upon their 
fields. He raised the question as to whether we should not have a 
line of retreat if necessary, namely to delete the British amendment 
but to be willing to mention the ILO in some innocuous manner by 
a phrase “such as the ILO”. Commanner Strassen declared that we 
should have no line of retreat and that if necessary the United States 
should reserve its position and carry the fight all the way up. This 
was agreed. | 

Dan GILDERSLEEVE said that Mr. Tomlinson of the U.K. had just 
requested a meeting with the United States to go over the ILO 
amendments. CoMMANDER STASSEN said that we should tell Mr. Tom- 

* Toid., pp. 308 and 312.
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linson that we had discussed the matter at length and that no compro- 
mise language was possible. Dran Gitperstreve said that she would 
meet with Mr. Tomlinson at two o’clock this afternoon. Mr. Bow- 
MAN said that the picture was continually changing regarding the 
ILO and the labor field in general. We would therefore lose flexi- 
bility if we recognized the ILO in the Charter. 

Mr. RockErexter said that there were fifteen men from the press 
outside the door and that they were bitter at the American Delegation. 
He thought that with the Sunday papers and special articles coming 
out we should give them background material and meet with them 
even though there was little we could say. Mr. Duties and Senator 
VANDENBERG agreed. SeNATOR VANDENBERG said that he would be 
willing to talk with them briefly, telling them that the Delegation 
was completely united in its desire to find a formula, and believes it 

can, to preserve the Act of Chapultepec without impairing measures 
to gain general security. Commanper Srassen said that he saw no 
objection to Senator Vandenberg’s talking to the press as Chairman 
of this meeting and also in harmony with the right of any delegate 
to give background material. Mr. Armstrone suggested that the 
press be told other matters were also discussed. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE said that she would like help in clarifying the 
functions of the Economic and Social Council, referring particularly 
to the Australian and Canadian proposals (pp. 20-22, Doc. 157 8). 

Mr. STINEBOWER said that a question for determination had to do 
with the power of the Council to make recommendations to govern- 
ments. He said that this did not depart from the intent of the pro- 
posal but that we should have delegation approval. Srenatror Van- 
DENBERG believed it was dangerous to have the Council enabled to 
make recommendations to governments for fear that the Council 
might criticize a certain country. ComMMaNDER STAssEN said that the 
recommendations to individual countries should go through the Secre- 
tariat. Mr. STINEBOWER gave an example of what was intended, 
namely that if the Council had analyzed a world inflationary trend, 
could it send its report directly to members or must it wait for the 
General Assembly? Senator VANDENBERG agreed that if no one 
nation were singled out, it would be appropriate to send recommenda- 
tions directly to members but he said it would still be dangerous 
since the United States would have only one member on the Council 
who could commit the United States to a policy. Mr. STinEBOWER 

referred to the Canadian wording (0) on page 22, wherein the Council 
is authorized “to make on its own initiative studies, reports, and 
recommendations with respect to economic, social and other related 
matters of international concern to the General Assembly, to mem- 

® Doe. 157, II/3/5, May 9, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, pp. 318-320.
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bers of the United Nations and to related organizations and agencies.” 
SENATOR VANDENBERG believed that to make studies was satisfactory 
but that the power to make recommendations should be removed. 
Mr. Duties agreed. ComMANDER SrassEN said that the wording 
should make clear that the Council could still make recommendations 
to the Assembly. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:80 p. m. | 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 3 (Parts I and II) 

Minutes of the Third Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments (Part I), Held at San Francisco, Satur- 
day, May 12, 1945, 2: 30 p.m. 4 

[Informal Notes] Fe 

[Here follows list of names of participants, Including members of 
delegations of the United States (12) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (4); France (3); and the International Secretariat (1).] 

At the request to Mr. Stettinius, Mr. Hiss made a statement con- 
cerning the procedure of the Committees. | 

Mr. STETTINIvS said that the main problem which the group had 
been assembled to consider was that of regional arrangements. He 
said that the United States Delegation had studied the amendment 
put forward by the French and taking the French language as a basis 
they had drawn up a new draft. The text of the French amendment 
referred to by Mr. Stettinius is as follows, and has been put forward 
by the French as an amendment to Chapter VI, Section ©, Para- 
graph 1: “Should the Council not succeed in reaching a decision, 
the members of the Organization reserve to themselves the right to 
act as they may consider necessary in the interest of peace, right 
and justice”. (Doc. 2, g/7 (0)).23 He would hand the text of the 
draft prepared by the United States Delegation to those present for 
their confidential information. 

He proceeded to read the text as follows which would be a new 
Paragraph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B: “Should the Security 

Council not succeed in preventing aggression, and should aggression 
occur by any state against any member state, such member state 
possesses the inherent right to take necessary measures for self- 
defense. The right to take such measures for self-defense against 
armed attack shall also apply to understandings or arrangements 
like those embodied in the Act of Chapultepec, under which all mem- 
bers of a group of states agree to consider an attack against any one 
of them as an attack against all of them. The taking of such meas- 

*® Doc. 2, G/7(0), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 385.
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ures shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall 
not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security 
Council under this Charter to take at any time such action as it may 
deem necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace 
and security.” | , 

_ AmpassADoR Gromyko inquired whether this affected the amend- 
ment to Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2 jointly proposed by 
the four powers.** Mr. Srerrintius said definitely that it was not 
intended to affect the amendment. , 

Mr. Even immediately expressed an intense dislike for the draft. 
He said that it. was clearly of Latin American origin. It would 
result in regionalism of the worst kind. The draft made him very 
unhappy and he would be frank to say he did not like it a bit. 

AmBassaDoR GRomyKo said that he would like time to study the 
draft. | 
AMBASSADOR BonNET inquired where it: was proposed to put this 

provision. Mr. Srerrinius pointed out that it was intended to be 
a new paragraph in Chapter VIII, Section B. 

Mr. Epen said that no one had been able to define aggression in 
thirty years. He said that if such a provision as this were included 
in the Charter he would not be able to sign it. It would make it a 
Latin American document. He inquired what was wrong with the 
French amendment. He could not see why the French amendment 
did not take care of the situation with which the United States draft 
was intended to deal. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that the British had brought for- 
ward an amendment proposing a recognition of special treaties. Mr. 
Epsn rejoined that these treaties were limited in time and scope and 
that they were directed against preventing renewed aggression by 
the enemy states. 

Mr. Srerrintus asked that Senators Connally and Vandenberg com- 
ment upon this matter from the viewpoint of the United States 
Senate. 

Smnator Connatiy referred to the long history of the Monroe Doc- 
trine dating back to the days of Canning. He said that as a practi- 
cal matter what happened in this Hemisphere had not actually been a 
cause of world wars. If the countries in this Hemisphere adopt an 
agreement for resistance this attack against aggression question would 
not affect the world organization. 

* Doe. 2, G/29(a), May 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 629.
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Tue Senator emphasized that self defense is an inherent right. If 

we are attacked, we can act. We have a right to resist. After we 
have acted, then we would be obligated to report to the world Orga- 
nization. With respect to the question of ratification of the Charter 
of the world Organization by the Senate everybody knows the 1m- 
portance which the Senate attaches to the Monroe Doctrine and to 
the recent application of this Doctrine in the Act of Chapultepec. 

Mr. Even remarked that he had not come here for the purpose of 
signing a regional agreement. If what was wanted was a Latin 
American regional arrangement that was all right with him but he 
would have nothing to do with it. . | 

Senator Connatxy referred to the Franco-Russian and the Anglo-. 
Russian treaties and said that we had agreed in the amendment to 
Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2, which we had jointly spon- 
sored, to recognize these treaties and to accept them for approval by 
the Security Council. He did not see why in return the other spon- 
soring governments were not willing to recognize our special problem 

in this Hemisphere. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that in his view this matter was on all 

fours with the Russian request for an amendment to Chapter VIII, 
Section C, Paragraph 2 excepting the Russian treaties from control 
by the Security Council. He recognized that Russia could not afford 
to give up reliance on these treaties until the world Organization had 
demonstrated its capacity to guarantee security. On the other hand 
how could the American Republics be expected to give up the guaran- 
tee of security which they had in the Inter-American System until 
the world Organization had demonstrated its ability to maintain se- 
curity. The tv-v situations were in his opinion on all fours and there 
was no justification for denying: recognition to the special needs of 
Latin American countries and of the United States in this Hemisphere. 

Mr. Srassen said he thought it was important to recognize that 
there were three stages in the development of world security. The 
first has to do with peaceful methods of settlement. In this area no 
one questioned the propriety of emphasis on regional action for the 
peaceful settlement of disputes. The second is the matter of enforce- 
ment. What sanctions shall be applied, and how. The world Organ- 
ization should have complete and exclusive jurisdiction with respect 
to determination and enforcement. The third relates to action in the 
event of the absence or failure of enforcement. He said that the 
right of self defense must be reserved to meet such a situation. In 
Europe this has been done through the exception allowed with respect, 
to the treaties against the enemy states. So in this hemisphere the 
Charter of the world Organization cannot take away the right of 
self defense. Recognition must be given to the right of joint action in
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self defense. This three stage situation is recognized in the draft 
proposed by. the United States. 
AmBassabor Koo said that one or two points were not clear to him. 

As he.understood it the aggression to which reference is made in this 
draft.is not limited either in time or’scope. The second point was as 
to whether the conditional clause in the first sentence, “Should the Se- 
curity Council not succeed in preventing aggression” is applicable to 
the second: sentence. The second sentence provides “The right to take 
such measures for self defense against armed attack which also apply 
to understandings or arrangements like those embodied in the Act of 

Chapultepec, under which all members: of a group of states agree to 
consider an attack against any one of them as an attack against all of 

them”. a 7 | 
Mr, Srassen said that the right of collective or group action only 

comes into operation. in the event of an armed attack. : 
SENATOR CONNALLY repeated that he thought that the United States 

proposal was not greatly at variance with the Anglo-Soviet and the 
Franco-Soviet treaties. Under these treaties, as in the case of the 
Act of Chapultepec an attack against one is treated as an attack 
against all parties to the agreement. In both cases the treaties were 
aimed at resistance to armed aggression. The United States draft 
enlarges the scope but not the principle of the exception already 
agreed upon with respect to Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. 

Mr. Bnav rt said that because of his limited knowledge of English 
he had not been able to follow the discussions closely. Some of the 
shading and nuances of meaning might have escaped him. He 
thought however, that his thinking ran along the lines of Mr. Stas- 
sen’s. That is, there are three steps in security. First, there is an 
immediate reliance on group or regional agreements; next comes the 
world Organization; finally, when the world Organization has proved 
itself to be effective regional agreements can be modified or dropped. 
In the meantime such agreements or arrangements must be main- 

tained for immediate action in case of danger. Mr. Bipavtr said that 
his reaction was not like that of Mr. Eden. However, he wanted time 
to think over this text. 

A™MBAssADOR GROMYKO inquired whether this represented a formal 
proposal on the part of the United States. Mr. Srerrinius said that 
it did not, that it was offered entirely informally for consultation and 
discussion. | | : : 

Ampassabor GROoMYKO inquired further whether this draft was 
based on. a proposal from the American Republics. Mar. Srerrinius 
said that this was not the case but that it represented rather an at- 
tempt on the part of Technicians on the United States Delegation 
to meet the views of the various interested parties on this question.
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AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said that it was his understanding that the 
Latin American states had asked for the right of independent action. 
That is action without approval of the Security Council. This might 
well result in a series of regional organizations acting independently 
of the Council; one for Latin America, one for Europe and others 
elsewhere. These regional organizations would act independently 
and only report to the Security Council... They would not be subject 

to its control. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG emphasized that our purpose was the very 

reverse of this. As soon as the world Organization proves its effec- 
tiveness in guaranteeing security, we would accept the jurisdiction 

of the Security Council as exclusive. 
Amsassapor GROMYKO said that this point was covered in connec- 

tion with the amendment proposed for Chapter VIII, Section ©, 
Paragraph 2. ‘There was an important difference in that amendment 
in that these treaties were limited in application to the enemy coun- 
tries and they would only continue in effect until the functions pro- 
vided in them were trausferred to the world Organization by consent 
of the parties in the draft proposed by the United States. On the 
contrary, in the United States draft there was no time limit to the 
exception proposed. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he would be happy to accept the 
same formula as to time action [dzmt? | as that contained in Chapter 

VIII, Section C, Paragraph2.  — | 
Mr. EnEN pointed out that the two situations were entirely different 

in this respect and that such a time limit would not be appropriate. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG rejoined that we proposed action only when the 
world Organization has failed to maintain peace and security. 

Mr. Srassen pointed out that the United States draft would not. 
give the regional organization freedom of action. It is not as broad 
as the treaty formula in Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. 
Under that formula the parties to the treaties could take enforcement 
action against the enemy states. Under the United States draft there 
is no right of enforcement. There is only the right of action in self 
defense against armed attack. 

Mr. Epen wanted to know why a proposal had been made that was 
so far removed from the concept and purpose of the Anglo-Soviet 
and the Franco-Soviet treaties. He emphasized that the entire con- 
cept which had been in prospect in calling this Conference was that 
of world Organization. Did we want a world Organization, recog- 
nizing the existence of some treaties and agreements or did we want 
a concept of regional organization topped by a world Organization 

with very limited powers. The four powers had tried in the previous 
formula (Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2) to protect the con- 
cept of world Organization. This had been done very carefully by 

723-681—67——48
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imposing a specific time limit on the continuation of the treaties in 
question. | 

On the contrary, embodying in the Charter a draft of the character 
brought forward by the United States could only have the effect of 
encouraging groups of states everywhere to enter into regional ar- 
rangements and organizations. The whole concept of world Organi-. 
zation would thus be undermined. This was what worried him and 
he could not for a minute accept a concept so at variance with the 
purpose for which the San Francisco Conference had been called. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired of Mr. Eden how he thought the 
United States and the other American Republics were to meet the need 
with which they were very definitely confronted. Mr. Eprn said 
that he saw the difficulty which existed. He had thought that the 
French formula would meet the situation satisfactorily. He was in- 
tensely afraid of any formula which draws attention to regional or- 
ganization. Regionalism is the thing which frightened him. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he totally agreed with the need for 
world Organization but at the same time he thought it was essential 
to protect the special needs of the United States and the other Ameri- 
can. Republics in this Hemisphere. 

Mr. Sterrinius said again that the draft put forward by the United 
States was informal and for study among the five powers. | 

Senator VANDENBERG asked if it would be possible to meet again 
before Mr. Eden left. Mr. Even said that he would like very much 
to do so. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said that he wished to bring to the attention of the 
group a draft which had been prepared in the Committee of Five 
on Chapter V, Section B, Paragraph 1. He pointed out first that it 
made a distinction between recommendation relative to principles of 
cooperation from [and?] principles relative to maintenance of peace 
and security. The present paragraph would be broken into two para- 
graphs, the first relating to principles of cooperation and the second 
to principles of the maintenance of peace and security. There was 
no doubt of the power of the General Assembly to make recommenda- 
tions upon the first. In the second place with reference to Assembly 
action on actual questions, it was suggested that the existing limita- 
tion on the power of the Assembly be modified to the extent of author- 
izing it to call attention of the Security Council to the situations. 
In the third place the Committee had adopted to rewrite the last 
sentence of the paragraph in a more precise form. It had taken the 
Australian amendment * and adapted it. The whole draft was in 
accord with the Dumbarton Oaks concept of the General Assembly 
in acting while the Council was dealing with a dispute. Mr. Pasvor- 

* Doc. 2, G/14(1), May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 552 (No. 28).
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sky said that the language of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals had 
been somewhat ambiguous and had caused a misunderstanding as to 
what the Assembly could do while the Security Council has a case 
under consideration. : 

Mr. Jess said that he had not had time to show Mr. Eden the draft 
to which Mr. Pasvolsky referred. He had presented it briefly and 
in broad terms to-a meeting of the British Delegation. Mr. Srer- 
TINIUSs agreed that consideration of the draft should be postponed. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO inquired whether the formula would meet 
the desires of the other countries. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that it was 
intended to do so. For this reason the revision had been based on 
the Australian amendment. With the new text there would be no 
doubt of the meaning of the provision and of the circumstances in 
which the General Assembly might make recommendations. 
Ampassapor GromyYKO said that he thought the idea was the same 

in both texts. He wondered whether the proposed change actually 
improves the situation and meets the desires of other delegations. 
Mr. Pasvousxy thought that it did. 

Mr. STerrinius again suggested that further study be given to this 
provision and that it might be considered again early next week. 

Mr. Even said that he was leaving tomorrow morning and sug- 
gested that a meeting be held yet this evening to consider further the 
regional question precipitated by the United States draft. It was 
agreed that another meeting should be held at six o’clock. 

Sir Alexander Cadogan, Mr. Butler and Mr. Jebb remained in the 
Penthouse after the representatives of the other countries had left 
and a discussion [was] undertaken of the United States draft with 
a view to adjusting it in a manner ‘to make it acceptable to the United 
Kingdom Delegation for the United States.* - 

Senator Connally, Senator Vandenberg, Mr. Stassen, Mr. Dunn, 
Mr. Rockefeller, Mr. Pasvolsky, Mr. Dulles, Mr. Warren, Mr. Raynor, 
Mr. Hartley and Mr. Sandifer participated in the discussion. 

Mr. Eden and Mr. Stettinius were present at the beginning of this 
discussion and returned shortly before the meeting reconvened at 
six o’clock. | 

Mr. EDEN was in a more conciliatory mood at the beginning of the 
intervening meeting. He said that he expected that basis could be 
found on which the United States and the United Kingdom could 
agree. 

Mr. Duties emphasized that the United States did not want to 
encourage regionalism. 

*Minutes of this discussion as recorded by Mr. Hartley are annexed. [Foot- 
note in the original; see memorandum of conversation, printed as annex 1 to 
these minutes. ]
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Mr. Even remarked that God knows we were as well aware as he 
as to how the world would react to a provision which was as potenti- 
ally regional in character as the draft which the United States had 
produced in the meeting just adjourned. He said that he had no 
objection whatever to the desire of the Senators to safeguard properly 
the right of action through the Inter-American System. 
_ Mr. Strerrrnius expressed his deep regret at the way things had 
gone. He-said that it had been intended that Mr. Dunn should see 
Sir Alexander before the meeting at 2:30 and show him the draft. 
There had been an unfortunate slip on this. The pressure of time 
had made it impossible for Mr. Dunn to get together with Sir Alex- 
ander, consequently the United Kingdom Delegation had very un- 
fortunately not had an opportunity to see the draft before the meeting 

began. = | 

a [Annex 1] | 

Memorandum by Mr. Robert W. Hartley of the United States 
Delegation of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, Saturday, 
May 12, 1945, 3+ 30 p.m. - 

Present : | 
United States—Secretary of State Stettinius, and Delegates, 

Advisers and Experts of the United States Delegation 
United Kingdom—Foreign Minister Eden, and members of the 

| Delegation, Technical Advisers and Experts. — 

Subject: United States Proposal on Regional Arrangements and the 
Right of Self-Defense. | 

This conversation was held immediately following the adjourn- 
ment of the meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the Big Five. 

In opening the discussion, THe SrcreTary oF State said that he 
wished to make clear to Mr. Eden that there had been no thought on 
the part of the United States Delegation in presenting its amend- 
ment on regional arrangements and self-defense (See Annex A ®”) 
of trying to impair the effectiveness of the proposed international 
organization. However, he said, the United States Delegation was 
faced with a.very practical problem. There was the internal prob- 
lem in the United States of trying to put a treaty through the Senate, 
and unless some method was worked out by which the Inter-American 
System was interlocked into the world organization without impair- 
ment of that System, there was a good possibility that the treaty could 
not be approved. At this point, Senator VANDENBERG said it was 

* Annex A not printed; for text of proposed amendment, see ante, p. 691, last 
paragraph.
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not only a question in the United States alone, but also a question 
of approval of the world organization by the other twenty American 
republics. 

_ Mr. Epen stated that he was quite happy to accept the French 
amendment (See Annex B **) in this matter and thought that 1t would 

be sufficient. : | 
Sir ALEXANDER Capocan then said that as a result of his study of 

the French amendment and the United States proposal (Annex A) 
he would like to suggest another way of handling the situation, by 
replacing the proposed United States amendment to Chapter VIII, 

Section B by the following: | 

“Should a breach of the peace arise out of a dispute or situation | 
still under consideration by the Security Council or shall a sudden 
and unforeseen breach of the peace occur, any member state has the 
right to take measures of self-defense. If the Security Council should 
be unable to take a decision on the measures to be undertaken to 
restore the situation, the members of the organization reserve to them- 
selves the right to take such action as they shall consider necessary 
for the maintenance of right and justice.” 

After a brief study of this document, Tur Secretary pointed out 
that its provisions did not specify that the self-defense measures to 
be taken could be taken either individually or collectively. Sir ALEx- 
ANDER replied that, in his opinion, such a specification of that right 
was unnecessary; all that was necessary, he said, was to assert the 
right without stating that it was to be exercised either individually 
or collectively. It was perfectly clear, he said, that if the Security 
Council were unable to act, the right of self-defense was perfectly 
open to an individual state, which state could exercise that right indi- 
vidually or in combination with other states. 

Mr. STAssEN, in commenting upon the new British text as proposed 
by Sir Alexander, pointed out that it had some of the defects of the 
proposed French amendment in that it opened very widely the field 
for the exercise of the right of self-defense. 

Mr. PasvotsKy, in commenting upon the new British draft, com- 
pared it with the proposed United States text (Annex A) and pointed 
out that under the United States proposal, the Security Council would 
be given full opportunity to act. : 

Mr. EpeNn, in meeting these preliminary criticisms, said that the 
draft prepared by Sir Alexander was only a suggestion and that he 
thought it might be well to allow the technical experts “to have a go 
at it” in order to try to clear any obscure points. 

As a general comment, THE Secretary pointed out that what was 
of most concern to the United States Delegation was that the United 

anes B not printed; see ante, p. 691, paragraph beginning, “Mr. Stettinius 
said”. .
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States should have full opportunity to act in the event of an attack on 
Jatin America. Mr. Eprn replied that it was his concern that not 
only the United States should have such a right to defend itself against 
such an indirect attack, but that the United Kingdom should have the 
same right. In this connection, he cited the position of Great Britain 
in the event of an attack on Turkey by Bulgaria, the latter acting 
perhaps at the instigation of the Soviet Union. He said that if such 
an attack occurred, Great Britain, as a matter of self-defense of the 
Empire, wished to have the opportunity to act at once. 

Sm AtexanperR Cadogan pointed out that under the new British 
text, action could be taken in a breach of the peace without too close a 
definition of the circumstances under which that action should be 
taken. He made the point that he wanted the Security Council to 
have the chance both to act and to examine the case. Also, he said he 
found the United States draft faulty in that it left open the problem 
of defining the aggressor state. 

Mr. Duss stated that the United States proposal attempted to de- 
fine aggression in terms of “armed attack” and in this way it was 
hoped to avoid the problem of trying to define aggression as such. 

Sir ALEXANDER reiterated his feeling that the Security Council should 
have the opportunity to determine the circumstances of an armed at- 
tack without trying to write any such close definition into the 
provisions. a —_ 

Mr. Duis said that it was not only a question of the Security 
Council having the opportunity to act, but it was the question of the 
United States carrying forward within the new world organization 
its traditional policy of the Monroe Doctrine as expanded and further 
defined in modern times; that the United States now regards an at- 
tack on any one of the American Republics as an attack upon the 
United States, and in that event the United States wished to exercise 
collectively its right of self-defense. Sir ALEXANDER countered this 
with the example of two American Republics fighting each other, and 
pointed out that it was his desire to give the Security Council a chance 
to act in such circumstances; that it was not just a question of pro- 
viding against an attack against the Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. Rocxereier said that one of the matters of concern to the 
United States Delegation was the attempt to avoid the misuse of the 
veto power in the Security Council by which the Security Council 
would be powerless to act, in the event of an attack on any one of the 
American Republics, because of the veto of one of the permanent 
members of the Council. He also pointed out that the inclusion in 

‘the Charter of some language along the lines of the proposed United 

States amendment would be of great psychological value, bearing as 
it would upon the feeling of security of the other American republics 
and their willingness and desire to participate in a world organization.
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Mr. Even said that this psychological effect. of the United States 

proposal was precisely the one which he most feared. He said that in 

Europe it would open up wide the field for regional arrangements un- 

dertaken without the approval of the Security Council. In such an 

event, he said that the question raised by the proposal became, indeed, 
a very vital one, and that his apprehension as to the inclusion of any- 
thing along the lines proposed by the United States was based on the 
highest world politics. Mr. Epen spoke very eloquently of his fears 
in this connection, stressing repeatedly his view that any provision of 
this kind would raise some very crucial problems in forming the pro- 
posed world organization. 

Mr. Duties said that he did not think it was a question of the 
American Republics alone and their participation in the world organ- 
ization that was involved, but that it was also the question of the 
tradition of the Monroe Doctrine in United States foreign policy. 

Tur Secretary then pointed out that in the Covenant of the League 
of Nations there had been a special provision exempting the applica- 
tion of the Covenant to the policy of the Monroe Doctrine. Further- 
more, the Secretary said, in view of Mr. Eden’s strong views in this 
matter, he thought that it might be well to attempt a new draft of a 
provision which would incorporate both the American and the British 
text. a | 

At this point Mr. Rockerexuer stressed the fact that it was to the 
interest of the United States, and of the world organization as well, 
that there should be a strong system of Western Hemisphere defense. 
He said that such a system, if properly integrated into the world 
organization, would be almost indispensable to the successful func- 
tioning of that organization, and he cited the resources and manpower 
that would be available from the other American Republics. __ 

Mr. Epen said that, speaking quite frankly, he was not impressed 
by the military contribution such as the other American Republics 
might make to the world organization at this time. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY then advanced the suggestion that it might be 
well to take the Four-Power amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, 
paragraph 2, dealing with enforcement measures under regional ar- 
rangements, and add to that an exception for the Monroe Doctrine. 
Mr. Epen then recalled that this particular Four-Power amendment 
had a time limit to it and that that would not seem to meet the issue. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that it might be well to put into 
the charter at some point an exemption for measures taken under 
the Act of Chapultepec. Mr. Srassen then said that in his view such 
an exception for the Act of Chapultepec would be going too far; that 
what he wished to see was any such exception limited only to defensive 
action. a
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SENATOR VANDENBERG then proposed an additional wording to the 
Four-Power Amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2, 
somewhat along the following lines (underscoring indicates additional 
words proposed) : 

“The Security Council should, where appropriate, utilize such ar- 
rangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. 
But no enforcement action should be taken under regional arrange- 
ments or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Security 
Council with the exception of measures against enemy states in this 
war provided for pursuant to Chapter XII, paragraph 2, or, in re- 
gional arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive policy on 
the part of such states, until such time as the Organization may by 
consent of the Governments concerned, be charged with the responsi- 
bility for preventing further aggression by a state now at war with the 
United Nations, and with the exception of measures taken in self- 
defense against armed attack in accordance with Part I, paragraph 3 
in the Act of Chapultepec, until such time as the Organization may, 

by the consent of the states concerned, be charged with this function.” 

Following a very brief discussion of this newest proposal by Senator 
Vandenberg, Mr. Jepp said that still he thought that the French 
amendment was better because the freedom of action under it was 
oreater. Mr. Pasvotsky said that it was his principal criticism of 
the French amendment. It was “wide open”; it enabled complete 
freedom of action by a state, and in acting under it a state could 
legally wreck the proposed international organization. Mr. Pasvor- 
sky then called attention to the fact that the text originally proposed 
by the United States (See Annex A) arose out of the inherent right of 
self-defense and that it was this residual right of self-defense which 
was to be protected under the wording of the original United States 
amendment. Mr. Pasvotsxy said that the original United States 
amendment. would be limited to armed attack and would thus limit 
freedom of action which states could take, so that it was not as “open” 

an amendment as might appear at first glance. 
In answer to Mr. Pasvolsky’s point, Mr. Even cited again the 

specific case of the position of Great Britain in the event of a Bul- 
garian attack upon Turkey, and the Soviet Union’s vetoing measures 
by the Security Council. Under such circumstances, he said he wanted 
Great, Britain to be free to act and to take such measures as it might 
deem necessary for its self-defense in the Middle East. 

In arguing the case for the original United States amendment 
(Annex A), Mr. Pasvonsxy pointed out that the good features of it 
were that it placed the major powers on their good behavior; that 

the bad features were that in the event of a veto in the Security 

Council, member states were free to act. He said that it would be 
impossible to permit complete freedom of action without smashing
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the entire international organization; if such an event were to be 
avoided, it would be better to limit the right of self-defense along the 
lines of the United States proposal. oo 

Mr. Eben said. that, in his judgment, the United States proposal 
could not apply in the case of an attack upon Turkey such as he 
cited, and that the United Kingdom could not—acting under the 
United States proposal—come to the aid of Turkey in self-defense. 
Mr. Pasvotsky then inquired as to what other basis the United States 
had had for acting under the Lend-Lease Act.® | | 

Tuer SEcrETARY made clear that he was sympathetic to the position 
taken by the United Kingdom, but that at the moment both Delega- 
tions faced the very practical problem of finding a formula which 

would satisfy the American Republics and which would, at the same 
time, avoid impairing the efficiency of a world-wide international orga- 
nization. Mr. Dutzes said, that in his view, Mr. Eden wanted to go 
further in his proposal than the United States did and that if he under- 
stood correctly, Mr. Eden disliked the United States proposal because 
of its limitations on the right of self-defense. Mr. Srassen stated 
that with a proviso such as suggested by the British draft, the inter- 
national organization would fail before it started; that the British 
amendment could not be written into the Charter without destroying 
the Organization in advance. 

Tue Secretary said that he thought it might be well to try to 
bring the discussion to a focus by asking the Delegations to prepare 
a new draft upon the basis of the British amendment and the United 

States proposal. There followed a brief discussion of the advisability 
of attempting such a redraft. In this discussion, Mr. Pasvotsky 
made the point that if it were to be decided to give all member states 
complete freedom of action when the organization failed to take ap- 
propriate measures, then why should the British proposal be concerned 
with what the arrangements would be in the event that such action 
had to be taken by the member states. Mr. Eprn replied that the 
French amendment was better in this respect by not specifying in 
detail what arrangements would follow. Mr. Pasvorsxy disagreed, 
stating that in his view the United States draft provided for this 
contingency in a much better fashion. 

Also from this discussion arose Mr. Eden’s point that self-defense 
in modern Europe was a difficult term to define, and that attempts 

to specify in the Charter those conditions under which such self- 
defense measures could be taken would raise many difficult issues. 

Mr. Duties made the suggestion that a new redraft might be 
attempted, taking part of the newest British text and the proposal 

made by Senator Vandenberg to add additional language to Chapter 

® For text of the “Act to Promote the Defense of the United States”, approved 
March 11, 1941, see 55 Stat. 31.
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VIE, Section C, paragraph 2. Tue Secretary. said that he thought 
it might be well if such a redraft were attempted, and then he raised 
the question as to whether the British Delegation could accept a 
reference in such a redraft to the Act of Chapultepec. Mr. Enen 
and Sir ALEXANDER indicated that they would rather not have such 
a direct reference but would prefer to have more general language. 
Mr. Even especially made the point that if a reference to the Act of 

Chapultepec appeared in the document, this would precipitate addi- 
tional requests for the inclusion of references to the Arab League, 
etc. Mr. Enrn inquired as to whether the Latin American Republics 
specifically wanted an inclusion in the Charter of a reference to the 
Act of Chapultepec as proposed in the United States amendment. 
Tux Secretary informed him that the Delegations of the American 
Republics had not yet been shown the amendment and, therefore, he 
could not reply to Mr. Eden’s question. | 

Meanwhile, Mr. Jess had been developing a new draft of a proposed 
text and accordingly he suggested a new paragraph 12, Section B, 
Chapter VIII along the following lines: 

“Nothing in this Charter should invalidate the right of self-defense 
against armed attack, either individual or collective, in the event of 
the Security Council failing to-take the necessary measures to main- 
tain or restore international peace and security. Measures taken in 
the exercise of this right shall be immediately reported to the Security 
Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsi-. 
bility of the Security Council under this Charter to take at any time 
such action as it may deem necessary in order to maintain or restore 
international peace and security.” . | | oe 

Tue Secretary said that he felt that a draft based on Mr. Jebb’s 
proposal could well be developed by six o’clock when the five Foreign 
Ministers were to meet again. SENATOR VANDENBERG, however, ex- 
pressed some doubts as to whether such a statement would be accept- 
able without a specific reference in it to the Act of Chapultepec. Mr. 
RockEreLiER also said that such a specific reference would have a 
tremendous effect. | 

Mr. Even suggested that the technical experts be permitted to re- 
draft something based upon the discussions that had been held and 
suggested that he and the Secretary meet again at 5:45 p. m. for a 
fifteen-minute review of the draft prior to the meeting of the five 
Ministers at six o’clock. This was agreed to and the conversations 
formally ended at 4:30 p. m. | 

(Nore: Subsequently, working together during the next hour, the 
technical experts of the British and United States Delegations worked 
out a new draft shown in Annex C ”,) 

© For text, see first quoted paragraph of minutes of informal drafting session, 
printed as annex 2, below.
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[Annex 2] 

Minutes of Informal Drafting Session, by Mr. Robert W. Hartley 

With the return of Mr. Eden and Mr. Stettinius the following 
draft * prepared during the interval was considered: 

“Nothing in this Charter impairs the inherent right of self-defense, 
either individual or collective, in the event that the Security Council 
has failed to maintain international peace and security and an armed 
attack against a member state has occurred. Measures taken in the 
exercise of this right shall be immediately reported to the Security 
Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsi- 
bility of the Security Council under this Charter to take at any time 
such action as it may deem necessary in order to maintain or restore 
international peace and Security”. 

It was suggested by the United States that in addition to this pro- 
vision a specific reference to the Act of Chapultepec be inserted in 

Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 1. Mr. Dutzzs had prepared 
the following draft for this purpose: 

“Nothing in the Charter should preclude the existence of regional 
arrangements or agencies or collective arrangements like that con- 
templated by the Act of Chapultepec for dealing with such matters 
relating to the maintenance of international peace and security as 
are appropriate for regional action, provided such arrangements or 
agencies and their activities are consistent with the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the Organization... The Security Council should encourage 
settlement of local disputes through such regional arrangements or 
by such regional agencies, either on the initiative of the states con- 
cerned or by reference from the Security Council.” 

Mr. Epen found the general draft acceptable, but he objected to 
the proposal to make a reference to the Act of Chapultepec in Chapter 
VIII, Section C, Paragraph 1. Senator VANDENBERG insisted on in- 
cluding a reference to the Act of Chapultepec. He said that a Senate 
reservation would be necessary if this were not done. Mr. Enen said 
he would have no objection to such a reservation. 

Mr. Sterrinrus inquired whether he should say at the beginning of 
the meeting at six o’clock that this was a joint draft. Mr. Enren 

thought that it could be said that we had agreed on this as far as it 
goes. 

It was agreed that Mr. Eden should ‘present the draft and should 
say that he and his colleagues had been trying to work something out 
which might be acceptable as a basis for discussion. They had worked 

out this draft and had just had time to show it to Mr. Stettinius. Mr. 
Stettinius would say that we had had a chance to look at the draft 
briefly and that we liked it so far as it goes. He thought progress 

" Draft prepared for a new paragraph 12 at the end of section B, chapter VIII.
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had been made and he was well pleased. He would say however 
that we must find some way to include the Act of Chapultepec. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 3 (Parts I and If) 

Minutes of the Third Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 
Proposed Amendments (Part IT), Held at San Francisco, Satur- 
day, May 12, 1945, 6 p.m. 

[Unofficial Notes] 

- Meeting reconvened at six o’clock. | a 
Present : Same persons as at the meeting at 2: 30. 
Mr. Even opened the meeting by saying that he had been working 

with his colleagues since the meeting at 2:30 and they had produced 
a draft which they wish to submit for consideration and discussion. 
He had had just a moment to show it briefly to Mr. Stettinius before 
the meeting began. 

Mr. STETTINIUS said that he had only had a chance to glance at the 
draft which Mr. Eden had mentioned. He said that his reaction was 
favorable as far as the draft went. He wished to emphasize that in 
view of the commitments made by the United States at Mexico City 
the United States Delegation attached great importance to mention 
somewhere in the document of the Act of Chapultepec. Mr. Dulles 
handed Mr. Stettinius a draft of Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 
1 which he had sketched out proposing to insert in that paragraph 
the phrase “or collective arrangements like that contemplated by the 
Act of Chapultepec”. 
AmBassapor Gromyko said that on first glance he would say that 

the proposal presented by Mr. Eden comes much nearer the ideals 
and principles of the proposed Organization as understood by his 
government. However, he would naturally have to have time to 
study the draft. 
AMBASSADOR Koo said that his reaction was favorable. Out of this 

draft he thought we might be able to get something that might be 
acceptable. 

Mr. Bipautr said that he had nothing to say against the British 
formula. However, it was his impression that the draft said some- 
thing that was self evident. In case of aggression any state has the 
right of self defense. That was why the French Delegation had con- 
sidered that something along the lines of Article XV of the League 
Covenant * was desirable. It was this that the French Delegation 
had sought to embody in its draft. 

” Article 15, paragraph 7 reads as follows: “If the Council fails to reach a re- 
port which is unanimously agreed to by the members thereof, other than the 
Representatives of one or more of the parties to the dispute, the Members of the 
League reserve to themselves the right to take such action as they shall con- 
sider necessary for the maintenance of right and justice.”
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Mr. Sretrintivs said that he wished to emphasize the informal and 
preliminary character of this consultation among the five powers. 
He was greatly encouraged and felt that since the group convened 
at 2:30 good headway had been made. At this point he read the 
draft which had been handed to him by Mr. Dulles proposing the 
incorporation in Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 1 of the phrase 
“or collective arrangements like that contemplated by the Act of 

Chapultepec”. : 
Mr. Duties reminded the group that the United States and nine- 

teen other American Republics had joined in signing the Act of 
Chapultepec. In the draft presented by the United States we had 
referred definitely to action like that in the Act of Chapultepec. We 
must include the Act of Chapultepec somewhere in the draft. This 
he thought was a possible place. 

Mr. EvEN expressed appreciation to his colleagues for giving atten- 
tion to the draft which had been so hastily prepared and which he 
had submitted. It would not be possible to resolve this question at 
the moment but he said that he thought this represented a step in the 
right direction. He thought that perhaps better progress might be 
made without him. The group unanimously took exception to this 
statement by Mr. Eden. Mr, Sterrinius suggested that this matter 
be taken up again on Monday.®? He expressed deep appreciation to 
Mr. Eden for his support and expressed deep regret at his prospec- 
tive departure. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: U.S. Min. Cr. 38 

Minutes of the Thirty-Fighth Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 14, 1945, 9: 06 a.m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (36) present at meeting. | 
The Secretary called the meeting to order at 9:05 a. m. 

ReeionaL ARRANGEMENTS 

‘Tun Secretary reported on the five-power consultation of Satur- 
day, May 12, stating that the British had turned down the proposed 
new paragraph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B, which read as follows: 

[Here follows text identical with that printed on page 691.] 
Mr. Eden had felt that the inclusion of this paragraph would com- 

pletely destroy the organization and others had agreed with his views. 

After the meeting had broken up, the members of the Delegations 
had worked all Saturday afternoon and met again at 6:00 p.m. when 
Mr. Eden presented a new draft. Senators Connally and Vandenberg 

May 14. .
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had been most helpful in convincing Mr. Eden of the importance of 
this paragraph and he had departed saying he was no longer worried. 
Tue SECRETARY now referred to two papers both dated May 14, 1945, 
which were before the Delegation, one a revision of the proposed new 
paragraph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B, and the other a proposed 
revision of paragraph 1 of Chapter VIII, Section C. These read as 
follows: 

Cuapter VIII, Secrion B 

New Paragrapn 12 

[Here follows text identical with that printed on page 705.] 

| Cuaprer VIII, Secrion C 

PaRAGRAPH 1 

[Here follows text identical with that printed on page 705.] 

Tue Secretary stated that Mr. Eden had accepted the new para- 
graph 12 but was not keen on the revision of VIII, C, 1, with its ref- 
erence to the Act of Chapultepec. Senator Connatty said that VIII, 
C, 1 in its original form was encouraging to regional arrangements. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that after thinking about the matter 
over the weekend, he believed that if Mr. Rockefeller and the Latin 
American Delegations are agreeable, it would be better not to identify 
the Act of Chapultepec. His reason was that such identification might 
lead to endeavors to identify the Arab League and other regional or- 
ganizations. SENATOR VANDENBERG went on to say that he had re- 
marked to Mr. Eden that the U.S. Senate would have to make a 
reservation with respect to the Monroe Doctrine and Mr. Eden thought 
that would be all right. In view of this, Taz Senator wondered 
whether that would not be a better procedure than to identify the Act 
of Chapultepec, provided it was reasonably satisfactory to the Latin 
Americans. There was some discussion also of the possibility of the 
Delegation adopting a resolution about a reservation on the Monroe 
Doctrine. | | 

Upon Tue Srcrerary asking whether Senator VANDENBERG thought 
a reservation by the Senate would be necessary, the latter replied that 
he did. 
Coneressman Broom thought that Senator Vandenberg’s proposal 

constituted a better way to handle the matter, as then there would 
be no discussion at the Conference of other regional bodies such as 
the Arab League. Upon being asked for the view of the military, 
Mr. Gatss stated that as yet he had no comment to make on Senator 
Vandenberg’s suggestion. ApmiraL Hepsurn added that at the time 
the U.S. Delegation reached San Francisco it had approved the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals without any reference to the Act of Chapulte- 
pec. This reference was introduced only as the result of the Latin
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American views. He hoped that they could accept Senator Vanden- 
berg’s proposal. | 

Mr. Stetrinius remarked that we were in no position as yet to go 
forward with a Committee meeting at 10:30. Smnaror VANDENBERG 
agreed and both remarked that it was necessary to get the Latin 
Americans together quickly. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY remarked that if we make a unilateral declara- 
tion it will not be binding but will rest only on our own strong right 
arm. SENATOR VANDENBERG said we must stall today, since we cannot 
go. ahead with other big four proposals until this is settled even 
though the Soviets approved. Smnator Connatty said that the big 
question was: Would. the Latin Americans accept this solution? 
SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired just exactly where we stood with the 
Latin Americans; he pointed out that the new language of VIII, B, 12 
clearly removes the veto. Would the Latin Americans be satisfied ? 
Mr. HackwortrH commented that he thought they would be if the 
U.S. makes it clear that they feel this language clearly covers the 
matter. Mr. Sretrinius said he felt they ought to take it. 

Mr. Armstrone asked why it was necessary to tell the Latin Amer- 
icans that we intend to make a reservation on this matter and Com- 
MANDER STASSEN replied that we can certainly tell them that in our 
opinion this covers the Act of Chapultepec. 

Mr. Gates posed a question as to our freedom under this provision 
in case a fleet had started from abroad against an American repub- 
lic, but had not yet attacked. To this Commanper SrasseEn replied 
that we could not under this provision attack the fleet but we could 
send a fleet of our own and be ready in case an attack came. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG inquired what difference there was between our 
text and the Eden draft which makes Mr. Eden like the latter better. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG replied that the Eden draft would cover the 
right to take action in support of another country; for example the 
U.K. could support Turkey if she should be attacked by Bulgaria. 
SENATOR ConNALLY and Mr. Dutzzs explained that Mr. Eden’s mo- 
tives were (1) a desire to avoid referring to regional agencies which 
would be dangerously limiting, and (2) also to leave leeway for other 
regional organizations. Mr. Armstrone inquired whether this then 
meant that we were pushing the U.K. into a stronger position and Mr. 
Bowman replied that that was so only if an armed attack had 
occurred. 

In reply to S—NaTOR VANDENBERG’S inquiry as to the French reac- 
tion, Mr. Duwn said that M. Bidault had liked it and would abandon 
his insistence on his position. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that it was important to see some of the 
Latin Americans before talking to the other three sponsoring powers 
and France again.. These Latin Americans should include the Co-
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lombian Foreign Minister as well as Padilla and a few others. Mr. 
Duttes thought the Eden draft not quite as satisfactory as the original 
American text, as the narrowing expression “armed attack” applies in 
this draft both to the individual and collective rights of self defense. 
He felt that the individual right should not be curtailed in any way. 
In reply to a query from Mr. Gates he said that the Eden draft cov- 
ered the right of a Latin American state if attacked by another. 

It was agreed that Mr. Gates should phone Mr. McCloy for his 
views and that the Secretary and Senators Connally and Vandenberg 
would try to get together with a small group of Latin Americans about 
2:30 p.m. Mr. Dunn remarked that the Soviet and French reactions 
could not be obtained today and, in reply to a query from Dr. Bow- 
man, said that he thought the idea of a separate protocol by the five 
covering their understanding about the Act of Chapultepec would be 
very dangerous. Mr. Bowman said there was no way to make valid 
a protocol signed only by the five and Senator Connatyy thought the 
protocol would be fatal. Mr. Earon said he had always been opposed 
to the protocol as well as to the naming of the Act of Chapultepec. He 
asked why we should fool ourselves; if an armed attack should come 
from abroad we would take action in any case. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY would prefer to leave out the word “armed” 
and Mr. Sretrinius replied that there would be many refinements 
of language before a document was finally agreed upon. SEnaTor 
ConNALLY commented that we have not done a thing to abrogate 
or modify the Monroe Doctrine. We certainly have not done so in 
so far as our power to enforce that document is concerned. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG sald that hitherto our veto in the Security Council had 
been a guarantee that the organization could not take action against 
an American republic and that with the present arrangement we have 
closed the last loophole. 

The Delegation agreed to reject the insertion in paragraph 1 of 

Chapter VITI, C of the words “or collective arrangements like that 
contemplated by the Act of Chapultepec.” 

SECRETARY’S Proposep Press STATEMENT oF Human Ricuts * 

ELECTION OF SECRETARY GENERAL a 

ConGrEsSMAN Bioom stated that there had been discussion in his 
Committee (II/1) regarding the relationship of the Security Council 
and the Assembly in regard to the election of the Secretary General. 
It was agreed that the Security Council should nominate the Secretary 
General for election by the Assembly and that the Mexican proposal 

* For statement on human rights made by Mr. Stettinius at San Francisco on 
Mav 15, see Department of State Bulletin, May 20, 1945, p. 928. - 

* Doc. 295, II/1/11, May 14,, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 317.
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in this regard is acceptable provided that the Security Council 
majority should be 7 and not 6. Mr. Broom remarked that the Aus- 
tralian proposal is impossible and after Mr. Korscunte, at his request, 
had read the Mexican proposal, he announced that the U.S. would 
tell the Mexicans we would accept it in committee with the change 
mentioned above.°*® oO 

ARRANGEMENT FOR DIscussION IN THE DELEGATION OF IMPORTANT 

Issuzrs PENDING IN COMMITTEES. | 

: Report To Press on Stratus or Recionay Issvz 

Tur Szcrrrary asked'whether he should say anything to the press 
about the status of the regional discussions. -CommaNnbER STAsseN 
thought that the whole story should be given on a background basis 
but Senator VanpENBERG thought it should come from him and 
should not be detailed. Snator Connatty said that in his opinion 
the less that was said now the better and asked what really could 
be given out at the present time. To this Tur Srcrerary replied 
that the press contend that they can obtain all the background infor- 
mation they want from the British, but none from us, and added that 
that is not a desirable situation. Senator VANDENBERG said that he 
thought that as soon as we know that we are in the clear—that is 
that the Latin Americans are reasonably satisfied—we should give 
out the text. It was agreed not to make any statement until after 
the forthcoming discussion with the Latin American representatives. 

NEw ZEALAND AND CANADIAN AMENDMENTS IN Committee III/3 

SenaTOR CoNNALLY brought up the New Zealand proposal in Com- 
mittee III/3 regarding the role of the Assembly in enforcement 
action.*’ He said that he and Commander Stassen were opposed to 
this amendment and had assumed that this was the Delegation’s 
view. THE SECRETARY said that it was. 

Senator ConNnauuy then mentioned the Canadian amendment * 
to allow states not members of the Security Council to sit as voting 

members when the use of their forces is under consideration. He said 

* The Mexican amendment proposed that the Secretary General be elected 
upon nomination by a simple majority of the members of the Security Council; 
the Australian amendment proposed that he be elected by the Assembly subject 
to confirmation by a majority of any seven members of the Security Council and 
a majority of ten members of the Economic and Social Council (Doc. 294, IT/1/10, 
May 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 323). 

"The New Zealand delegate submitted a motion at the fourth meeting of Com- 
mittee III/3 on May 10 “that this Committee express its approval of the plan 
that in all matters of the application of sanctions, military or economic, the 
Security Council associate with itself the General Assembly” (Doc. 231, III/3/9. 
May 11, ibid., vol. 12, p. 295). 

8 Tdid., p. 297. 

723-681—67——-49
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that the British are somewhat sympathetic to the Canadian position 
and appear willing to soften the present provision to accommodate 
them at least part way. SeNator Conna.tiy thought, however, that 
we should oppose even this. 

It was agreed to oppose both amendments. 

PRoceDURE IN VoTING ON AMENDMENTS IN COMMITTEES _ 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:25. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Amer Rep Min 1 

Record of First Informal Consultatwe Meeting With Chairmen 
of . Delegations of Certain American .Republics,® Held at 
San Francisco, May 14, 1945, 2:30 p.m. . 

. [Informal Notes] . . 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including chairmen of 
delegations of the United States (ten additional members of the dele- 
gation), Brazil, Chile (one additional delegate), Cuba, Colombia, 
Mexico, Peru, and Venezuela. | - 

Mr. STETTINIUs opened the meeting by saying that since his recent 
consultation with the Foreign Ministers? the American Delegation 

had been studying this question day and night and had made good 
progress. He had before him a paper which he wished to give the 
Ministers for their private and confidential study. In order to handle 
this matter in such a way as not to cause jeopardy to the success of the 
San Francisco Conference, it was essential that this matter should be 
kept confidential and not given to the newspapers. It would, of 
course, cause the gravest embarrassment in other relations with other 
states participating in the Conference, especially the other sponsoring 
powers, if the matter should become public prematurely. 

Mr. STETTINIUS emphasized that it was just as important to the 

United States to have the inter-American system continue and suc- 
ceed as it was to any of the American Republics. The United States 
is determined to maintain so far as is within its power the military, 

political, and economic solidarity of this Hemisphere. We are con- 
stantly working in that. direction. | | 

Since the discussion of this regional question came up Mr. 
STETTINIus said that there had been so much public agitation of the 
question that the United States is being charged with departing from 

* This was the first of three informal consultative meetings with the Latin 
American diplomats, held in Mr. Stettinius’ apartment in the Fairmont Hotel, 
May 14-20. 

* For Mr. Stettinius’ summary report to the President on a May 8 meeting with 
the Latin American Foreign Ministers regarding the place of the inter-American 
system in the World Organization, see footnote 41, p. 642.
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the idea of world organization and the idea of President Roosevelt for 
the establishment of a world organization to keep the peace. Mr. 
STETTINIUS said that 1t would be a tragedy to have the San Fran- 
cisco Conference jeopardized by this issue. He knew that the Foreign 
Ministers did not like some of the events in Europe any better than he 
did, but it is essential that we have a world organization for the main- 
tenance of peace and security. . 

At this point the Secretary distributed three papers (copy at- 
tached) : (1) Chapter VIII, Section B, New Paragraph 12, first ver- 
sion; (2) Chapter VIII, Section B, New Paragraph 12, second ver- 
sion; and (8) Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 1.2. After reading 
the first version of.the proposed new paragraph 12 of Chapter VIII, 
Section B, Mx..Srerrinivs said that the proposed draft of paragraph 

- 1 of Chapter VIII, Section C, was a companion piece with this—the 
two would go together. He said that the second version of the new 
paragraph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B, involved a refinement in 
the language of the first seentence worked out by some of his 
colleagues. | 

Mr. Dunn remarked that the second version pointed out more 
clearly the responsibility of the Security Council to take action. 

Mr. Dutzxs added that it avoided a specific reference to the possi- 
bility of the Security Council failing to maintain peace and security. 
Some have thought that it would be better not to mention the possi- 
bility of failure. The substance of the first and second version is 
the same. 

Mr. Dunw added that the second version might have a better psy- 
chological effect. 

SENor Papitits (Mexico) said that the drafts presented impressed 
him very favorably on first reading. He thought that the formula 
would take care of the interest of the inter-American system. He said 
that he would like to suggest the addition of one word in Chapter 
VITI, Section C, paragraphi. In the last sentence following the word 
“encourage” he would insert the words “and support”, so that the 
sentence would read: “The Security Council should encourage and 
support settlement of local disputes through such regional arrange- 
ments or by such regional agencies, either on the initiative of the 
states concerned or by reference from the Security Council.” 

SeNor Fernanpez (Chile) said that he thought the right ideas 
were in these drafts. The final wording of the Charter would need 
to be worked out later. He understood that the word “shall” would 
be used in the first line of paragraph 1 of Chapter VIII, Section C, 
in place of the word “should”. He was assured that this was the case. 

* For texts of the three papers, see (1) p. 691, last paragraph; (2) p. 705, first 
quoted paragraph; and (8) p. 705, second quoted paragraph.
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SENATOR VANDENBERG made a statement at the request of Mr, Stet- 
tinius.. He said that his position was well known and that the Min: 

isters were well aware of how sympathetic he was to the inter-Amer1- 
can system and to its maintenance in complete and effective operation. 
He said that he had been driven to the reluctant conclusion that if 

the Act. of Chapultepec is to be identified in the Charter we will have 
to identify other regional agreements by name. We would then wind 
up, if we identify the Act of Chapultepec by name, with a long list 
of other identifications. He thought that we had done nothing for 
the Act of Chapultepec if in addition we have to include along with 
it the names of a number of other agreements. It would almost ruin 
the unity of our undertaking if this should happen. : | 
_ Senator VANDENBERG said that he would prefer to rest on either 
the first or second version of the new paragraph 12 of Chapter, VIII, 
Section B. He would be willing to guarantee that the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee in making its report to the Senate on the 
Charter would specifically spell out the meaning which the United 
States Delegation attaches to the language used in the new paragraph 
12, . , 5, | 

It would be stated that the collective action referred to in this 
paragraph had reference primarily to action through the inter-Amer- 
ican system under the Act of Chapultepec and such treaty as might 
be negotiated to carry out the Act of Chapultepec. With this dec- 
laration of the interpretation by the United States of this provision 
he thought that we would be better off not to identify the Act of 
Chapultepec by name. The language of the new paragraph 12 gives 
us everything that we want and assures the United States and the 
other American Republics of the right to take necessary action in 
the event of an armed attack against one of them. This would not 
in any way impair the idea of global security. 

Tue Senator concluded by saying that it would be no satisfaction 
to the American Republics to have the Act of Chapultepec bracketed 
with other regional agreements of much less stature and importance. 

Mr, Sterrinivus observed that a further consideration in this con- 
nection was that it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to 
be sure of getting the other powers to agree to the inclusion of the 
Act of Chapultepec in paragraph 1 of Chapter VIII, Section C. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that if we stand on either the first or 
second version of the new paragraph 12 we get everything that we 
really want and we have not challenged the unity of the world effort 
for the establishment of an organization for the maintenance of peace 
and security. He would guarantee that the report of the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee would spell out by interpretation the mean- 
ing of collective action.
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' Mr. Sterrinius enuorsed the statement made by Senator Vanden- 
berg. | 

SrNor Camarco (Colombia) said that he did not think it was pos- 
sible to omit the Act of Chapultepec from Chapter VIII, Section C, 
paragraph 1. It was essential that the Act be mentioned in order to 
assure that there be no question of its consistency with the principles 
of the Charter. As far as the United States was concerned a state- 
ment of the character suggested by Senator Vandenberg would be sat- 
isfactory, but this would not take care of the question of the interpre- 
tation put on this provision by the rest of the world. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that if the United States and the 
other American Republics understood each other, it did not matter 
what attitude other countries take. : : 

Mr. Srerrinius said he wished to raise the direct question whether 
the American Republics wanted world organization or whether they 
wanted regional organization. . : 

SeNor Camarco (Colombia) said that the American Republics 
wanted a regional organization which would operate within the frame- 
work of the world organization. =~ Fs , 

Mr. Srerrinivs said that this matter must be very clearly under- 
stood, that the primary goal was world organization, and that the suc- 
cess of the San Francisco Conference must not be: impaired by any 
exaggerated emphasis on regionalism. Se 

SeNor Camarco (Colombia) said that it was his view that all re- 
gional arrangements should be approved by the world organization 
both now and in the future. Tomorrow or the day after a group of 
states might get together, enter into a regional organization or-ar- 
rangement, and demand the same rights as the inter-American system. 
This should not be possible, It should be clear that any such organi- 
zation or arrangement would have to prove its consistency with the 
world organization. os 
_SeNor Fernanpez. (Chile) inquired whether the new paragraph 12 

of Chapter VIII, Section B, and the proposed revision of paragraph 1 
of Chapter VIII, Section C, were to be taken separately or whether 
they went together. Mr. Srerrinius replied that they were com- 
panion documents and would be proposed as a part of one formula. 
He said that Senator Vandenberg’s proposal was that we drop the 
proposed amendment of Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph1. Srn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG returned to the point that we could not guarantee 
getting the revision of Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 1. 

SeNor Parra-Perez (Venezuela) inquired whether regional organi- 
zations would be subject to approval by the Security Council. It was 
pointed out that this was clearly contemplated under the language of 
paragraph 1 of Chapter VITI, Section C. | |
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At this point one of the Ministers inquired about the possibility of 
a protocol giving the interpretation suggested by Senator 
Vandenberg. 

_ Mr. Strerrinius said that he could not understand why the proposed 
new paragraph 12 was not adequate if it were accompanied by a 
statement of the character proposed by Senator Vandenberg. He 
asked again whether the American Republics wanted a world organi- 
zation in which we would all have confidence or whether they wanted 
a regional organization. 

SeNor Camarco (Colombia) said that his point of view was defi- 
nitely not against world organization. He felt that every regional 
organization must have the approval of the Security Council 
and must be consistent with the purposes and principles of the 
organization. 

SeNor Parra-Perez (Venezuela) pointed out that there was a 
difference of primary importance between the inter-American system 
and other regional arrangements in the process of development. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that this was exactly his view and it was 
for this reason that he proposed [opposed?] having them bracketed 

together in the Charter. 
‘Mr. Srerrinrus inquired if Sefior Camargo understood that we 

have not obtained the approval of other governments for the papers 
under consideration. Sror Camareo said that he did. He thought 
that it was vital that any regional organization or arrangement 
should have the approval of the Security Council and that its aims 
should be consistent with those of the world organization. This 
should be true of organizations established in the future. To this 
Senator VANDENBERG agreed. SeNor Camarco inquired whether 
the pact entered into by the Arabic states would have to be approved 
by the Security Council. | 

Mr. Pasvortsxy pointed out that the inclusion of the name of the 
Act of Chapultepec in the Charter would constitute prior approval. 
However, it was clear that under Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 

1, new organizations or arrangements would be subject to approval 
by the Security Council. However, the procedure undoubtedly would 
be that such an arrangement or organization would be treated as 
consistent with the Charter of the organization unless the question 

of its consistency were challenged. 
In answer to an inquiry from Sefior Camargo, Mr. PasvorsKy said 

that. the Security Council would have the authority to determine the 
question of consistency. SrNor Camarco said that if the name of the 

Act of Chapultepec were not included, the consistency of the Act 
with the inter-American system might be challenged at a later time 
and the Security Council might declare it to be inconsistent with the



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 717 

Charter. It was pointed out that there was no likelihood of this 
happening with the United States having a veto in the action of the 
Security Council. 

SeNor Papmia (Mexico) remarked that the American Republics 
would not be internationally reassured unless the Act of Chapultepec 
were mentioned. He thought there might be two exceptions to the 
authority of the Security Council: one, the European mutual assist- 
ance treaties excepted by the joint Four Power amendment of Chapter 
VIII, Section C, paragraph 2; and the other, a special exception for 
the inter-American system. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG pointed out that the limitation of the ex- 
ception already proposed was to enemy states. Its purpose was con- 
fined to action for the control of Germany and Japan. 

SeNor Camarco (Colombia) said that this was not the question. 
The question here relates to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 1. 
He returned to his question whether under this provision later re- 
gional arrangements would be subject to approval by the Security 
Council. If the inter-American system were not mentioned it might 
be subject to disapproval by the Security Council. 

Mr. Pasvorsxky reiterated his statement that the burden of proof 
in such a case would be on others to show the existence of such incon- 
sistency and that there would be the safeguard of the veto of the 
United States. SrNor Camarco again asserted that what he did not 
want was that some day the Security Council should have an oppor- 
tunity to say that the inter-American system was inconsistent with 
the Charter. 

Mr. Sterrinius suggested that the Ministers might like to have an 
opportunity to discuss among themselves the formula which had been 
laid before them and to meet again later. He said that we must speed 
along on this matter, and: that rumors of the desire of the American 
Republics to build a fence around this Hemisphere were causing a 
great deal of damage. We cannot let the policy of hemispheric soli- 
darity interfere with a world system of security. SENATOR VANDEN- 
BERG indicated his wholehearted agreement with this and said that we 
cannot recede now from the program of establishing a world security 
organization. — | 

SeNor Frernanpez (Chile) said that the final issue was that— 
whether it would be possible to get agreement on mentioning the Act 
of Chapultepec in the Charter, or whether it would [be] more pref- 

erable not to mention it if other arrangements were also to be 
mentioned. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the Minister had put his finger 
right on the real issue. He said that he had discussed this general 
question with Mr. Evarr of Australia who indicated general satis-
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faction with it, but thought if such action were taken he would insist 
on the name of the Venezuelan-New Zealand Pact.® 

SeNor Papitza (Mexico) said that we are really concerned about 
the Act of Chapultepec because it represents the fruition of years of 
effort. Naming it here would give recognition to the Act and its 
importance to the American Republics. He thought, however, that 
inclusion of the word “support”, as he had suggested, in paragraph 1 
of Chapter VIII, Section C, would help the Latin American posi- 
tion a great deal. If this were accompanied by a guarantee from 
the United States of the existence and validity of the policy embodied 
in the Act of Chapultepec, the American Republics might be willing 
to refrain from insisting on the inclusion of the Act of Chapultepec. 

Mr. Srerrinius. referred to the assurance given by Senator Van- 
denberg. Mr. RockEFELLeR inquired whether this would be in writ- 
ing, to which Senator VANDENBERG replied that definitely it would. 
It would be embodied in a report of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee on the Charter. — : | 

SreXor Papua (Mexico) pointed out that if the Act of Chapul- 
tepec has no support from the Senate naming it here would be of no 
help. He asked if they could have a guarantee of specific support by 
the United States of the Act of Chapultepec. Senator VANDENBERG 
said that it was his understanding that the United States Delegation 
would be willing to issue a statement or adopt a resolution saying that: 
the collective action under the new paragraph 12 includes action under 
the Act of Chapultepec. : 

SmNor Beir (Cuba) said that this is just what was wanted. He 
said that the Act of Chapultepec synthesizes Pan American aspira- 
tions. of half a century. He emphasized that the policy of. inter- 
American solidarity as represented in the Act of Chapultepec has the 
support of the peoples of Latin America. | | | 

Mr. Rockeretier said that the possibility might be considered of 
having the Delegation prepare a resolution interpreting the new para- 
graph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B, along the lines indicated by 
Senator Vandenberg. The Ministers expressed approval of such a 
procedure. | | 

Seftor Papua (Mexico) said that it would be a poor gain for the 
United States if they should obtain the language of the new para- 
graph 12 and then find themselves standing alone in the Security 
Council. The continued support of the Latin American Republics 
was of great importance to the United States. In order to preserve 
the spiritual unity of the world the Charter of the new world orga- 

? Reference is apparently to the Australian-New Zealand agreement of 1944 on 
World Security Organization: for documentation on U.S. concern over this 
agreement, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 11, pp. 168 ff.
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nization must give evidence of the joint action of the American 

Republics. [ 
Mer. Srerrinius indicated his agreement with the general senti- 

ments expressed by Sefior Padilla. He suggested an adjournment 
and that the Ministers meet again at nine o’clock.* 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 39 

Minutes of the Thirty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 15, 1945, 9 a. m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (31) present at meeting. ] 
The meeting was opened by the Secretary at 9: 00 a. m. 

ProceDURE FOR EsrasBuisHiIne Posrrion or DenecatTion on Magor 
IssuEs 

Tue Srecrerary announced that Mr. Pasvolsky had said that we 
must take a position in the Delegation on about thirty open 
questions. ... : 

. . » Mr. Dutrss asked whether it would not be well for the Tech- 
nical Experts to make a brief report to the Delegation with their 
recommendations which could then be discussed. Mr. Pasvoitsky 
favored presenting arguments orally, particularly since he wanted to 
give the Delegation a survey of the arguments advanced in the meet- 

ing of the five. Tur Secrerary asked that a memorandum be cir- 

culated in addition to oral comments. He.hoped that it would be 
possible to go over all the material in the three scheduled meetings. 

_CoONTINUATION OF DIscUSSION oF REGIONAL PROBLEM 

Tue Srcrerary proposed a procedure for handling the regional 
question under which the Latin American Republics would receive: 

__ a. The text of Chapter VIII, Section B, new paragraph 12 (US 
Und 10, May 15, 1945 *) ; | 

b. The text of the Proposed Redraft of Chapter VIII, Section B, 
paragraph 3 (US Und 11, May 15, 1945 *) ; 

_ @. A proposal that “encourage” in Chapter VIII, Section C,’ be 
strengthened, with the technical advisers preparing an actual draft for 
recommendation to the Latin American governments; and 

d. A statement by the President calling for a conference of foreign 
ministers of the Latin American countries, September or October next, 

_ *No record of meeting found in Department files. | 
5U.S. Und. 10, May 15, not printed; for text released to the press on 

May 20, see Department of State Bulletin, May 27, 1945, p. 950. 
°U.S. Und. 11, May 15, not printed ; reference is made to section A, paragraph 3 

of chapter VIII; for text released to the press on May 20, see ibid., p. 949. 
"For text of May 15 draft of chapter VIII, section C, paragraph 1, see minutes 

of meeting of the United States delegation, May 20, 12 noon, p. 818.
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for the negotiation of a treaty to give permanence to the undertakings 
of the Act of Chapultepec (Statement by President, May 15, 1945, 
US Und 128)... : A | 

Mr. Broom questioned whether with so many other treaties coming 
up it was wise to make a statement at this particular moment regard- 
ing the negotiation of a treaty to implement the Act of Chapultepec. 
Mr. Dvuutzs indicated that the problem was that the Latin American 

countries were not. interested in any academic statement but were con- 
cerned to know whether we were going ahead with the negotiation 
of a treaty on a permanent basis. Mr. Buoom indicated that he had 
no objection to the basic idea but that he questioned the wisdom of 
bringing up at this time a matter still far in the future. Mr. Duties 
stated that this statement by the President was relevant now. It was 
the price we had to pay for omitting reference to the Act of Chapul- 
tepec in the document. Mr. Rockrretier thought it might be pos- 
sible simply to announce during the Conference that an Inter-Amer1- 
can Conference would be held in the fall. Tse Srcrerary questioned 
whether this was the proper time to mention such a Conference. SxEn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG stated that the truth of the matter was that the 
South Americans would not go home without mention of the Act of 
Chapultepec in the Charter or a statement that we would implement 
the Act of Chapultepec. Since we could not specifically mention the 
Act of Chapultepec in the Charter without becoming involved in the 
enumeration of other regional groups, including the Pan Arab League, 
and since this was impossible, the only answer was to go ahead with a 
promise to implement the Act of Chapultepec. | 

Mr. Broom questioned why the matter had to be brought up during 
the Conference. SENATOR VANDENBERG replied that it was necessary 
in order to have the Latin Americans come along. Mr. Bowman 
proposed that a statement might be made just at the close of the 

Conference. | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said he had gotten into the state of mind 

when he would like to see us quit rewriting every draft as a result of 
every little protest, establish our point of view and announce it. Tue 
SECRETARY commented that the position of the Delegation on the prob- 
lem now before it had changed twice since he last saw the papers. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed disapproval at having meetings of 
Advisers called to revise drafts agreed to by the Delegation. Tus 
SECRETARY indicated that he was getting quite discouraged at the diffi- 
culties of reaching agreement on this question. , 

Senator Connatiy asked whether he could raise a point concerning 
the amendment to Chapter VIII, Section B, new paragraph 12. He 

°U.S. Und. 12, not printed; for statement by the Secretary of State on this 
subject, which was released to the press in San Francisco on May 15, see De- 
partment of State Bulletin, May 20, 1945, p. 930.



‘UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 721 

questioned how this amendment should be handled in Committee 4 of 

Commission III where the Delegates worked along without drama- 
tics, without color, without anything but sweat! - | . 

Mr. PasvotsKy proposed that since the subject was already under 
discussion in Committee 4 the discussion should continue there. .A 
decision could be reached there that the best. way to handle this ques- 
tion would be in Committee 3. A recommendation could then be 
passed by Committee 4 that this paragraph be added to Section B. 

If Committee 3 was satisfied with the language then they could recom- 
mend it for the Charter: If not satisfied, a joint subcommittee could. 

be set up to iron out the differences. . 
Tur Secretary asked Mr. Rockefeller what had taken place in the 

discussion with Mr. Padilla after he had left. Mr. RockereLizr re- 
plied that he had not gone to the discussion, feeling that it would be 
more gracious for him to stay out of the way. He added, however, 

that the Latin American Ministers had indicated their agreement in 
general with the proposals made as long as something could be worked 
out that would preserve the best in the Inter-American System. On 
the other hand they did not wish to jeopardize the world organiza- 
tion. While not losing what is of value to us in this hemisphere they 
wished to act within the framework of the international organization. 

Tun Secretary asked why Mr. Padilla had urged the change of 
the word “encourage” to “support”. THe Srcrrrary added that he 
had said this after the Secretary had pointed out the phrase “collec- 

tive” would be interpreted to include action under the Act of 

Chapultepec and that this would be made clear in a Senate resolution. 
Tue Secretary indicated that it was most embarrassing to have the 
Latin Americans speak out the way they did. Mr. RockEFreLimr ex- 
plained that the difficulty was that the Latin Americans felt that our 
promises might be carried out or they might not be carried out. They 
were concerned whether the Secretary was speaking for the President 
and whether he was voicing the foreign policy of this government. 
They had some doubt as to our sincerity. 

Tue Secretary protested that of course the Secretary of State and 
the President could only speak for a limited time... Mr. Rocxe- 

FELLER pointed out that the Latin Americans had faith in the last 
war but that we dropped them and left them out in the cold. This, 
he said, had created a bitter reaction which he felt had something to 
do with the growth in Latin America of sympathy with the German 
position. : | 

Tue SrEcrerary indicated that his reaction to an announcement of 
calling a meeting of the Latin American Republics four months from 

the end of the Conference was not good. He was afraid that such an 
announcement, if the Conference was still going on, would be an un-
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pleasant shock, like pouring a bottle of cold water down everybody’s 
neck. The interpretation would be given to this announcement that 
we were calling a special conference for this hemisphere because we 
had no faith in the organization. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that the Secretary might be going a bit far. 

We have always talked about integration of the Act of Chapultepec 
with the General Organization. We could not do this at Mexico City 
and we recognized there that final integration could only take place 
after the Conference here. He thought we could announce the con- 
ference in such a way that it would be clear that we were quite properly 
putting the finishing touches on the integration of the Western Hemi- 

sphere with the General Organization. 

Mr. RockEFELLER suggested that Mr. Padilla might write the Sec- 
retary a note prior to his departure from the Conference stating that 
the Secretary had agreed to calling such a Conference. Tue SEcRE- 
TARY replied that our main problem was a political one to get the 
Charter through the Senate. He expressed fear that all this talk 
about hemispheric isolationism would build up a lack of trust in the 
world movement. In the last week he felt that emphasis had been 
taken off the world movement and directed towards hemispheric iso- 
lation. Lots of people were getting worried and at his last meeting 
with the Consultants the Secretary stated that there had been some 
very pointed statements. Mr. Rocxereiter stated that he was only 
interested in promoting a policy that would be to the best interest of 
the United States. He was acting on the assumption that unless we 
operated with a solid group in this hemisphere we could not do what 
we wanted to do on the world front. Txe Srcrerary said he thought 
that some of us had lost our perspective and that we ought to be per- 

fectly sure where we stood on this issue. It was significant he said 
to have Latin American representatives openly say that they had lost 
faith in the general organization, a statement made by the spokesman 

and backed up by at least two other speeches. : 
Senator ConNALLY asked whether the Latin Americans would be 

reassured if they were promised that an invitation would be issued. 
Mr. RocKkeEretier thought the matter could be handled so as not to 
jeopardize the general organization and that this was the basic ap- 

proach. Tur Srcrerary thought that some way should be worked 
out whereby invitations to the conference to implement the Act of 
Chapultepec could be issued after the Conference. 

Mr. Strassen pointed out that we were now involved in details on 
the periphery of a basic problem. We want a solid hemisphere and 
we want an effective general organization. Our problem is to pre- 
vent the lesser from interfering with the effectiveness of the greater. 
He stated that the question of negotiating a permanent treaty on the 
basis of the Act of Chapultepec was one which President Truman
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would have to decide. When that decision was made then the sec- 
ondary problem of timing could be considered. The problem was 
to be sure of our own policy. If we had an assured policy so that it 
was absolutely certain that ultimately we would support the nego- 
tiation of a treaty, then the fact that some Latin American repre- 
sentatives would have to go home somewhat uncertain as to how their 
people would react, would be unimportant. He proposed that in 
any event we should not go further from the standpoint of the Char- 
ter than the Vandenberg-Eden draft. On this we could take our 
stand while leaving the other problem to the President, it being one 
of highest national policy. 

THe SEcrETARY reported that he would have to meet with the Latin 
American representatives at 2:30. He asked whether the Delegation 
was willing to adopt the suggestion in the memorandum to the Presi- 
dent.° SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he was in agreement with 
Mr. Stassen that the fundamental question of the future of Chapul- 
tepec was none of our business. He pointed out that the Latin Amer- 
icans want to know whether we are going to keep our promise in the 
Act of Chapultepec. This was not a question on which the Delega- 
tion could pass. It was up to the President of the United States as 
the chief foreign political [policy?] officer to decide. 

Mr. ArmsTRONG indicated that one way of handling the matter 
would be to hold a press conference at which proper questions were 
planted. In answer to these questions the Secretary could go on 
record that nothing in the Act of Chapultepec collided with the Gen- 
eral Organization and that the implementation of the Act of Chapul- 
tepec would take place at a Conference in the near future. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG urged the Secretary personally to take 
charge of this whole matter as the first adviser to the President on 
foreign policy and to make plain our policy regarding the Act of 
Chapultepec. He felt it was time to stop quibbling and to make a 
decision. He urged that whatever we decided upon we then do with- 
out further delay. 

ApmirAL WiLLson pointed out that there will be other arrange- 
ments to be made following the negotiation of the Charter. It might 
be possible to mention the Act of Chapultepec in conjunction with 
these other arrangements. Incidental mention could be made of the 
implemention of the Act of Chapultepec to carry out the purposes of 
the Organization. In this way he felt the curse could be taken off 
the emphasis on regionalism. Mr. Rockrrerier thought this was a 
good idea. 

Mr. Hackworru thought the curse could be taken off if it was said 
that the Charter contemplates regional organizations and agencies 

° Draft memorandum for the President, May 8, not printed; for previous dis- 
cussion, see minutes of meeting of United States delegation, May 8, 5 p. m., p. 641.
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on the one hand and that the Act of Chapultepec on the other hand 
itself provides for integration with the General Organization. We 
could then say that a meeting would be called to bring the Act of 
Chapultepec into harmony with the General Organization. Tue 
SECRETARY thought there might be some value in the suggestion and 
asked the advice of General Embick. Genrrat Emptck thought there 
‘was some value in this approach believing that what the Latin Ameri- 
cans wanted was to have a meeting at which a treaty could be 
prepared. — 

SENATOR CoNNALLY asked whether the Latin Americans would turn 
down our compromise altogether unless they had this assurance by 
the President. SeNATOR VANDENBERG replied in the negative indicat- 
ing that they had not asked for this proposal. Tx Srcrerary indi- 
cated that he was not in favor of the draft memorandum as it stood. 
Mr. RockereLier explained that when he had proposed the omission 
of reference to the Act of Chapultepec the necessity had been created 
‘of searching for an alternative to satisfy the Latin Americans. In 
‘looking for this alternative this memorandum had been worked out. 
- Sznator ConNALLY pointed out that the Charter envisages regional 
organizations that could have plenty of authority. The only thing is 
that enforcement action would have to be approved by the Security 
“Council. Senator VANDENBERG noted that the Latin Americans 
wanted to have a regional organization that could take enforcement 
-action without approval. Tum Szérerary stated that this was im- 
possible, = Se | . 

- Mr..Srassen moved the first three items of the Secretary’s recom- 
mendation, a, 6, and ¢ and urged that a vote be taken. Tuer Srcre- 
rary polled the Delegation and all agreed to the motion. Senator 
Vanpenpere pointed out that these items alone would not work as we 
“would have to provide the Latin Americans with something to go 
“home with in the way of a word of assurance to their peoples. 

. Mr. Rocxere ier stated that, once the policy was settled, he and Mr. 

Dunn would prepare and bring back to the Delegation a proposal to 
implement that policy. an | 

* “Tm Srcrerary said he was opposed to the President proclaiming 
during the San Francisco Conference that a meeting of the hemisphere 
would be called. Srnator Vanpenpere and Sznaror ConnaLLy 
agreed that this would overdo the matter and Tuer Srcretary pointed 
out that there was already a lot of damage to repair. 

- Senator Connatry asked whether the Latin Americans really 
trusted us. Mr. Duties pointed out that the language of the Act 
of Chapultepec to the effect that the governments of the American 

Republics should consider the conclusion of a treaty raised the ques- 
_tion whether this Government was now favorable to or looked with 
disfavor on such a treaty. Mr. Rocxerenimr explained that the
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question was in the minds of the Latin Americans whether the changed 
circumstances since Mexico City have affected our decision. Doubt 
was raised in their mind by our position to exempt the European 
treaties directed against enemy states. Senator ConNALLY advocated 
that we hold to our position. | 

Tue Secretary asked what had happened to account for the lack 
of faith of our Latin American friends in the General Organization. 
Mr. RocKEFELLER replied that he personally had stood for nothing but 
what was in the interest of the United States. He favored only what 
was to our interests. Tue Srcrerary asked whether he would also be 
willing to say that the world organization was a matter of primary 
interest to us. Mr. RockErexier said he did believe that a world or- 
ganization was essential for our interests. Tur Srcrerary asked 
whether Mr. Rockefeller could get our Southern friends to say this. 
Mr. RockeFe_er replied in the affirmative noting that recently seven 
of those countries had voted against their own instructions. 

Mr. Dunn explained that three events had affected the attitude of 
the Latin Americans; one, the decisions taken at Yalta, two, hard 
sledding with the Soviet Union after they got to the Conference and 
three, the special exemptions for European treaties.. These events 
disturbed them and raised the question of our own confidence in the 
Inter-American System. Mr. Dunn felt that there was no question 
but what the Latin American representatives would prefer to have 

full faith in the Geperal Organization. _ re 
_.Tum Srcrerary reported that Mr. Savage had just talked to Mr. 
Hull. Mr. Hull had expressed the opinion that if we cannot check 
the tendency towards regional and national self protection the inter- 
national organization will gradually fade away. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG pointed out that he had consistently stressed global unity. THE 
Secretary added that he had done this also. Senator VANDENBERG 
replied that it was more significant that he had done it since he was 
the “old isolationist” ! ae 

Mr. Hacxwortu asked for one moment to present his opinion. He 
suggested the possibjlity of having Mr. Padilla as President of the 
Mexican Conference write to the Secretary asking him how it was 
now intended to implement the provision in the Act of Chapultepec, 
that it should be integrated with the General Organization. He sug- 
gested that the Secretary could then reply to Mr. Padilla that we 
intend to carry out the policy agreed to, and accordingly, a confer- 
ence would be called in the near future. Mr. Rocxerenzter thought 
this was not a bad idea and Smnator VANDENBERG and THE SECRETARY 
indicated a favorable reaction. | | 

*’ Ezequiel Padilla, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Mexico, served as perma- 
nent President of the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, 
Mexico City, February 21—March 8, 1945.
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PROVISION FOR THE GUARANTEE OF TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY 

Miss GILDERSLEEVE introduced the question whether the Delegation 
would agree to the inclusion in the Chapter on Principles of a state- 
ment regarding the preservation against external aggression of the 
territorial integrity and political independence of members. She 
pointed out that some such provision would mean an enormous 
amount to the small nations who want specific mention of this princi- 
ple in order to feel more secure. She asked for instructions on our 
position, in view of the New Zealand amendment“ which was being 
heavily pushed. Mr. Norrer pointed out that we were in a difficult 
spot. We interpret sovereign equality as embodying the principle 
of respect for territorial integrity. We consider the principle implicit 
so that it is difficult to answer the question why we object to spelling 
it out. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy pointed out that the Australian amendment” to 
Paragraph 4 was not too bad on this point in as much as it did not 
involve a guarantee of territorial integrity. This amendment read: 
“All members of the United Nations shall refrain in their inter- 
national relations. from the threat or use of force against the terri- 
torial integrity or political independence of any member or state, or 
in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United 
Nations.” = | ee | 

Senator VANDENBERG was afraid that this principle in any form 
would result in the freezing of Russian boundari& achieved by con- 
quest. Mr. Pasvorsxy pointed out that the Soviet Union was actually 
opposed to the inclusion of this principle. Mr. Dutwes noted that 
the Soviet Union had not yet completed its conquests. | 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE indicated that it was extremely difficult in the 
committee to take a firm stand against the demands of the smaller 
states in this matter. Mr. Norrsr pointed out that it might be well 
to develop a formula under which respect for external aggression 
against territorial integrity [would be safeguarded rather than terri- 
torial integrity ]** in general. 

Dean GILDERSLEBVE said she had a number of other items to raise 
including the question whether any reference should be made to 
respect for treaties or to an obligation on members to refrain from 
intervention, and the problem of enumerating human rights in the 
Charter. THs Srcrerary asked whether decisions on the first ques- 
tion raised by Dean Gildersleeve could be held off. Mr. Norrer 
suggested that it could be held off a day or two. Mr. SAanpirer 
pointed out that at the meeting at four o’clock with the principal 

* Doe. 2, G/14(f), May 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 486. 
* Doc. 2, G/14(1), May 5, ibid., p. 548. 
* Bracketed insertion on basis of draft report.
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advisers and technical experts in Room 462,“ the questions raised by 
Miss Gildersleeve would be considered in order to bring recommen- 
dations on them to the Delegation. : 

MEMBERSHIP IN THE ORGANIZATION 

Mr. Eaton noted that Committee 1, Commission II ?* had adopted 
the following draft texts on membership: : , 

_ “Members of the Organization are the signatories of the Char- 
ter whose ratification has become effective in accordance with 
Chapter XI.” , 

“Membership of the Organization is open to all peace-loving states 
which in the judgment of the Organization are able and ready to 
accept and carry out the obligations contained in the Charter.” 

Mr. Eaton pointed out that the problem was now up in the Sub- 
committee of II/1 whether there should be a withdrawal provision. 

He noted that it was the unanimous opinion of the members of the 
Subcommittee that members of the Organization should not have the 
right to withdraw. Mr. Sanprrer noted that the United States was 
not represented on this Subcommittee. Mr. Eaton replied that our 
position was still reserved on this question. , 
Tum Secrerary asked Mr. Sandifer whether we had not already 

made a decision in the Delegation on this question. Mr. Sanpirer 

replied that we had not reached a final decision but had agreed that 
we would consider our position on the matter of withdrawal in con- 
nection with any proposal for withdrawal made at the Conference. 
He added that while no proposal for withdrawal had been made 
Uruguay had proposed an amendment under which no members of 
the Organization would be permitted to withdraw.4* Mr. Bioom 
pointed out that in fact a state withdrew if it defaulted on its con- 
tributions for two years and he thought this could be used as an 
argument against claims for a provision on withdrawal. Senator 
VANDENBERG thought this was a poor substitute for withdrawal. Mr. 
Buioom said he was not proposing a substitute and that he did not favor 
withdrawal. Senator VANDENBERG said he wanted a provision for 
withdrawal. . It was agreed that further discussion of this matter 
would take place at the evening meeting. 

New Zeananp AND CanapiAN AMENDMENTS OF ENFORCEMENT 
PROCEDURES | 

Mr. Hicxerson pointed out that Mackenzie King had expressed 
the view that he could not return to Canada and secure the ratification 
of the Charter unless some sort of language was inserted by which 

“No record of this meeting found in Department files. 
* See summary report of sixth meeting of Committee I/2, May 14, 5:20 p. m., 

Doc. 314, 1/2/17, May 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 36. 
* Doc. 2, G/7 (a) (1), May 5, ibid., vol. 3, p. 36. 

723-681-—67——-50
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states contributing forces to the Organization would be consulted when 
they were used. He noted that the British were sympathetic to this 
proposal and that Mr. Jebb had made a modified Canadian proposal ” 
which was before the Committee as Chapter VIII, Section B (US 
Gen 103). Senator ConNnALLY noted that the New Zealand amend- 
ment ?® was now up, calling for Assembly approval by a majority vote 
of all Council decisions for enforcement except where urgency is 1n- 
dicated. Senator VANDENBERG, THE SECRETARY and Mr. DuNN sug- 
gested that this proposal should be voted down. Senator CONNALLY 
thought it would be a bad thing to accept the Canadian proposal to 
invite states in as voting members of the Council. He was afraid 
this would disturb the balance of a Security Council of eleven members. 
Mr. Eaton pointed that the Canadian problem was a political one 
at home. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that each member state had con- 
trol over the conditions under which it would supply forces by means 
of the agreement under which forces would be supplied. Mr. Hicx- 
ERSON thought it would be unsatisfactory to place a mandatory obli- 
gation upon the Security Council to invite in other states since this 
would greatly slow up the procedure. ._THr Secretary suggested that 
if anyone providing facilities for enforcement action could also come 
in and ask for a vote the situation would shortly: get out of hand. 

Senator CoNNALLY pointed out that this matter would be pressed by 
the Canadians. Mr. Hicxrerson noted that the only small country 
speaking on our side was Norway.’® He added that the vote would 
be taken today ?° on the New Zealand amendment. Tur Srcrerary 
asked for the views of the Military Advisers. Mr. Gates indicated 
his opposition to the Canadian proposal as well as to the New Zealand 
proposal, as did GENERAL EMBIok. : 

- Mr. Duttiss said we should not altogether ignore Canada’s political 
problem and that we should not be too arbitrary in this matter. Sxrn- 
ATOR CONNALLY indicated that he had no objection to states that were 
contributing forces being called in for consultation but that he did 
oppose their being called in asmembersofthe Council. oe 

ADMIRAL WILLSON commented that he had talked recently with a 
member of the Soviet Delegation who had reminded him that we 
had. opposed the international police force on the grounds that our 
system would actually be more effective. Now the Soviet Delegate 
found, what he had suspected earlier, that our system was not going 
to be very effective and wondered whether we should not give power 

to.an international police force. Mr. Dutzxs pointed out that in any 

“Doe. 2, G/14(t), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 590-591; also Doce. 281, 
ITI/3/9, May 11, ibid., vol. 12, p. 297. 

* Doc. 2, G/14(f), May 2, ibid., p. 488. 
* Doe. 2.G/7(n), (May 4, 1945), ibid., vol. 3, pp. 358 and 361. 
*® Doc. 355, III/3/17, May 16, ibid., vol. 12, p.326.
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event the main burden of enforcement action would presumably rest 
on the major powers.. Mr. Armstrong noted, however, that we have 
emphasized the necessity of provision of forces and facilities by the 
smaller states. = Oe . _ : . 

Tus Srcreraky asked if any other Adviser wished to speak on this 
question. Mr. Pasvorsxy suggested that Canada had a good point in 
stressing that consultation was necessary in order to assure effective 
operations by the Military Staff Committee. He would suggest that 
we oppose the particular method brought forward by the Canadians 
for handling this problem, but that we search for some formula to 
help Mackenzie King in facing the Canadian people... . 

Senator ConNALLy proposed that we vote against the Canadian 
proposal and consult further on a possible modification of it. Mr. 
Hickerson suggested that the question might well be referred to a 
subcommittee. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought we should express sympathy 
for the idea of finding a formula that would satisfy the Canadians. 
Mr. Hickerson said he had already expressed this attitude to the 

Canadians. Mr. Pasvotsxy.thought it should be stated on the record 
in the Committee. Tur Srecrerary indicated that Mr. Hiss had as- 
sured him that. no voting would take place in the committees that 
day on substantive subjects and that he did not think this matter 
would come up for a vote. Mr. Srassen and Senator VANDENBERG 
indicated that as far as they knew certain important matters were 
going to come up for a vote that day, after all. 

ss Sgcurrry Powers or tye GENERAL ASSEMBLY = 

Senavor VaNpEenserc indicated that a decision was imminent on 
the power of the General Assembly relating to the maintenance of 
international peace and security. “Mr. PasvorsKy offered a proposed 
Redraft of Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 1, US Gen 104, May 15, 
1945,2 worked out in the Subcommittee of Five. Mr. Pasvorsxy 
pointed out that this draft was generally satisfactory to the British, 
the Chinese, the Russians and the French. Mr. PasvorsKy ‘pointed 

out that the first paragraph was divided into two and that, words pre- 
posed by one of the Latin countries had been adopted in the first 
paragraph. He thought on the whole, with the added last sentence, 
the draft was clearly improved. He thought the last sentence spelled 
out in clear language the right of the General Assembly to be informed 
on all matters before the Security Council. This sentence, he said, 
was proposed by the British. Senator VanpEnseERG thought the draft 
was splendid and suggested that-he be allowed to, introduce. it in 
his Committee. Mr. Pasvorsxy said it was important to -assure-en- 
dorsement of our position by the other powers when this draft was 
introduced. He said he would raise the question of final approval 

71 Not printed. |
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of the draft in the Committee of Five immediately after this meeting 
and let Senator Vandenberg know whether he-could go ahead with 

the assurance of. the endorsement of the other four powers. He as- 

sured Senator Vandenberg that he would inform him by one o’clock. 
General approval was given to the draft as proposed by Mr. Pasvolsky. 

| - ‘Vorine Procepure IN THE CONFERENCE ”” 

| Drarr Repuy Concernine Freepom or COMMUNICATION 

Brief consideration was given to the adequacy of a Draft Reply 

to Letter of May 1 from Certain Publishers, Educators, Writers, 
and Churchmen Concerning Freedom of Communication, United 
States Gen 102.7, .. oO | 

PIcTURES OF THE DELEGATION a 

The meeting was adjourned by the Secretary at 10: 35 a.m. 7 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Amer Rep Min 2: 

Notes on Second Informal Consultative Meeting With Chairmen of 
Delegations of Certain American Republics, Held at San Francisco, 
May 18, 1946, 2:45 p.m. : | - 

[Informal Notes] , 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including chairmen of 
delegations of the United States (15 additional members of delega- 
tion), Brazil, Chile (one additional delegate), Colombia, Cuba, Mex- 
ico, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela. ] 
Tux Secretary or State opened the session with the remark that 

he wanted to reaffirm the statement made at the previous meeting 

that the United States desired to strengthen the inter-American sys- 
tem and to do nothing which might weaken it. Since the last meeting 
he had discussed the regional problem with other members of the 
‘United States Delegation and two drafts had been prepared which 
he wished to submit for their consideration. 

- The draft revision of May 15 of paragraph 3 of Chapter VIII, 
Section A, and the new paragraph 12 for Section B of the same Chap- 
ter *4 were distributed and were then read by the Secretary. 

Tue Secretary stated that after thorough consideration of all as- 
pects of the problem the delegation had come to the conclusion that 
it was not desirable to insist that the Act of Chapultepec be mentioned 

* With reference to memorandum on voting procedure, see Doc. 147, EX/8, 
May 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 480. 

* U.S. Gen. 102, not printed. 
“Drafts not printed.
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in Chapter VIII, Section C, but were in accord with Dr. Padilla that 
the word “encourage” was not adequate in the first paragraph of 
Section C. 

Tue Secretary prefaced his next remark with the statement that 
this was a private meeting and nothing of what was said in it should 
be made public. He then said that he wished to make a statement as 
Secretary of State of the United States and not as Chairman of the 
American Delegation. He informed the meeting that he had been 
in communication with President Truman and as a result of that con- 
versation was authorized to say to his colleagues that there would be 
no change in the Good Neighbor policy and that the Government of 
the United States looked to the strengthening of the inter-American 
system and would do nothing which might weaken it. It was the 
desire of the Government that the regional system should be inte- 
grated with the general organization and part of this process involved 
the implementation of the Act of Chapultepec in the form of a treaty. 
The United States is prepared to take the initiative to this end not 
later than autumn of this year. He believed that this step would 
fully meet the problem troubling the Latin American delegations as 
well as the problem confronting the United States, which was to 
strengthen the inter-American system without weakening the general 
organization. He expressed the hope that this statement of the. posi- 

tion of the United States would meet with the approval of his Latin 
American colleagues. a | : 

- Tue. Cotompian Foreien Minister inquired as to the meaning. of 
the phrase “resort. to’ regional. agencies or arrangements”. THE 
CuarrMan of the Cuban Delegation explained the significance of the 
phrase in Spanish. = . oo | 

THE Peruvian Foreian Minister inquired if they could communi- 
cate to their governments in confidence the statement made by the 
Secretary. Tum Secretary replied in the affirmative but cautioned 
that complete secrecy was imperative since public knowledge of the 
statement at this stage of the proceedings might have undesirable 
repercussions. | 
Tue Cusan Devecate inquired when they could release the Secre- 

tary’s statement. Mr. Sretrinius again made it clear that he had 
made the statement as Secretary of State and not as Chairman of the 
United States Delegation, but thought perhaps the statement could 
be released after the Conference. He reminded his colleagues that 
there were many matters to be implemented after San Francisco and 
mentioned specifically the question of contingents, bases, facilities, 

interim commission, location of organization, and relations with spe- 

cialized agencies. The problem referred to in his statement was only 
one of many to be implemented, just as at Mexico many things were 
agreed upon which required further action, including the Act of
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Chapultepec. He assured his colleagues that a statement would be 
made at the proper time and hoped that there would be no pressure 
for a premature release during the San Francisco Conference. _ 

Tue Cupan Detecare said that he and his colleagues would be 
placed in an awkward situation in the discussions relative to Chapter 
VITI, Section C. They had taken a decided position on the changes 
they considered necessary in this section, and approval of the present 
text without modification would be misunderstood. He felt that it 
was necessary for them to explain to their peoples just what was being 
done so as to avoid creating the impression that they had abandoned 
their position that nothing should be done to jeopardize the inter- 
American system. : = 

Tue Mexican Fortign Minister expressed general approval of the 
Secretary’s statement but considered consultations with their govern- 
ments necessary. He added that the efforts of the Latin American 
group on the problem before the meeting had not been dictated by self- 
ish aims but rather by a desire to improve and strengthen the system in 
a manner which would benefit not only the Latin American republics 
but the United States as well. The inter-American system had been 
built up over a great number of years and a peculiar kind of confi- 
dence had been created which would be necessary to the security and 
prosperity of the Western Hemisphere, even after the general orga- 
nization was created. Moreover, he agreed with the Cuban delegate 
that they had to face public opinion in their own countries. He did 
not see any incompatibility between the inter-American system and 
the general organization. They were moved by the desire to use 
the former for cooperative purposes to the maximum extent possible. 
There was a need to explain to all the peoples of America just what 
was being done to safeguard the system. It was of the utmost im- 
portance that the United States have the confidence of the other 
American republics, because he foresaw that the world might be 
divided into regions in which the American continent must be strong 
and united in all fields. It was not possible at this moment to have 
a full vision of future developments and he considered it necessary 
to have a stable hemispheric system based upon full mutual confidence. 
This was an element that could not and should not be ignored in the 
building of a new organization, particularly since this was a psy- 
chological moment, in which the eyes of all the world were turned 
upon San Francisco. Consequently, the approval of Chapter VIII, 

Section C, without a full explanation would not be understood and 
might give rise to undesirable consequences. Dr. Papiiua expressed 

himself as being very happy with the statement made by the Secretary 
and considered it a sound decision and that it would lead to much 
satisfaction and increased confidence once it was known publicly. 
This was definite assurance that there was every intention that the
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inter-American system would be kept and would not be sacrificed. 
We cannot destroy without adverse and even dangerous consequences 
what has been built up over the years. He expressed the opinion 
that in addition to the drafts proposed and the statement made by 
the Secretary it would be helpful to have an additional statement 
regarding the value of the inter-American system for the future of 

America. : : os 7 | 
SenaToR VANDENBERG stated that unfortunately he must leave the 

meeting but before doing so he wanted to say on:behalf of the United 
States that he warmly welcomed the sentiments expressed by Dr. 
Padilla and that in some future press conference it might be possiblé 
to say something along the line of what he had said. 

(At this point Senator Vandenberg left the meeting. ) : 
Ampassapor Betr again returned to the question of what the Latin 

American delegates should say when voting on Chapter VIII, Sec- 

tion C, indicating that he felt that he could not give the appearance 
of voting to destroy the inter-American system. THE SECRETARY 
inquired how his vote would destroy the inter-American system. THE 
AMBASSADOR replied that the two drafts gave no recognition to the 
inter-American system and the statement by the Secretary would not 

be known when the vote was taken. | 
CoMMANDER Strassen held that the new paragraph clearly gave us 

the right to negotiate a treaty implementing the Act of Chapultepec 
and that was all that was necessary at this point. Moreover, voting 
on Section C of Chapter VIII was an individual matter and if any 
delegate had made public commitments which would prevent his 
voting in its favor that was his concern. AmBassapor Ber replied 
that it was not an individual matter since the Latin American group 
had taken a definite position and must justify an apparent retreat 
from it. CommanperR SrassEn reaffirmed his opinion that the new 
paragraph offered the basis upon which the necessary action to imple- 
ment the Act of Chapultepec could be taken and that perhaps some- 
thing along that line could be said by the Secretary at some future 
press conference. 

Tue Formen MInister or VENEZUELA remarked that the new para- 

graph was included in Sections A and B of Chapter VIII and not 
in Section C and that consequently the latter Section read by itself 
might convey the wrong impression. 

SENATOR CONNALLY gave assurances that the United States Dele- 
gation fully recognized the difficulties confronting their Latin Ameri- 
can colleagues and that if the Delegation had the power to do so it 
‘would remove those difficulties. However, they should bear in mind 
that a great number of other nations were involved and that no one 
of them could get everything it desired. It was now clear, for one
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thing, that it was impossible to secure a specific mention of the Act 
of Chapultepec in the Charter. The new paragraph was based on 
an express recognition of the inherent right of self-defense. If the 
Security Council fails to stop aggression and there is an attack on 
any American republic or on the United States, adequate counter- 
measures can be taken. We have the right to say that the word “col- 
lective” in the new paragraph means the Western Hemisphere. S=n- 
ATOR ConNnaALLY stated that the United States must depend on the con- 
fidence of its Latin American neighbors—on their confidence that the 

United States was not going to allow interference by any outside power 
in the hemisphere. President Truman has told the Secretary of State 

that this Government will negotiate a treaty implementing the 
Act of Chapultepec in the near future and it was a question of their 
confidence and trust in the intention of the Government to give com- 
plete fulfillment to its word. He stressed that the United States is as 
much a part of the Western Hemisphere as its Latin American neigh- 
bors and reminded his colleagues that he had been at the Mexico 
City Conference and had there indicated his complete sympathy with 
all that was done to strengthen the inter-American system. He 
recalled that the Act of Chapultepec is a mere resolution or recom- 
mendation and requires implementation in the form of a treaty ratified 
by the individual nations. He gave assurances that a treaty 
would be negotiated which would convert the generalities of the Act 
into the realities of legal obligations. The United States wanted an 
over-all organization for peace and security but its creation required 
compromise with other nations. This, however, did not preclude a 
clear indication of the intention of the United States to implement 
the Act. He reminded them that the United States had not failed 
them before. Senator Connatiy concluded with an appeal to them 
to be sympathetic to the effort of the United States to harmonize 
the two great objectives of maintaining the inter-American system 
while doing nothing to jeopardize the general organization. This was 
but the beginning of world security which would take a more perfect 
form in the future and this could be brought about only through the 
assistance of the Latin American republics. oo 

Tus Foreign Minister or Mexico expressed his keen disappoint- 
ment that the splendid statement made by Senator Connally could 
not be made public. Amsassapor Betr stated that he had full faith 
and confidence in the United States and moreover that he considered 
that the Good Neighbor policy could not be overthrown because it was 
a policy of the American people. He reverted, however, to his pre- 
vious statement that he would find it very difficult to vote on 
Chapter VIII, Section C, without a public explanation. Dr. Paprwa 
indicated that the Latin American group would meet this afternoon



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 735 

where the problem would be discussed.”* Senator Connatiy asked 
Dr. Padilla to explain to the group that there are a lot of things that. 
we all wish to see in the Charter which we cannot put there because 
of other points of view. 

Tun Foreten Minister or Cotompia suggested that since there is 
now .an exception to the principle set forth in paragraph 2 of Chap- 
ter VIII, Section C, covering mutual assistance pacts he saw no reason 
why a reference could not be made in the same place to the provisions 
of new paragraph 12 in Section B. He stated that without some such 
reference, paragraph 2 of Section C might be misconstrued as not en- 
compassing paragraph 12. He suggested that perhaps rather than 
a mention by way of exception the phrase “and without.prejudice to 
the provisions of Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 12” might solve 
the difficulty. Commanpmr StassEeNn agreed with this suggestion but 
Mr. Dutzes pointed out that the collective defense concept in the new 
paragraph 12 1s different from the regional idea. | 

Tu» Corompian Foreign Minister stated that he could say for 
himself and he hoped for the other Latin American delegates repre- 
sented at the meeting that he-had full confidence and trust in the 
United States.and considered the statement made by the Secretary of 
State as completely satisfactory. He explained that all the efforts 
of the Latin American group at the Conference had not been merely 
for their own.benefit but, as had been stated by Dr. Padilla, for the 
benefit, of.the entire continent.. Latin America would always desire 
the fullest possible kind. of, cooperation with the United States in 
order that, the United States might bring the full force of its power 
and influence to bear on the solution of world problems. So far as he 
was concerned, personally, there was no need of any additional assur- 
ances or documents. The word of the Secretary, Senator Connally, 
andthe other members of the American Delegation was enough. 
However, he thought it was desirable to do whatever might be possible 
to dispel any suspicion among the peoples of the continent that the 
inter-American system was not being adequately safeguarded. He 
thought that they could safely leave this problem to the judgment 
of the Secretary, both as to the content of the explanation and the time 
of its release. Tur Sxcrerary expressed his gratification over the 
statement made by Sefor Lleras Camargo. Tur Foreign MINisT=R 
or Perv explained that he had wanted to send the statement to his 

** With regard to regional arrangements, Mr. Stettinius, in his daily message to 
the President, Mr. Hull, and Mr. Grew, on developments at the Conference (tele- 
gram 12, May 16), stated as follows: “The Chief Delegates from the other Ameri- 
can Republics met in the apartment of the Mexican Foreign Minister last evening 
and discussed the regional arrangements compromise. The Uruguayan repre- 
sentative strongly supported the compromise and the others accepted it. In- 
formal discussions with a large number of delegates from the other American 
Republics indicate that they accept the compromise proposal realistically.” 
(500.CC/5-1645)
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government to secure its full backing and support. He was confident 
that he would receive its full approval. He also expressed his grati- 

fication over the statement made by Senator Connally who had once 
more, as he had at Mexico City, convinced them of his Pan American 
sentiments. This was all he wanted to say pending the final word on 
the drafts after consultation with their governments. THE SECRETARY 
inquired how much time this would involve and stressed the need for 
prompt action. | | 

Tue Forretcn MInIsTer oF VENEZUELA expressed in the name of his 
country his absolute faith and confidence in the United States. He 
had experienced the most profound satisfaction and gratification over 
the remarks made by the Secretary and Senator Connally regarding 
the Good Neighbor policy and the friendship of the United States for 
Latin America. He stated that he was in a somewhat different posi- 
tion from his colleague from Colombia since he felt that. he could give, 
in the name of his Government, complete approval of the two docu- 
ments involved (new paragraph 12, Chapter VIII, Section B, and the 

additional clause in Section A, paragraph 3) and of the statement 
made by the Secretary. Tur Srcrerary explained that with respect 
to the change in Section C, paragraph 1, designed to strengthen the 
word “encourage” in accordance with Dr. Padilla’s ideas, the precise 
language would require further consultations. 
Tue Forreten MInNIstTeR oF VENEZUELA inquired as to the procedure 

by which the proposed drafts and the statement made by the Secretary 
might be communicated to the other Latin American delegations. He 
did not feel that the group at this meeting had a mandate to act as 
a unit in proposing these drafts. He thought perhaps an informal 
conversation would be the best procedure. 
Tue Secretary said that Mr. Rockefeller would be glad to join 

in a private meeting with the chairmen of all the Latin American 
delegations for a discussion of the proposals. 

Tue Minister or Foreian Arrarrs or Cute expressed his thanks 
for the statement authorized by President Truman on behalf of the 
United States Government. This demonstrated that the Good Neigh- 
bor policy was a reality not only in the minds but also in the hearts 
of American statesmen. He felt sure that he expressed the sentiments 
of the entire Latin American group in requesting the Secretary to con- 
vey to the President their appreciation of the statement and their 

confidence that a formula satisfactory to all would be found. 
CoMMANDER StTassEn stated that he wished his Latin American 

colleagues to know that he was in complete accord with the Secretary’s 
statement. SO 

The meeting adjourned at. 3: 45 p.m. |
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RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 4 . 

Minutes of the Fourth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 15, 1945, 

5 Dp. ™M. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
the delegations of the United States. (11); United Kingdom (4); 
Soviet Union (3) ; China (2); and France (5).] | 

Mr. Srerrinius opened the meeting by referring to drafts of three 
amended paragraphs on the regional question which the group had 
had under discussion previously. He first read the text of the new 
proposed paragraph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B (copy attached *). 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that the only change in this draft as compared 
with the one considered at the last meeting was the change to omit 
the use of the word “fail” with respect to the action in the Security 
Council. It was thought desirable not to use the term “fail” in this 
connection. The other difference was the change of the words “shall 
not” to “does not”. 

Mr. Srerrinius then read a proposed redraft of Chapter VIII, 
Section A, paragraph 3 (copy attached *). The change in this para- 
graph was the insertion of the phrase “resort to regional agencies or 
arrangements”. This change was merely intended to bring this pro- 
vision into line with the provision in Chapter VIII, Section C, para- 
graph 1, that the Security Council should encourage settlement of 
local disputes through regional arrangements or agencies. 

Mr. StTetrintivs read finally the proposed text of the first paragraph 
of Chapter VIII, Section C (copy attached 7°). He emphasized the 
proposed addition of a second. sentence as follows: “The member 
states comprising such agencies. or entering into such arrangements 
should make every effort to achieve peaceful settlement of local dis- 
putes through such agencies or arrangements before referring them 
to the Security Council.” In the last sentence he called attention to 
the insertion of the words “the development of peaceful” which would 
make the sentence read “The Security Council should encourage the 
development of peaceful settlement of local disputes”, etc. — 

Mr. Srertinivs said that the United States Delegation felt that 
these proposals taken as a whole would clarify and strengthen the 
role of regional agencies and arrangements in the peaceful settlement 
of disputes. At the same time the authority of the world organization 
with respect to enforcement action would be fully maintained. This 
the United States Delegation considered to be absolutely essential. 
Under these proposals if the international organization does not main- 
tain peace and security and an armed attack occurs the right of self- 

** Not printed. oo |
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defense would remain unimpaired. However, in case of any action 
taken in self-defense there would be an obligation to report such 
action immediately to the Security Council and this would not in any 
way affect the authority and responsibility of the Council to take 
at any time such action as it deemed necessary in order to maintain 
and restore peace and security. 
’ The United States Delegation believed that these provisions would 
furnish a sound and adequate basis for the integration of the world 
organization with regional agencies and arrangements. The Ameri- 
can Republics would be confronted at the San Francisco Conference 
with the problem of integrating the inter-American system with the 
new world organization. There remained the question for the United 
States and the other American Republics of the manner in which 
this should be done. This involved the question of implementation of 
the Act of Chapultepec. Mr. Srerrintus called attention to the fact 
that specific reference to the Act of Chapultepec had been dropped in 

the present drafts. He wished to make it clear that one of the steps 
envisaged in the conference held at Mexico City in March was the 
setting up at a later time the machinery to implement the Act of 
Chapultepec. It is the intention of the United States some time after 
the close of the San Francisco Conference to negotiate a permanent 
treaty pursuant to the Act of Chapultepec providing that an act of 

ageression against.one American Republic would be treated as an 
actofageressionagainstall = § 

Tuer SEcRETaRyY said that this was the end of his story. He hoped 
that we had found an acceptablesolutions = = = : 
Ampassapor Koo said that in the light of previous discussion his 

first impression was that this afforded a’ very happy arrangement. 
It seemed designed to meet the divergent views which have been ex- 
pressed and he thought that it worked out into a fair arrangement. 

Mr. Srerrintus, with the arrival of Sir Alexander Cadogan, em- 
phasized that the Act of Chapultepec was not mentioned in the pro- 
posed formula. He said that the Act would be implemented later as 
a means of giving effect to the historic policy of the United States in 
the Western Hemisphere. oe | 

Mr. Biwavtr said that he recognized that a great effort had been 
made to find an acceptable solution. He would be happy to study 

the drafts presented by Mr. Stettinius and thought that he might be 
in a position to give an answer tomorrow or the day after. 

Lorp Hatirax said that he had not been present during the earlier 
discussions of this problem. He could say without hesitation, how- 
ever, that so far as the British Delegation was concerned the sug- 
gested solution seemed to offer a fair and reasonable adjustment of the 
twin claims of regional and global security. He said that thanks 
were due to the ingenuity and industry of the United States Delega-
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tion in working out the proposed solution. Many would be gratified 
to see the absence of the Act of Chapultepec in the draft. He would 
say that the British would associate themselves with the proposal 
when it was brought forward. a 

Mr. Srerrinius inquired whether the proposed implementation of 
the Act of Chapultepec would affect this view. Lorp Harirax replied 
that it would not in any way affect the position he had stated. : 

Mr. STErrinrus expressed gratification at the favorable reception of 
the proposal. He thought that it. would be acceptable to most.of the 
American Republies.. He said that there had been so much news 
speculation and so much misinformation in the press that he would 
Jike to feel free to make the United States position known promptly. 
Srr ALexanper Capocan said that he thought there would be no objec- 
tion to this. He said that a solution was. very much wanted and 
that Committee 4 of Commission III was waiting anxiously for the 
proposal. oo oe | | 
Mr. Srerrintvs said that he thought it would help a great deal if 

the proposal could be put forward'‘soon. Srr AtexanpEerR Capocan 
hoped that this meant perhaps by tomorrow. a 
‘Mr. Sreriintes referred to the rules concerning the presentation of 
new proposals and raised the question as to the form in which these 
drafts should be brought forward. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that they 
should be brought forward as amendments to existing provisions or 
as amendments to other amendments which had been proposed to the 
section on regional procedures. He pointed out that the new para- 
graph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B, was in fact an amendment to 
the French amendment?’ on the same subject. The question was 
raised whether the matter could be brought up in the meeting of Com- 
mittee 4 scheduled for tonight at 8:30 p. m. Ampassapor Koo 
said that he could propose a postponement to the meeting until 
tomorrow. 

_ Mr. Sretrrinius remarked that Mr. Bidault and Ambassador Bon- 
net had a great deal to do in the next few hours in view of their 
prospective departure, and said that he would not keep the group 
longer. He regretted that Ambassador Gromyko had not been able 
to reach the meeting as it had necessarily been called on short notice. 
He said that he would explain the proposed drafts to Ambassador 
Gromyko and tell him about the discussion in the meeting. 

Nore: Mr. Stettinius presented the drafts to Ambassador Gromyko 
after the meeting. Tum Ampassapor said that he could not express 
his reaction to the drafts and that he would be glad to refer them to 
his Government for consideration. 

* Doc. 2, G/7(0), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 385. 
* Doc. 363, III/4/7, May 17, ibid., vol. 12, p. 674.
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Minutes of the Fortieth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, May 15, 1945, 6 p.m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (28) present at meeting. } 
Senator Connally presided during the absence of the Secretary. 

PROCEDURE FoR ComMITTEE Mrrrines 

SENATOR CoNNALLY noted that the first item on the agenda for this 
meeting was a report on the voting procedure for Conference commit- 
tees. Mr. Sanpirer called attention to the Memorandum of the Con- 
ference Secretariat |[Ex-Sec/8 “] with regard to procedure for con- 

ducting committee meetings. ... 

Derrutry SECRETARIES GENERAL 

SENATOR CoNNALLY called upon Representative Bloom for a report 
on the urgent business of Committee II/1 [Structure and Procedures 

of the General Assembly]. Representative Bioom reported that this 
Committee was now considering selection of the Deputy Secretaries 
General? Many Delegations did not want the number four specified 
in the Charter; also they wanted the Secretary General to appoint 
the Deputies rather than having them elected by the same procedure as. 
the Secretary General himself. Moreover, they objected to the three 
year term without the possibility of re-election. He wanted to get 
the advice of the Delegation on the position we should take in the 
Committee, and asked for guidance. 

SENATOR CONNALLY commented that the Secretary General was 
eligible for re-election and asked if what was wanted was a longer 
term. REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said there had been agreement on the 
three year term. Mr. Notrer said the term represented a compromise. 

Originally Russia had wanted two years and the United States five. 
SENATOR Connatty observed that five would really be better. Rzp- 
RESENTATIVE Bioom said that as far as his committee was concerned 
the main issue was whether or not the Deputies should be elected by 
the same procedure as the Secretary General himself. He called upon 
Mrs. Brunauer as the technical expert assigned to this Committee, to 
elaborate on the report. 

Mrs. Brunaver stated that there had been very strong opposition 
expressed, especially by Canada and New Zealand, to the proposals 
of the Sponsoring Governments with respect to the Deputy Secre- 
taries General. ‘hey had contended that the deveiopment of a strong 

” Doc. 832, EX-SEC/8, May 138, UNCIO Dcecuments, vol. 2, p. 559. Brackets 
throughout this document appear in the original except for one bracketed para- 
graph on p. 748. 

* Doc. 828 11/1/18, May 16, ibid., vol. 8, p. 331.
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and effective international civil service required that the Secretary 
General should have authority to appoint his own Deputies. They 
were also apprehensive lest the number four indicated an intention 
on the part of the great powers to dominate the Secretariat by assign- 
ing the top positions to nationals of the permanent members of the 
Security Council. The Canadian and New Zealand Delegates had 
also objected to terms of three years as being too short to permit the 
Deputies to function effectively especially since they were not to be 

eligible for, re-election. - : 
Mr. Sanpirer said he wished to call the attention of the Delegation 

to another problem, relating to the election of the Secretary General 
himself. The amendment proposed by the Sponsoring Governments 
to Chapter X, paragraph 1 stated “the Secretary General should be 
elected by the General Assembly on recommendation of the Security 
Council for a period of three years and should be eligible for re- 
election”.2!_ In Committee II/1 there had been considerable discus- 
sion aS to what vote would be required in the Security Council to 
recommend election of the Secretary General, and this Committee had 
decided that the recommendation should be made by any seven mem- 
bers of the Security Council.®” : 

RepresENTATIVE Broom stated that Mexico had proposed that the 
recommendation of the Security Council be made by a simple ma- 
jority,—six members. He thought that there was a very good chance 
that the Committee would have voted for the Mexican proposal. He 
did not want to see the United States defeated on this issue, and so 

he had suggested that the Mexican proposal be amended to read “a 
majority of seven members” rather than “a simple majority.” Mr. 
SANDIFER said that this question had come up in the group of advisors 
and experts which met that afternoon and he asked Mr. Hartley to 
explain the problem. | 

Mr. Harriey said that in the Committee of Five the British and 
Russian representatives had contended that the four Governments 
should stand by any proposals they had made jointly, unless they 
regained freedom of action as a result of consultation. They had 
been very much disturbed over the fact that Great Britain and the 

U.S.S.R. were on one side and the United States and China on the 
other on this issue. Mr. Sanpirer added that the Committee of Five 
had insisted that the vote in the Security Council for recommendation 
of the Secretary General should be the regular Security Council vote, 
including all the permanent members. He said that Representative 

* For the joint Four-Power proposed amendment to chapter X, section 1, as 
well as the four proposals by Australia, Honduras, Mexico, and Uruguay for 
amendment of the second sentence in chapter V, section B, paragraph 4 cocn- 
cerning election of the Secretary General, see Doc. 238, II/1/8, May 11, UNCIO 
Documents, vol. 8, pp. 502-503. . 

? Doc. 328, II/1/13, May 16, ibid., pp. 331-832.
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Bloom had brought this problem before the Delegation in the morn- 
ing meeting ™ preceding the session of the Committee where it was 
to be taken up, but that the Delegates had not realized its importance. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said that when you are in a meeting you 
feel that you must win if you possibly can. You cannot always ask 

instructions and if you cannot get instructions you have to do your 
best. Mr. Sanpirer read the following items from the Agenda for 
the Fifth Meeting of Committee II/1 [Document 294, IT/1/10, 
May 14, 1945.]: 

_ “A, Should the Secretary General be elected by the Assembly— 

_. 8 Upon nomination by a simple majority of the members of 
the Security Council. | | | 

5, On recommendation of the Security Council for a period of 
‘three years, the Secretary General to be-eligible for re-élection.” 

REPRESENTATIVE Buioom said that the Committee had voted that 

nomination by the Security Council should be made by a vote of 
seven members. This was a compromise proposition. Mr. Sanpirer 
said that under the Yalta formula seven votes in the Security Council 
would have to include the five permanent members. REPRESENTATIVE 
‘Broom said that the proposition in this form could never have gotten 
through the Committee. It was not unlikely, even, that in that. case 

the Committee would have voted that the Secretary General should 
be elected by General Assembly, alone, without participation by the 
Security Council. He said it was recognized in the Committee that 
Committee I/2 was dealing with the chapter on the Secretariat,* 

and that this motion constituted a recommendation to that Committee. 
Mr. Norrer said that there was a real problem here. The four 

powers had agreed on a certain procedure, and then the United States 
Delegate had taken a different line and the others did not like it. We 
have to decide whether or not we are going to stand by the other three 
on the position that voting in the Security Council must include the 
permanent members. RepreseNTATIVE Bioom said that they never 
would have gotten their proposal through this Committee. Dran 
(GILDERSLEEVE said she had considerable sympathy with Mr. Bloom’s 
position. She found it very difficult always to stick to the four- 
power agreements in the face of developments in committee meetings. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom said that the opposition on the subject of the 
Deputies proved that if the four power amendment had been put to 
a vote without any compromise, it would have been lost. 

8 For minutes of the thirty-eighth meeting, May 14, 9:05 a. m., see p. 707. 
** See agenda for sixth meeting of Committee I/2, Doc. 249, 1/2/18, May 12, 

UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 35; see also Doc. 501, I/2/30, May 23, ibid., p. 74, 
regarding the overlapping jurisdiction of various committees on the subject of 
the Secretariat.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 743 

Mr. Norrer said there were three alternatives now before the Dele- 
gates (a) this question could come up in Committee I/2 and the United 
States could change its vote there; (6) we could move for a recon- 
sideration in Committee II/1; or (c) we could let it go to Committee 
IIT/1 which had jurisdiction over the question of voting in the Secu- 
rity Council. ComMANDER STassEN said he thought the Coordination 
Committee could clear up any inconsistencies when the votes came in 
from other Committees. He was sure there would be numerous in- 
stances of conflict and inconsistency. He thought that Representa- 
tive Bloom and Dean Gildersleeve were working along the right lines 
in attempting to win the maximum support and gain as many friends 
as possible, and then to iron out any difficulties in making the final 
draft in the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Norrer said that the Committee of Five has been justified in 
raising the question about the action of the United States in this 
Committee because it had been agreed that each of the Delegations 
would consult with the others on such matters. He wondered if there 
might not be consultation among the Delegates of the Five Powers 
during the committee meetings. It was a bad situation, in a vote on 
a proposal to which all had agreed ahead of time, to have the United 
Kingdom abstain, the U.S.S.R. vote no, and China and the United 
States voting together on the other side. REPRESENTATIVE BLoom 
replied that it would be the worst possible thing to do to call for a 
consultation among the Delegates of the five big powers during the 
course of a committee meeting. CommaNnprr Stassen and Dran 
GILDERSLEEVE agreed with Representative Bloom on this point. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE BuLoom said that sometimes a division among the big 
powers was not a bad thing, especially when a vote was being forced. 
He asked Mr. Kotschnig, who was assisting him in this Committee, 
to comment further. 

Mr. Korscunie said that the Committee voted down the Honduran 
proposal that the Secretary General should be elected by the Assembly 
without recommendation or confirmation of the Security Council. 
The Australian Delegation had withdrawn its amendment [“subject 
to confirmation by a majority of any seven members of the Security 
Council and a majority of ten members of the Economic and Social 
council”}]. Then they came to the Mexican proposal [“upon nomina- 
tion by a simple majority of the members of the Security Council”]. 
It looked as though this proposal might carry if put to a vote. On 
the basis of the discussion of the meeting of the Delegates that morn- 
ing, Representative Bloom had proposed that this proposal be 
changed to a “majority of seven members of the Security Council.” 

Mr. Sanpirer said that this problem would have to be left for solu- 
tion to the Coordination Committee. It would of course come up in 
Committee ITI/1. He suggested, further, that a representative of the 

723-681—67——51
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United. States could reserve his position if he was in doubt about 
what the United States Delegation wished to do in a matter that came 
up in a Committee. : . : . 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom stated that he had been authorized. by the 
Delegation to proceed as he had. Mr. SaNpirer said it was true that 
the matter had been brought up in the Delegation meeting, but he 

believed the Delegates had not understood all the ramifications of the 
question. RerpresEnTATIVE Bioom said he had even gotten in touch 
with the Mexican Delegation following the advice given by the United 
States Delegation. : 
CoMMANDER Strassen said that he would like to have it suggested 

to the Conference Secretariat that they talk with Delegations pro- 
posing amendments, and ask them to refer amendments to other Com- 
mittees or withdraw them when they seem to be unsuitable for the 
the committees in which they were originally brought up. He thought 
this would save endless debate in the Committees; no Delegate likes to 
be licked and he is bound to fight hard for his proposal; this takes 
a great deal of time, especially in three languages. 

SENATOR ConnaL.ty said that the matter of voting in the Security 
Council lay within the jurisdiction of Committee III/1 *° and nowhere 
else. REPRESENTATIVE BLoom said he would be delighted to have the 

problem sent there. SrNAtToR CONNALLY said he would like to have it 
sent on to Senator Vandenberg. ComMANDER StTassEN said he thought 
it would be a good idea to tell the other four governments that we 
thought it would be better to have action on this matter in Committee 
III/1. Dean GIvpERSsLEEVE said she wanted instruction as to whether 

the representatives of the United States had to support to the last 
gasp all the propositions made by the Sponsoring Powers. SENATOR 
ConNALLY said that this must be done unless we could be released 
from our agreement after consultation. Mr. Norrer said we could 
not follow two policies at once. 

MR. SANDIFER suggested turning to the next question on the Agenda, 
which was the draft reply to the letter of May 1 from certain pub- 
lishers,. educators, writers, and churchmen concerning freedom of 
communication.* | 

Mr. JoHnson asked how the problem of voting in the Security 
Council should be dealt with in Committee ITT/1. Senator ConnaLuy 
said they could specifically take up this question of voting in relation 
to the recommendation for the Secretary General, and then let the 
Coordination Committee straighten out any inconsistencies. Mr. 
SANDIFER asked whether, if this question comes up in Committee III/1, 
the American Delegation will support the Yalta formula. Senator 
Conna.Ly asked whether the Delegation agreed to the recommenda- 

* Doc. 76, III/1, May 4, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 5. 
*% Not printed.
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tion of the experts and advisors with regard to the issues arising in 
Committee IT/1 °* on the election of the Secretary General. The Del- 
egates agreed to parts (a) and (6) of this recommendation [“(a) we 
should adhere to the position taken in the joint proposals of the four 
sponsoring governments, which specify that a vote should be a vote 
of seven including the votes of each of the five permanent members 
of the Security Council; (6) we initiate consideration of this ques- 
tion in Commission III, Committee 1, in connection with the related 
problems of voting procedure in the Security Council;”| 

FREEDOM OF COMMUNICATION 

Senator Connatiy called upon Mr. Sandifer to present the next 
item on the Agenda, the draft reply to the letter concerning freedom 

of communication.®” . . . , 

RECOMMENDATIONS ON PREAMBLE, Purposes, PRINCIPLES 

SENATOR CoNNALLY turned to the recommendations on the Basic 
Issues in Committee I/1 [Recommendations to United States Dele- 
gation on Basic Issues, Committee I/1, Preamble, Purposes and Prin- 
ciples **] Mr. Sanpirer said that in accordance with the decision 
taken by the Delegates in the morning meeting, he had called to- 
gether the advisors and technical experts working on matters pertain- 
ing to Committee I/1. The meeting had been interrupted by others 
that were scheduled later. Mr. Pasvolsky was able to be present for 
only a short time. The advisors had to go to another meeting half 
way through, and he himself had not been able to stay for more than 
a short time. Mr. Notter, however, had been present throughout the 
meeting and he might present the recommendations. 

Mr. Norrer called attention to the fact that eleven points were 
raised in this document, some being very important and some being 
quite unimportant. The first question was whether there should be 
both a Preamble and a chapter on Purposes. This matter had not 
been decided in the Committee of Five, but we wished to recommend 
that the Chapter on Purposes be retained and that there also be a 
Preamble even if there was some duplication. He said there was 
considerable British pressure for a separate chapter on Purposes in 
the Charter and he would like to have guidance from the Delegation. 
He, himself, thought that including the chapter on Purposes in the 
Charter would give it great strength. The Delegation agreed to the 
recommendation [“that a chapter on purposes should be retained to- 
gether with a preamble even though there may be some duplication 
between the two”’]. 

a Not printed. 
* Letter of May 1 from certain publishers, not printed. 
U.S. Gen. 110, May 16, not printed.
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Mr. Norrer presented the second recommendation with regard to 
a reference in the Charter to observance of treaties as an essential 
condition of international order. He said that the French were in- 
sisting on a statement with regard to the observance of treaties as a 
kind of mandate. It was the opinion of our group that there should 
be no other reference to this matter than in the Preamble and that 
the subject should be separated from references to human rights. 
CoMMANDER STAssEN asked why it should not be included in the 

Chapter on Purposes or Principles. Representative Broom com- 
mented that if it was in the Preamble it has nothing to do with the 
Charter and if we want it to be effective we should put it in the 
Chapter on Purposes. Dean GiLpersteEve asked why it could not 
be in the Chapter on Principles. 

SENATOR VANDERBERG said there were so many dubious treaties in 
existence, and more would be made in the near future, that we did not 
want to be tied to a hard and fast support of all of them. He said 
that was why he had tried to get into the Charter an authority to re- 
view treaties so that they could be changed peaceably. ComMMANDER 
STASSEN said that in any case we would want to respect treaties as long 
as they were in force. Representative Broom said that the refer- 
ence to observance of treaties would not be emphatic if it was only in 
the Preamble and not anywhere else in the Charter. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked why the Committee of Five recom- 
mended that this reference be put only in the Preamble. Mr. Norrer 
said they could not figure out why the French were pushing so hard 
for the statement, though he suspected it might be that they had their 
eye on the mutual assistance treaty with Russia. SeNAToR VANDEN- 
BERG said he agreed with that view of the situation. ComMANDER 
STASSEN said that if the French were pressing for a statement in the 
Chapter on Principles, it would be very difficult for anyone to be 
against it. 

Mr. Jounson asked whether the French Delegate in the Committee 
of Five agreed to recommend to his Delegation that they accept the 
proposal of the Committee of Five. Mr. Bowman asked that the 

exact wording of the French proposal be read. Mr. Norrer read the 
amendment proposed by the French Government to Chapter I, para- 
graph 1:* “to maintain international peace and security, in con- 
formity with right and justice, and to that end to take effective collec- 
tive measures for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace 
and suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace, 
and to bring about by peaceful means adjustment or settlement of 
international disputes which may lead to a breach of the peace, 
while bearing in mind that treaties bind those who have signed them 

° Dee, 2, G/7!a), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 383.
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and. that their observance constitutes one of the essential conditions 
of international order.” * 

Mr. Bowman said that this was a standard French legalism spelled 
out. It was partly a matter of holding down the tendency to support 
the movement by Senator Vandenberg to bring treaties under review. 
He thought they also had in mind the possibility of getting certain 
treaties signed before the Charter goes into effect, especially treaties in 
the Near East, including one with Syria before the mandate is trans- 
ferred or Syria made independent. He thought it was not so much 
a great moral principle that the French were trying to establish, as 
a measure to consolidate their own position through these treaties. 
It was essentially a combination of French foreign policy and French 
legalism. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE said that the French proposal was one that 
it would be difficult to stand up and object to. Mr. Bowman said he 
liked the phrase “due respect for treaties.” ComMANDER STASSEN 
said that he agreed with the idea of putting this statement into the 
Preamble rather than in the Chapter on Purposes or the one on Prin- 
ciples. Dran GItpersLEEVE and Representative Bioom said they 

did not agree with this recommendation. 

The Delegation voted 4 to 2 for approving the recommendation 
of the Committee of Five that reference to “due respect for treaties 
should be put into the Preamble and that any reference to human 
rights, which has been associated with this point, should be handled 
separately.” It was also agreed that there should be no other refer- 

ence in the Charter to respect for treaties. 
Mr. Bowman said that we should not stand for inclusion in the 

phraseology of the Charter of any general philosophical language 
about the sanctity of treaties. REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked 1f they 
wanted a statement on treaties in both Principles and Purposes. Mr. 
Norrer said that the French wanted to put it into the Chapter on Pur- 
poses. ComMMANDER STAsSEN said they did not want it in the section 
on Peaceful Settlement. Mr. Norrer said that the French representa- 
tive in the Committee of Five did not give the reasons for the French 
position, but he had said he would recommend to his Delegation that 
they agree to putting the reference to the observance of treaties in 
the Preamble. Representative Bioom said in that case he would have 
the recommendation read “only in the Preamble.” He said that he 
would like to reconsider the matter and have this phrase included. 
This point was agreed to by the Delegation. 

Mr. Norrer presented point C of the recommendations for Commit- 
tee I/1. [“The recommendation of the Committee of Five, that the 
Australian proposal should be accepted, is recommended. This pro- 

“ Passages in this document printed in italics are underlined in the original.
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posal to amend paragraph 4 of the principles reads: “4. All members 
of the United Nations shall refrain in their international relations 
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any member or state, or in any other manner 
inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.’ , 

SENATOR CONNALLY asked if there was any discussion. There was 
none, and since the Delegates raised no objection Senator CoNNALLY 
stated that this recommendation was accepted. . 

_ Mr. Norrer commented that there was considerable pressure in 

Committee I/1 for a stronger statement guaranteeing that the mem- 
bers would not use force against each other. He said that they would 
want the Organization to guarantee that assurance. a 

Mr. Notrer presented recommendation D [“that the Delegation 

accept the decision of the Committee of Five to oppose reference to 
non-intervention anywhere in the Charter.”] Dean GILDERSLEEVE 
_asked how this recommendation could be defended in the Committee. 
Mr. Hartuzy said that the problem arose out of defining what con- 

stituted intervention. At Dumbarton Oaks the British had con- 
tended that sometimes the failure to act is intervention. He said this 
matter did not cover the relations of the organization with domestic 
affairs. [Mr. Armstrong, Mr. Dulles, Mr. Dunn and Mr. Pasvolsky 
entered the meeting. | 

Mr. Bowman asked what Mr. Hackworth’s opinion was on this 
question of non-intervention. Mr. Sanpirer said that Mr. Hack- 
worth had not been consulted specifically on this point, but in general 
he approved of the principle contained in the recommendation. Mr. 
Bowman said that his opinion should be requested. 

[Here follows report by Mr. Dunn on developments with respect 
to the regional problem, in the meeting with the Chairmen of Dele- 
gations of certain American Republics, May 15, 2:45 p.m. (see page 
730); and the Five-Power meeting, May 15, 5 p. m. (see supra). | 

Mr. Dunn read the draft of the statement to the press. (Statement 

by the Honorable Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary of State, 
May 15, 1945, No. 25).44 When Mr. Duwn finished reading the state- 

ment, SENATOR VANDENBERG said he thought it was excellent. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN expressed satisfaction that it dealt not only with the 
problem of regional areas but also with the problem of self-defense. 
He thought it was the general view of those present that the state- 
ment should be gotten out before anything more was done to it. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY stated that the Delegation had accepted the 
recommendation of Committee I/1 subject to Mr. Hackworth’s ap- 

proval. The members of the Delegation concurred. ['The Secretary 

entered the meeting. | 

* Department of State Bulletin, May 20, 1945, p. 930.
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Tur Szcrerary asked whether the Delegation approved the state- 
ment on regional areas. He-said that the President had approved it, 

and he intended to release it to the press immediately. All the Latin 
Americans had accepted by this time. Mr. Pasvousky asked who 
had the master copy. Mr. Dunn said he had it, but that the Secretary 

would keep it in his hands. Tue Srcrerary said he thought all were 
satisfied; the British, Chinese, French and Latin Americans. The 
-US.S.R. had had no instructions. - | 

The meeting was adjourned until the following morning at 9 o’clock. 

500.CC/5-1545. TO | . | 

_ Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State 

- | [Wasuineron,| May 15, 1945. 

~The Swiss Minister *? called on me this afternoon at his request. 
In connection with the San Francisco Conference, the Minister 

wondered what the position of Switzerland would be in relation to 
the eventual world organization. I said it was hoped that all “peace- 
loving countries” would eventually become members of the organiza- 

tion and I supposed that of course Switzerland would be one of the 
first to be invited to join. The Minister said that this would be 
difficult in view of the fact that Switzerland’s neutrality is provided 
for by law and that in the case of Swiss membership in the League 
of Nations Switzerland had insisted upon a special clause providing 
that, in view of her neutrality, Switzerland would not be called upon 

to participate in sanctions against any country. He thought it would 
be impossible for Switzerland to become a member of the proposed 
world organization, in which Switzerland might be called upon to 
participate in the use of force against another country, which would 
violate her neutrality, and that if she were to join a special exception 
would probably have to be made in her case. He thought that Soviet 
Russia, which does not like Switzerland, might refuse to permit such 
an exception. I said that I could not answer this question in advance 
of the setting up of the world organization. 

JosEPH C. GREW 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 41 

Minutes of the Forty-First Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 16, 1945, 9 a.m. 

{Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (36) present at meeting. ] 

The Secretary called the meeting to order at 9: 00a. m. 

@ Charles Bruggmann.
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RECOMMENDATIONS ON PREAMBLE, PURPOSES AND PRINCIPLES 
(Commirtres I/1, US Gen 110, May 16, 1945) 

Tue Secretary stated that the Delegation had before it recommen- 
dations with regard to the amendments proposed by other countries 
and that the position of the Delegation should be established with 
regard to those proposals. He expressed the hope that the work in 
the Committees could be concluded within the next ten days. Mr. 
Broom stated that he would like to take up first those matters which 
were currently under consideration in the Committees and on which 
a decision of the Delegation was required immediately. Mr. Pasvor- 
sky replied that that was what he hoped the Delegation could do. 

Mr. Pasvotsry referred to the series of documents on Recommenda- 
tions to United States Delegation on Basic Issues (US Gen 110, 111, 
112, 118, 114, and 116 **) and stated that recommendations had been 
prepared on the principal issues before the Conference. THE Srcre- 
TaRY suggested that the Delegation go through these recommenda- 
tions in a systematic way and pointed out that the recommendations 
in these documents referred only to the questions before the Com-— 
mittees of Commissions I and II. Mr. Hackworrs stated that if 
one of the issues now being considered in Committee IV/1 is not 
decided this morning it would be too late for us to make our position 

known. Mr. Sanpirer stated that the question Mr. Hackworth was 
interested in, namely the membership of neutral states in the Court, 
was listed as item 3 on the agenda for this morning. 

Mr. Pasvousxy stated that the Delegation had gone through the 
first three items on Preamble, Purposes and Principles (US Gen 
110) yesterday afternoon. Mr. Sanptrer added that the Delegation 
had approved items a, 6, and c of this paper and had tentatively ap- 
proved item d, subject to Mr. Hackworth’s concurrence. 

Mr. Hackwortu stated that he believed it would be unfortunate 
if no provision were made in the Charter in which members of the 

Organization would be obligated to refrain from intervention. He 
referred to the non-intervention agreements in a number of the Latin 
American agreements and suggested that if we did not subscribe to 
the insertion in the Charter of such a provision he feared that the 
Latin American countries would misunderstand our position. Dr. 
BowMan inquired whether these Latin American agreements were not 
in themselves a sufficient offset to make it unnecessary to make any 
provision in the Charter for an obligation to refrain from interven- 

tion in the internal affairs of other countries. Mr. Hackworr re- 
plied that he could not answer that question without examining the 
provisions contained in the many documents on this subject. He re- 
iterated the view that non-intervention clauses have been a focal point 

“Dated May 16, none printed.
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in major agreements with the Latin American countries and thought 
opposition on the part of the United States to the insertion of a sim- 
ilar provision in the Charter would be unfortunate.** Mr. Pasvor- 
sky stated that it was difficult to draft a statement upon which agree- 
ment could be reached. He added that an attempt had been made 
at Dumbarton Oaks ** to find a satisfactory formula but that none 
had been found. ComMANDER SrassEN moved that the Delegation 
accept the decision of the Committee of Five to oppose reference to 
non-intervention anywhere in the Charter. It was so agreed. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy read the text of recommendation (e) concerning the 
enumeration of human rights. He pointed out that this question 
would come up in connection with the Ukrainian amendment on the 
right to work.“ Tre Szcrerary observed that if any recommendation 
not to enumerate human rights was agreed to, it would eliminate the 
possibility of the proposal for a free flow of information. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN suggested that if the Ukrainian Delegation insists 
on its proposal concerning the right to work we could then insist upon 
adding to the list such rights as the free flow of information, freedom 
of worship, and others. The Delegation agreed that there should be 
no enumeration of human rights in the form of a declaration, nor in 
an extended preamble, nor under a specific provision for the prepara- 
tion of a Bill of Rights, in accordance with the recommendation of 
the Committee of Five. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy then read item (f) as follows: “Modification of 
Principle 4 to the effect that the pledge of the members to refrain in 
their -uternational relations from use of force would apply solely 
to force ‘not approved by the Security Council’. It is recommended 
that this change be upposed, in accordance with the recommendation 
of the Committee of Five.” He pointed out that the amendment in 
question under this paragraph had been proposed by Norway and 
that it was primarily a verbal change. Mr. Dutwes observed that 
this was a very bad recommendation because it was contrary to the 
provision concerning self-defense. Mr. Pasvotsky observed that 
force could be used with the approval of the Council and be used 
independently by states. CommaNprer SrassEN moved disapproval 
of the recommendation. It was then agreed that this recommenda- 
tion be disapproved in the form stated. 

The Delegation approved without discussion recommendation (g) 
which reads as follows: “Modification of Principle 5 to exempt states 

“See amendments proposed with respect to chapter II by Latin American 
States, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, pp. 557-568 (Doc. 215, 1/1/10, May 11). 
“See the following documentation on the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations: 

Progress report No. 17 and extract from minutes of the Joint Steering Committee 
meeting No. 12, both of September 9; progress reports of September 20 and 27; 
and chapter VIII A (7) of the Proposals, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 789, 
791, 828, 838, and 896, respectively. 

* Doc. 447, G/53, May 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 633.
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of one region from the obligation to assist in action taken by the 
Organization in disputes affecting another region and in endangering 
world peace. It is recommended that any change in this direction 

should be opposed, in accordance with the recommendation made by 

the Committee of Five”. 
Mr. Pasvousky then read the recommendations under item (h) 

(Minor Amendments) concerning references to justice and inter- 
national law and to principles of the Atlantic Charter which the 
Committee of Five considered should be opposed. Concerning the 
inclusion of further references to justice and international law, human 
rights, etc., Mr. Pasvotsky stated that the only question at issue was 
that of the location of references to these matters. He stated that an 
attempt was being made to shift them from Chapter I. Spnator 

VANDENBERG stated that he had no objection to the recommendation 
provided that the State Department wasn’t trying to finagle justice 
out of the Charter. The Delegation agreed to oppose the inclusion 
of any further reference to justice, international law and to cultural 

cooperation other than those made in the joint amendments of the 
four sponsoring governments. 

Mr. Pasvousxy then called attention to item (A) (2) and pointed 
out that the Committee of Five opposed any specific reference to the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter, to educational cooperation, and to 
an obligation to maintain international free communication and infor- 
mation. COMMANDER STASSEN stated that he was opposed to the rec- 
ommendation of the Committe of Five to which Mr. Pasvotsxy 
replied that we would not oppose a general reference to the Atlantic 

Charter. Tur Secretary observed that we would hardly oppose any 
reference to the Atlantic Charter. Commannprr StassEn stated that 
if the small nations wanted a reference to the Atlantic Charter we 
should not oppose them in this matter. Dr. Bowman said that he was 
not opposed to the substance of the Atlantic Charter but to the spe- 
cific enumeration of the principles of the Atlantic Charter. 

Tue Secrerary stated that he would like to include freedom of 
worship, and freedom of information without some of the other 
amendments proposed. He called attention to the heading of this 
section, “Minor Amendments”, and hoped that this would not receive 
any attention outside the Delegation. Mr. Pasvotsxy then proposed 
that the Delegation not oppose a specific reference to the principles of 
the Atlantic Charter provided we can get such a reference by itself 
without enumeration. The recommendation with regard to the other 
items in (/) (2) were disapproved. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy then read the additional recommendations (US 
Gen 110, page 3) as follows: 

a. Procedure for dealing with four-power amendment regarding 
domestic jurisdiction.
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- It is recommended that the United States Delegate move in Com- 
mittee -III/2 that this proposed amendment be referred to a joint 
subcommittee of Committees I/1 and III/2 for immediate action and. 
identical reports to these Committees. . The object would be to elimi- 
nate the present paragraph 7 of Chapter VIII, Section A.*” | 

6. The location of the proposed four-power amendment in Chap- 
ter I, paragraph 1, dealing with justice and international law should 
not be shifted from its position as adopted by the four sponsoring’ 
governments.* This accords with the recommendation of the Com- 
mittee of Five. 

c. The elimination of the word “adjustment” in Chapter I, para--. 
graph 1, should be opposed. | 

Each of these recommendations was approved without discussion. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom inquired what procedure should be followed 

when. there is a conflict of jurisdiction between Committees. Mr. 
Pasvotsky observed that the jurisdiction of Committees was not al- 
ways clear. Mr. Broom suggested that it might be desirable if it 
could be agreed that when a matter had been handled by one Com- 
mittee and decisions made thereon then other Committees which might 
be interested in the matter should not have jurisdiction. Mr. Pas- 
VoLsKY suggested that Mr. Bloom’s proposal was reasonable but 
pointed out that the procedures for settling jurisdictional conflicts be- 
tween Committees have not been decided. He understood that the 
Secretariat was preparing a plan for settling such conflicts. 

RECOMMENDATIONS ON Mempersuip AMENDMENTS AND SECRETARIAT 
(Commirrer 1/2, US Gen 111) 

Mr. Pasvoisxy read item (a) on the recommendations concerning 
withdrawal. With regard to the first question, “Should a prohibition 
of withdrawal be placed in the Charter”, Mr. Sanpirer pointed out 
that Uruguay and two other Latin American countries had introduced 
a proposal which would prohibit voluntary withdrawal from the 
Organization.” The Delegation agreed that this proposal be opposed. 
In connection with the second question, “Should provision for with- 
drawal be included?”, Mr. Pasvorsky expressed the view that the 
Senators would not like the recommendation that no provision on 
withdrawal be inserted in the Charter. Representative BLoom in- 

quired whether the absence of a provision for withdrawal would meet 
objection in the Senate. Senator Vanpenperc replied that he 
thought it would. He stated that no major power could be stopped 
from withdrawing from the Organization if it wanted to. Repre- 
sentative Eaton observed that the only powers who would want to get 

“See Doc. 207, III/2/A/3, May 10, and Doc. 483, III/2/15, May 19, UNCIO 
Documents, vol. 12, pp. 179 ff., and p. 50, respectively. 

* Doc. 288, G/88, May 14, ibdid., vol. 3, p. 640. 
“Doe. 2, G/7(a) (1), May 5, (Uruguay) ; Doc. 2, G/7(e), May 2, (Brazil) ; and 

Doc. 2,G/7(p) (Ecuador), May 1, idid., pp. 36, 238, and 402, respectively.
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out were the Big Five and wondered who would stop them. Com- 
MANDER STAssEN thought that the Charter should be silent on the 
subject of withdrawal. 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom inquired whether a state could get out by 
its failure to pay its contributions to the Organization to which Mr. 
Duties replied in the negative. Mr. Duiirs went on to interpret 

the meaning of silence on the question. In his view, he thought that 
this question depended on whether the Organization was a union or a 
league. If it is a league, a state would [could?] withdraw even though 

no specific provision to that effect were made in the basic instrument. 

If it is a union, withdrawal would be impossible in the absence of any 
specific provision thereon. : 

SENATOR CONNALLY observed that the Charter was a treaty and 
wondered whether there was any doctrine on international law which 
gives perpetuity to a treaty. He wondered what would happen if we 

denounce a treaty. RerpresEnTatTIvE Bioom observed that signature 
of the Constitution was binding for all time. He thought we should 
make the Charter of the Organization just as strong. Senator VAN- 
DENBERG stated that he favored a decent withdrawal clause. SENATOR 

Connatty stated that at first he had thought there should be a with- 
drawal clause but that he now favored the proposal that the Charter 

be silent on the matter. Tur Srecrerary, after noting that the recom- 
mendation that the Charter be silent on withdrawal was approved 
by all but Senator Vandenberg, expressed the hope that we would not 
have any newspaper story on this question. SENATOR VANDENBERG 

stated that if he was asked his position on the matter he would have 
to give an answer. SENATOR CoNNALLY observed that the newspaper 
stories showing divisions of opinion within the Delegation had not: 
hurt. , 

Mr. Pasvousxy then read the recommendation that the Delegation 

should support the deletion of the provision concerning expulsion 

and rely simply on the power of the Organization to suspend the exer- 
cise of the rights and privileges of membership. Under suspension, 

a state against which preventive or enforcement action had been 
undertaken would still be bound by its obligations under the Charter. 

He suggested that the Delegation support this recommendation but 
thought that it should be first taken up with the Committee of Five. 

With respect to amendments modifying the provision that all perma- 

nent members of the Security Council must ratify amendments before 
they can become binding,®° Mr. Pasvoisxy proposed that we stand on 
the provisions of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and that we do not 
approve any amendments which do not recognize the requirement 
that the amendments to the Charter require ratification by the perma- 

© Doc. 288, G/38, May 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 700-701.
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nent members of the Council. Ssnator Conna.iy observed that it 
was essential to have unity among the Big Five on this question. 
Recommendation (c) was approved. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton brought to the attention of the Delegation 
the question being raised in Committee I/2 concerning the amend- 
ment to Chapter IV, providing for representation and participation 
in the organs of the International Organization of men and women 
under the same conditions." He stated that there were four ladies in 
the Committee who were pressing very hard for this amendment and 

that it had strong support. RepreseNnTatTivE Broom stated that the 
same question had arisen in Committee II/1 *? and inquired what the 
recommendation of the Delegation was with respect to the jurisdic- 

tion of the respective Committees. Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that the 
question of jurisdiction would have to be decided between the Presi- 
dents of the Commissions. Mr. Sanpirer referred to the recommen- 
dations in US Gen 112 concerning the election of the Secretary General 
and the question of representation of women on which recommenda- 
tions were made in items (a) and (c) respectively. 

Mr. PasvonsKy read item (a) concerning the recommendations on 

the method of selection of the Deputy Secretaries-General, the number 
to be elected, their term of office and their eligibility for reelection. 
Mr. PasvotsKy pointed out that the amendment of the Sponsoring 
Governments * answered all but one of these points, namely the eligi- 
bility of the Deputy Secretaries-General for reelection. REpresEnTa- 
TIvE Bioom inquired whether the Deputies should be nominated by 
the Council and elected by the Assembly. He stated that Canada was 
proposing that the Secretary-General appoint the Deputies.°+ Mr. 
Norrer suggested that we might have more than four Deputies to 
meet the criticism that both the Secretary-General and the four Depu- 
ties would probably all be nationals of the Great Powers. TE Srcre- 
rary stated his firm belief that the agreement with the Big Four 
on the amendments should be observed unless there is very good reason 
for departing from it. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom then inquired whether it would be possible 
to make a compromise in connection with the system of election pro- 
posed by the Sponsoring Governments. He wondered whether we 
should go along to defeat on this question or whether we should 
compromise and save something of our position. Mr. Dutixs ob- 

served that it would be unfortunate if the Five Powers could not 
accomplish what they want. Mr. Pasvotsky recommended that the 

question of the re-eligibility of the Deputies be raised with the Com- 

= Doc. 357, 1/2/19, May 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 43. 
"= Doc, 294, II/1/10, May 14, ibid., vol. 8, p. 324. 
® Doc. 2, G/29, May 5, ibid., vol. 3, p. 627. 
“Doc. 2, G/14(t), May 6, ibid., p. 595.
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mittee of Five. He thought that, except for that point, we should not 

disturb the text of the amendment of the Sponsoring Governments. 
SENATOR CONNALLY expressed the view that the whole plan was based 
on agreement among the Five Powers. He thought we should stick 
with them right down the line. The Secretary stated that this dis- 
cussion was very important and believed that we could not deviate 
from the amendments of the Sponsoring Governments. Mr. DuLizs 
stated his belief that the question of re-eligibility of the Deputies had 
been an oversight. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that it was obvious that we 
should not change the agreements but he thought it proper to discuss 
any proposals for alteration in the amendments among the Big Five. 
He said he would like to raise the question of the re-eligibility and 
number of Deputies with that Committee. Representative Bloom 

stated that practically all of the small powers were opposed to the 
provisions concerning the four Deputies and wondered why we should 
fight them on this point. It was agreed that the Delegation should 
support the election of the Deputies by the same method as the Secre- 
tary General, that is, election by the General Assembly on recom- 
mendation of the Security Council. It was also agreed that the 
question of the number of Deputies and their eligibility for reelection 
be discussed by the Committee of Five. 

New Court vs. Otp Courr 

Mr. Hacxworts stated that he wished to have the views of the 

Delegation on the question of the continuation of the present Court 
as against the proposal for a new Court, a matter which was to be 
decided by a Subcommittee at 2:30 today. He reported that there 
had been considerable debate in this Subcommittee and that the posi- 
tion of the Delegation would need to be defined. He stated that the 
British, French, Cubans and Mexicans wanted to continue the Perma- 
nent Court of International Justice. The Soviet Union had ex- 

_ pressed opposition to the continuation of the old Court. The question 
’ involved concerned the position of the 17 parties to the Statute of 

’ the Permanent Court of International Justice who were not repre- 

._ sented at San Francisco. He said that the Chilean Delegation wanted 
_to know the views of the Sponsoring Powers with regard to these 17 
members of the old Court. He reported that Professor Golunsky 

had expressed the view that some neutrals should not be parties to 

the Statute. Senator ConNALLY inquired whether the neutrals could 
not be knocked out of the old Court and then readmitted. 

* Minutes of meetings of Subcommittee IV/1/A not printed; for its report on 
the question of continuity of the International Court, May 21, see Doc. 477, 
IV/1/A/1, May 22, UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 524. 

* For index to amendments, comments, and proposals on chapter VII, see Doc. 
288, G/38, May 14, ibid., vol. 3, pp. 668-671.
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CoMMANDER ST4ssEN stated that the Delegation has taken the posi- \ 
tion that we do not want parties to the Statute which are not members | 
of the Organization. He pointed out that the concept on which we | 
had been operating was that the Court would be integrated with the | 
Organization. Consequently, the members of the Permanent Court | 
of International Justice who were not members of the United Nations | 
should be sloughed off. He pointed out that under the Statute, as © 
at present drafted, non-members could use the new Court but that 
they could not take part in the election of judges. . 

Mr. Hackwortu reiterated his question as to whether we should 
continue the old Court or establish a new one. SENATOR VANDENBERG ~ 

said he thought that it had been agreed to build on the old Court but 
confine its membership to members of the new Organization. THE 
SEecrEeTARY then stated that there appeared to be agreement for a 
revised Court based on the Statute of the old Court but that member- | 

ship of the new Court would be integrated with the new Organization. . 

Oruer Matrers - 

Mr. JoHNSON referred to the Canadian proposal *’ that the Assem- 
bly should be empowered to define the criteria for the election of 

non-permanent members to the Security Council. It was agreed that 
any provision in the Charter on this subject should be permissive 
rather than mandatory. 
CoMMANDER Strassen reported that the Committee on Trusteeship 

had accepted the Delegation’s working paper as a basis for its dis- 
cussion.*8 REPRESENTATIVE BLoom inquired when we would be over 

the hurdle on the question of trusteeship. ComMaNpDER STASSEN re- 
plied that we should be through the discussions with the Big Five 
in another two days. Reeresentative Broom and ComMMANDER 
Srassen both expressed the view that a background press conference 
would be useful. Mr. Pasvorsxy asked whether the working paper 
had been approved. | 

CoMMANDER StTassEN replied that the working paper °° which was 
in line with the proposals of the United States on trusteeship had been 
approved and that the Army-Navy Group had agreed to it. 
Senator VANDENBERG stated that he needed to be advised on what 

to say on regionalism at the meeting of the Subcommittee of Com- 
mittee III/4 which was meeting at 5:30 p. m.° Mr. Pasvorsxy 
stated that it would first be necessary to get a decision on the precise 

~ *T Doe. 2, G/14(t), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 589. . - 
* Doc. 364, II/4/18, May 17, ibid., vol. 10, p. 447. : 
”° Doc. 328, 11/4/12, May 15, ibid., p. 677. 
© The agenda for the fifth meeting of Subcommittee III/4/A, May 16, provided 

for further consideration of the question of amalgamation of amendments (point 
6 of Interim Report of Rapporteur to Committee III/4 on work of Subcommittee 
IIT/4/A,) ; Doc. 335, ITI /4/A/5, May 15, ibid., vol. 12, p. 833.
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text of the draft on regionalism in the Committee of Five. He 
pointed out that we were not presenting this alone but only after 
consultation and that we would need to have consultation before the 
position is perfectly clear. Smnaror VANDENBERG stated that he 
would have to have the Subcommittee meeting postponed. because the 
Chairman had asked whether the American position would be pre- 
sented at the meeting of the Subcommittee or of the full Committee. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy said that another effort would have to be made to get 
agreement of the Big Five. He thought that the Soviet Delegation 
might have instructions but if they did not have them, it would be 
possible to postpone consideration on those grounds. He suggested 
that we might call the Soviet, French and Chinese together and in- 
form them that we have to go forward. Mr. Dunn reported that 
Ambassador Gromyko had asked that we do not proceed further with 
the matter. | 

The meeting adjourned at 10: 30 a. m. a 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 5 

Minutes of the Fifth Fiwe-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 
Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 16, 1945, 3 p.m. 

| [Informal Notes] . | 7 

. [Here follows list of participants, including members of delegations 
of the United States (11) ; United Kingdom (5) ; Soviet Union (5); 
China (3); and France (4); and the International Secretariat (1).] 

Mk. Sterrinius apologized for bringing the group together on such 
a busy day, but said that he had a, very pressing matter to present, that 
is what position should be taken by the five governments at the com- 
mittee meeting on the question of the regional formula considered 
at the meeting yesterday afternoon.“ Mr. Srerrinius said that he 
had met with Ambassador Gromyko after the meeting yesterday 
afternoon and explained the proposal to him. He asked Senator 
Vandenberg to state the situation with respect to this matter in the re- 
gional committee of Commission IV [////4]. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the situation was that for three 
successive meetings the Committee had adjourned awaiting the report 
of the consultation on the regional question. The full Committee met 
last night * and agreed to have a subcommittee meet this afternoon. 
The Chairman had asked what the Delegate of the United States 
would be in a position to do at the next meeting. He had suggested 

*' Minutes of fourth Five-Power informal consultative meeting, May 15, 5 p. m., 

PS oe. 363, III/4/7, May 17, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 673. 
ori ttinutes of fifth meeting of Committee III/4/A, May 16, 5:30 p. m., not
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the possible reference of the matter to a subcommittee. Tu SEn- 
ATor submitted that in view of the publication of the Secretary’s press 
statement and of the general temper of the Committee it. was impos- 
sible for him to go before the subcommittee again with nothing to 
present. He asked what latitude he would have in presenting this 
matter to the subcommittee. 

Mr. Sretrintius recalled that he had stated yesterday afternoon 
that there was so much confusion in the public mind that it was im- 
portant to issue a press statement at once. ‘T’his had been done. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that during the morning he had studied 
all the amendments on regionalism. Sixteen countries had submitted 
amendments and he was confident that the proposed formula would 
cover practically all of these amendments. 

Mr. Boncour asked what statement Mr. Stettinius had referred to. 
Mr. Stretrtintvs replied that it was the statement which he had given 

to the press last night. He remarked that Mr. Hiss was here to take 
up the question of speeding up.the work in the Committees. This was 
relevant to Senator Vandenberg’s query with respect to the presenta- 
tion of the regional formula in the Committee. If we are to complete 
the work of the Conference on schedule it is necessary to speed up the 
work of the Committees more than it has been possible to do up to 
the present time. : | 

Mr. StTerrinivus said that the principal point was that we cannot 
discuss the proposal formally until the consultation of the five powers 
has been completed. He said that Ambassador Halifax had indicated 
the agreement of his Delegation with the proposal yesterday and that 

Mr. Bidault had indicated that the reply of his Government might be 
forthcoming today. He asked if there was any comment. : 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO Said that the latest proposal had been sub- 

mitted only yesterday.** He asked whether it was the intention to 
present it formally to the Committee before the end of the consulta- 
tion. Mr. Sterrinivs said that that was what we had met to discuss 
today. AmsBassaDor Gromyxko remarked that it had been stated yester- 
day that the document would not be presented formally until the con- 
sultation had been completed. Mr. Srerrrnrus replied that he did not 
recall making this statement. He said that he had presented the pro- 
posal for consideration and had indicated that there had been only a 
verbal change to avoid the use of the word “failure” with respect to the 
Security Council. 
_ Lory Hatirax thought that if everyone agreed the paper could be 
presented formally. If agreement was not reached, in accordance 
with the procedure which had previously been agreed upon and fol- 
lowed, the United States could, after the completion of the consulta- 
tion, present the matter as its own proposal. 

“ Minutes of Five-Power meeting, May 15, 5 p. m., p. 737. 

723-681—67-———52
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Mr. Boncoovr stated at this point that he accepted the text of the 
proposal on behalf of the French Delegation. | | 
Ampassapor GRomyko said that he considered that it would be 

expedient to present the proposal after the end of the consultation, 

that is after each government had given its official reply. For the 
Soviet Delegation he would remark that he had noticed on reading 
the document for the first time that there were certain deviations in 
it from the principles agreed upon at Dumbarton Oaks. He had com- 
municated the text to his Government but had not received a reply. 

As soon as he had received instructions from his Government he 
would inform Mr. Stettinius. 

Mr. Boncour asked Ambassador Gromyko whether he could spe- 

cifically state in what respects the proposal differed from the Dum- 

barton Oaks Proposals. Ampassapor Gromykxo said that he did not 
wish to take up a detailed discussion of the provisions but that he 
would say that it deviated from the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals in 
permitting any organization to act independently of the Security 

Council. 
Ampassapor Koo recalled that, he had said previously that his first 

impression, in light of all the circumstances, was that the present 
formula offered a fair and happy solution. This impression had been 
confirmed by further study. In response to a direct question from 

Mr. Stettinius as to whether the Chinese Delegation was prepared 
to support the proposal, Amsassapor Koo said that it was. 

At this point Mr. Srerrintus asked Mr. Hiss to comment on the 
problem of expediting the work of the Conference. He said that 
he thought this was relevant to the matter under discussion. 

Mr. Hiss recalled that he had spoken at the meeting last Saturday © 
of a plan for having certain amendments eliminated and others con- 
solidated. He said that this work had not progressed very far. He 
had had reports from the secretaries of the various Committees in- 
dicating that the Delegations of the five powers had not pressed this 
procedure. Mr. Hiss thought that the steps to expedite the work was 

especially important in Committees 1 and 2 of Commission IT and 
Committees 1, 2, and 3 of Commission III. He asked that the Dele- 
gates of the five powers press this point in these Committees. He 
said that the consolidation in question had been carried, out and that 
the secretaries were ready to produce the necessary materials on 
request. 

Mr. Boncour fully shared Mr. Hiss’ views on the necessity for ex- 
pediting the work of the Conference. He referred to the experience 

in his own Committee ° as showing the need for this. 

8 Third Five-Power informal consultative meeting, May 12, 2:30 p. m., p. 691. 
* For list of delegation assignments to commissions and committees, see Doc. 

175, G/24(1), May 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 15, p. 572.
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SENATOR VANDENBERG said that as to the regional committee (Com- 
mittee 4 of Commission III) that he was sure that all important 
amendments would be covered by the proposal in question. As soon 
as the proposal could be presented in the Committee we would be well 
on our way to finishing the work of that Committee. 

Me. Sterrinivus recalled that. Ambassador Gromyko had said that 
he felt that the matter should not be presented until the consultation 

was completed, to which Ampassapor Gromyko rejoined that he 
thought that this would be the expedient procedure. Mr. Strerrinivus 
inquired how Ambassador Gromyko would feel if Senator Vanden- 
berg should present the proposal informally to the Committee. 

Ampassapor GRoMYKO recalled that an oral agreement had been 
reached in Washington * under which there would be consultation 
among the sponsoring powers before any amendments to the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks Proposals were presented by them. It had been agreed 
also that there would be consultation on all amendments of other 
governments involving a change in the meaning of the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals. He regarded this agreement as very important. In 
his opinion it would be desirable not to present the proposal until 
the consultation had been completed. : : 
[Here follows further discussion of postponing action on the 

regional question and on means of expediting the work of the 
Conference. | 

The meeting was adjourned by Mr. Stettinius with the understand- 
ing that the group would meet together the following day at 3:00 
p. m.® 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 42 

Minutes of the Forty-Second Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 16, 1945,6 p.m. 

| [Informal Notes] 

_ [Here follows list of names of persons (28) present at meeting 
and the Secretary’s report on his talk with Secretary Hull.] 

| Tue AustTRALIAN AMENDMENT 

Tun CuairMan suggested that we must proceed with our work and 
turn our attention to document US Gen 112, which we were consider- 
ing at the end of our meeting this morning. Mr. Jounson asked to 
present an urgent matter pertaining to an Australian amendment 
(US Gen 119*) which would be considered at the 8:30 meeting of 

* See minutes of the second meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, April 
10, 3 p. m., p. 235. 

* The next meeting of the group was held on May 19. 
p Bane printed; see Doc. 391, I1I/3/19, May 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12,
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Committee ITI/3. He stated briefly that the Australian amendment 
pertains to two issues, first, the laying down of terms of settlement 
and, second, requiring the Security Council to impose its settlement 
rather than merely to oppose and suppress aggression. He continued 
that point 1 is already covered both in the revised paragraph of Chap- 
ter I on Purposes of the Organization and in paragraph 1 of Chapter 
VIII, B, and that point 2 should be opposed as going beyond the 
obligation which we are prepared to accept. Mr. Dutuzs believed 
that the first part was adequately covered by Mr. Eden’s amendment 
on the recommendation of terms of settlement.” Mr. Sanpirer agreed 
that the positions recommended by Mr. Johnson should be followed 
by the United States. Tur Srcrerary checked the members of the 
Delegation and all of them approved the recommendations as out- 
lined by Mr. Johnson. 

Procepure For Mretines 

CoNSIDERATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO Unirep States DELEGATION 
on Basic Issues (STRUCTURE AND PRocEDURES OF THE GENERAL AS- 
SEMBLY), Committee II/1 

Mr. Sanpirer was then asked by the Secretary to proceed with the 
presentation of the recommendations covered in US Gen 112. . These 
recommendations pertain to Committee II/1. Mr. Sanpirsr pre- 
sented the recommendation pertaining to the suspension of voting 
rights in the General Assembly as the penalty for non-payment of 
contributions. He indicated that there was some interest in this pro- 
vision because it seemed logical that financial support of the Organi- 
zation should provide a logical basis for enjoyment of the privilege 
of voting. Mr. Broom indicated that the British favored the amend- 
ment. SENATOR VANDENBERG raised several questions with regard to 
the payment of quotas. He wondered particularly whether it should 
not be implied that all members should keep up their quotas. Mr. 
Dunw believed that we should support the recommendation which 
provided that we abstain from voting on the issue since political 
punishment should not be linked with dereliction on administrative 
matters. SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether it might not be 
desirable to use such pressure to enforce payment. 

Mr. Sanpirer suggested that point c, Representation and Participa- 

tion of Women in the General International Organization, was ap- 
proved at the previous meeting. Mr. Eaton observed that there 
should be some provision in the Charter for the rights of men too. He 
made reference to the group of women who were engaging in a 

” Doe. 2, G/29, May 5 (new paragraph after paragraph 6, in place of paragraph 
7, Chapter II), UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 6238.
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vigorous fight for the introduction of a clause providing more amply 
for the representation and participation of women in the Organization. 

The recommendation for point d, Explicit Allocation of the Residual 
Powers of the Organization to the General Assembly, was approved. 
It was pointed out by Mr. Sanpirer that we had approved this amend- 
ment in Washington as an amendment to be supported in case it was 
initiated by some other government. Mr. Dunn expressed his ap- 
proval of the amendment and suggested that it might be introduced 
by one of the other governments. Australia and New Zealand were 
mentioned but it was finally agreed, upon the suggestion of Mr. Dulles, 
that Canada might be approached upon the matter. 

The recommendation for point e, defining the subjects upon which 
the General Assembly should vote by a two-thirds majority, was 
approved. This recommendation merely stated, said Mr. SANDIFER, 
that the position of none of the questions covered by the amendment 
to this paragraph can properly be considered by Committee II/1 until 
the substantive decisions involved are made in the pertinent commit- 
tees. Tue Secretary canvassed the attitude of all the Delegates and 
all of them approved the recommendation. 

The recommendation on point f on the American position with 
regard to amendments specifying the method of convoking special 
sessions of the General Assembly was approved. The recommenda- 

tion provided that the United States Delegation should support a 
motion to set up a subcommittee to draft a consolidated amendment 
on this subject. Mr. Sanprrer indicated that a considerable amount 
of study had been done by the Secretariat and that several methods 
of convoking the General Assembly in special session had been outlined. 

In connection with the Brazilian proposal ™ providing quin-quennial 
sessions of the General Assembly to revise the Charter, the United 
States Delegation accepted the recommendation that if the matter 
came up in Committee II/1 that it should be referred to Committee 
I/2 and that our position is adequately covered by the amendment to 
Chapter XI proposed by the sponsoring governments.” 

CONSIDERATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO Unirep States DELEGATION 
on Basic Issuzs (PotrricaL anp Srecurtry FuNcTIONS OF THE 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY) (Commitrer II/2) (US Gen 113 *) 

In opening discussion on recommendations for Committee II/2 
SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated the five powers had already agreed to 
positions on each of the nine propositions * listed in this document. 

2 Doe. 2, G/7(e) (8), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 250. 
® Doe. 2, G/29, May 5, ibid., p. 628. 
"® Not printed. 
“For the nine questions recommended by Subcommittee II/2/A for considera- 

tion in full Committee with respect to principles raised by the various amend- 
ments proposed to V, B(1) of the Proposals, see Doc. 235, II/2/A/1, May 11, 
UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 335.
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He felt, therefore, that we could dispose of his recommendations very- 
quickly. These questions, he added, pertain to the increase of the 
Assembly’s competence in relation to the Security Council on security 
matters under Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 1. Mr. JoHNnson 
announced that Committee ITI/3 had already voted on proposition 6. 
Mr. SANDIFER indicated that Committee II/2 had defeated proposition 
1 at its last meeting. Mr. Norrer pointed out that proposition 3 should 
be referred to the Committee of Five since an important principle was. 
involved in the relationship of the General Assembly and the Se- 
curity Council. Tur Szcrerary suggested that we could very quickly 
approve propositions 2, 5 and 9 and vote negatively on all of the 
others. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG raised a question in regard to No. 9. He 
wondered whether we should vote “yes” on the question, since the 
sponsoring power amendment for both paragraphs 1 and 6 largely 
covered the principle contained in that proposition. Mr. Dutzxs. 
asserted that the new amendment proposed by Canada would provide 
ample coverage for this point, especially if it were taken in conjunc- 
tion with the two sponsoring power amendments. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG made it clear that he wanted the General Assembly to exercise 
the authority suggested by the phrase “to discuss any matter affecting 
international relations” and agreed with other comments to the effect. 
that the two sponsoring power amendments approximated that goal. 

It was agreed that there was no issue of importance in connection: 
with paragraph 8 of Chapter V, Section B. It was.the consensus. 
of the group also that the sponsoring power amendment for para-. 
graph 6 covers all other amendments for that paragraph. 

CoNSIDERATION OF RECOMMENDATION TO THE UNITED States DELEGA- 
TION ON Basic Issuzns (Economic anD SoctaL CooPERAtion ) 
(Commirrer IT/3, US Gen 114) 

Mr. Sanpirer asked Mr. Kotschnig to present the recommendations 
of Committee II/3 on economic and social cooperation. Mr. Kor- 
SCHNIG read the first item in which it is recommended that our Dele- 
gation oppose any special mention of the International Labor 

Organization in the Charter. Dean GILDERSLEEVE reported a verv 
active debate on this issue in the afternoon session.” She believed 
that if the issue came to a vote now, the vote would be quite close. 

The United Kingdom is standing strongly for mention of the orga- 
nization in the Charter and she has strong support from many other 
powers. The issue seems to have gotten into the emotions of some of 

the Delegates. They will not back down willingly on the stand that 
they have taken. It was the belief of Dean Gildersleeve that the 
problem should be referred to the Subcommittee of Five for solution. 

*® Doc. 381, 11/3/16, May 17, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 40.
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' Tum SECRETARY wondered why mention should be made of the 
International Labor Organization in the Charter. Is there not equal 
reason to mention other organizations and if so; why mention any 
ofthem? — , | 

_ Mr. STINEBOWER supported the interpretation given by Dean Gil- 

dersleeve on the atmosphere of the afternoon meeting. He believed 
that we would have to take a decisive stand to avoid an unfavorable 
vote. In answer to the Secretary’s question, Mr. Sanpirer suggested. 

that the International Labor Organization differs from others that 
might be included in the fact that it has had a record of genuine 
accomplishment over a sufficiently long period of time to deserve rec- 
ognition. He suggested that the proponents of the mention of the 
organization feel that its brilliant history should not only in this 
fashion be recognized but that mention of the organization in the 

Charter would confirm its continuance as a successful body dealing 
with important world labor problems and define the relations between 
the world organization and itself. 

Mr. Strassen pointed out that the real issue is the Trade Union 
problem. The U.S.S.R. is clearly opposed to mention of the Inter- 
national Labor Organization and insists that if that organization is 
recognized by the world Organization, the many millions of Russian 

trade unionists would not have a voice in the Organization. It is a 
very knotty problem. We gave in to England on the Act of Cha- 
pultepec. They should give in to us on this issue. 

Tum SECRETARY, in polling the Committee, concluded that it was 
the sense of the Committee to stand by the recommendation not to 
mention the International Labor Organization in the Charter. Mr. 
Korscunice then read a rough draft of a report of the Subcommittee 
of Committee II/3.7"° The draft had just been made a few minutes 
prior to this meeting and covered amendments to Chapter IX, Section: 
A, paragraph 1. This draft was in response to efforts to spell out 
more explicitly certain functions and obligations of the Economic 
and Social Council. There was strong vocal objection to the new 
draft. Mr. DuLtxs opposed it on the ground that it would give the 
Organization direct power to legislate on matters of domestic concern. 
Senators ConNALLY and VANDENBERG objected to the obligation to 
promote full employment. All agreed that the present wording 

would make it possible for the Organization to encroach upon do- 
mestic matters and might, in fact, create a super state. SENATORS: 

ConNaALLY and VANDENBERG agreed that the Senate would be definitely 
opposed to the creation of such specific pledges and powers which in 
their fulfillment would require a heavy impingement upon the in- 
ternal policies of member states. Mr. DuNnN questioned the expres- 

®® Doc. 381, II/3/16, May 17, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 39.
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sion “higher standards of living” and wondered how the term could 
possibly be defined. Dan GILDERSLEEVE indicated that at present 
the Committee showed considerable approval of this draft. Tue 
SECRETARY pointed out that we should make clear that we are not 
opposed to these objectives but we oppose rather the implication of 
interference in domestic affairs as a means of attaining them. 

Tue Secretary declared that it was the sense of the Delegation 
that we should support the amendment sponsored by the four powers 
on this paragraph ” with modifications along the lines suggested by 

the Canadian amendment.”® Mr. Dutuzs added that we should hold 
to the phrase “to facilitate the solution of ...”. Mr. Korscunie 
quoted Senator Connally’s version on higher standards of living and 
agreed that the judgment of the Delegation might be in accord with 

the judgment of the Committee. 
It was agreed that “health” should be included among the ob- 

jectives of the Organization. It was also agreed that the word “edu- 
cation” should be omitted on the ground that the word “cultural” 
includes education. Mr. Strassen quoted the dictionary definitions 
of education and culture and concluded that the difference was very 

slight. Mr. Korscunie indicated that a strong unit of Consultants, 
lead by prominent educators, were strongly insisting upon the use of 
the word “education”. | | 

The Delegation approved the recommendation that the Ukrainian 
S.S.R. amendment to guarantee the right to work should be opposed. 
It was agreed by the Delegation that there was no need to insert such 
@ provision in a world Charter. . a 

The Delegation registered its opposition to the Australian amend- 
ment providing for a pledge by members to improve labor standards. | 

On the issue of special representation of countries of major eco- 
nomic importance in the Economic and Social Council, it was agreed 
that we stand by the original language which does not specify repre- 
sentation by any defined group of countries. Mr. Norrer suggested 
that such definition would act against the interests of the small 
powers. In any case, representation would be given to advanced 

countries economically. By leaving the door open to smaller states, 
representation on the Economic and Social Council could be main- 
tained on a more democratic basis. _ _ 

SENATOR ConNALLY at this point indicated that in his Committee 
it was agreed that the countries supplying forces should be requested. 
to sit and vote on decisions. SENATOR VANDENBERG agreed with Sena- 
tor Connally that the idea might have some merit but it deserved 
very careful study. 

7 Doe. 288, G/38, May 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 690. . 
8 Doc. 2, G/14(t), May 6, ibid., p. 591.
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The Delegation approved the recommendation that all amendments 
stipulating representation for special regions should be rejected. 

It approved the recommendation that the membership of the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council should be maintained at 18. It approved 
the recommendation that the principle of rotation in the election of 
members to the Economic and Social Council should be rejected. 
Mr. Dunn indicated that some principle of rotation would be fol- 

lowed in any case. 
The Delegation approved the recommendation rejecting the pro- 

posal that countries of special interest in questions under considera- 
tion have seats and votes. 

A consideration of the recommendation concerning representation 
of labor, industry, etc., was postponed until tomorrow when a special 
committee of labor, industry and agriculture will meet with the 
Delegation. 

At this point Mr. Dickey announced that the combination of labor, 
industrial, agricultural and educational leaders had been able to get 
together on an important issue for the first time. All of them were 
very much enthused about their achievement. In fact, it almost 
reached Holy Roller proportions. He urged that the Secretary use 
the first thirty minutes of tomorrow’s session to give them a hearing. 
Tue SEecrRETARY pointed to the extremely heavy schedule of the Dele- 
gation and concluded that this meeting with these organizational _, 
leaders must be held strictly to thirty minutes. i ee ( 

The Delegation approved the recommendation that the French pro- | 
posal empowering the Economic and Social Council to “initiate” as. 
well as to “facilitate” solutions of economic and social problems, 
should be opposed.”? Senator VanpDENBERG felt that this suggestion 
could be opposed on the same grounds as those mentioned in connec- 
tion with the draft submitted a few moments ago by Mr. Kotschnig, 
namely that it would represent interference in domestic problems. 

Tue Secretary checked the Committee and stated that there was 
agreement on the recommendation that the Economic and Social 
Council should be empowered to initiate international conventions 
for submission to member nations for ratification. Mr. Dunn wond- 
ered why the Economic and Social Council should initiate conventions 
while the General Assembly was not given that power. SENATOR 

VANDENBERG believed that the process of initiating conventions by 
the Economic and Social Council should be kept under the control of 
the General Assembly. Conventions drawn up by the Economic and 
Social Council should be submitted to the member states through te 
Assembly. The Delegation agreed to that view. . Y 

® Doc. 2, G/7(0), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 387.
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The Delegation also approved the recommendation that the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council should be empowered to call, through the 
Assembly, international conferences in economic emergencies. 

' - It was agreed, upon a check of the Delegation by the Secretary, 
that the Council should be empowered to perform services at the 
request of members and related organizations and agencies. 
On the question of the power of the Economic and Social Council 

to make, on its own initiative, recommendations to the United Nations, 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked that such reference of recommendations 
should be made through the Assembly. | | 

The Delegation approved the recommendation that the words 
“general” or “regional” be inserted after the word “agencies” in para- 
graph 2 of Section D. Mr. Norrer called attention to the fact: that 
the use of the terms “general” or “regional” after the word “agencies” 
in the first sentence of paragraph 2, Section A, Chapter IX, is objec- 

tionable because regional agencies would thus be brought into relation- 
ship with the General Organization. , _ 

Mr. Korscunic agreed that the use of the words “general” or 
“regional” in connection with paragraph 2, Section D, would: be 
adequate. a _ | 

~The Delegation opposed the draft of the Drafting Subcommittee 
on paragraph 1, Section D. Mr. Strassen contended that the wording 
in this draft is not as good as that of the sponsoring power amend- 
ment. We want commissions, not committees or subcommittees. We 
want no watering down of the provisions for commissions. Dran 
GILDERSLEEVE added that the Consultative group opposed the Cultural 
Commission and wanted an organization like the ILO and semi- 
autonomous structures, Mr. Dunn asked that the sentence on experts 
be omitted. Mr. Korscunice suggested that the word “cultural” be 

_ deleted. It was agreed that with the deletion of the word “cultural” 

\ NK and the sentence on experts, the Delegation would stand by the amend- 

“ L -ment of the sponsoring powers. 

The meeting adjourned at 7:05 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 43 

Minutes of the Forty-Third Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 17, 1945, 8: 30 a. m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (41) present at meeting. | 
Tue Sxrcrerary welcomed the group representing agriculture, 

business, labor and education ... 
[Here follow statements by five consultants and comments by the 

delegates. |
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- This part of the Delegation meeting concluded at 9:15 a. m., at 
which time the representatives of agriculture, business, labor and 
education, left the meeting, together with the advisers and technical 
experts on economic and social questions. = , 

The second part of the meeting was opened by the Secretary at 
9:20 a. m. : : 

ELECTION OF THE SECRETARY GENERAL | 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom said that he had been embarrassed in rela- 
tion to the delegates of the other sponsoring governments in con- 
nection with the vote on the method of electing the Secretary 

General.*. In supporting in Committee II/1 the modified Mexican 
amendment *? relative to the election of the Secretary General, he was 
voting in accordance with the instructions of the Delegation and 
asked that this be made clear to the other sponsoring governments. 
Accordingly, Tur Srcrerary asked Mr. Pasvolsky to explain the basis 
of Representative Bloom’s vote in the Subcommittee of Five. 

a | PROCEDURAL QUESTIONS | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG drew attention to the unsatisfactory coord1- 
nation of the positions of the Five. He said that he had been: in 
the position of offering an amendment in Committee to which the 
Soviet Delegate subsequently took exception, saying that it was 
their understanding that Mr. Pasvolsky had undertaken to inform 

the American Delegation of their dissent. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that 
coordination in the Committee of Five was difficult. because con- 

clusions reached there were referred back to the respective delega- 
tions apd that the point at which final agreement could be assumed 
was frequently not clear. He hoped that coordination among the 
Five Powers might be improved. 

DrEAN GILDERSLEEVE objected to the procedure followed in her Com- 
mittee and suggested that the Steering Committee might do some- 
thing further to clarify this whole problem. She referred to the 
adoption in Committee II/3 of an amendment containing the phrase 
“full employment” ®* without adequate previous notification and dur- 
ing her absence. The American position in this case had been in 
favor of the phrase “high and stable levels of employment”. Mr. 
Buioom suggested that in the circumstances she could ask for a re- 
consideration of the action; and it was further pointed out that the 

Commission as a whole would have to review the decision. Regret 
was expressed that in the circumstances this issue would become the 
focus of exaggerated attention. 

@ Doc. 328, II/1/18, May 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, 331; see also Doc. 
238, II/1/8, May 11, ibid., p. 502. 

* Doc. 294, 11/1/10, May 14, ibid., p. 328. 
* Doc. 381, II/3/16, May 17, ibid., vol. 10, p. 39.
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Mr. Norrer reported that the Russians had expressed concern to 
him with respect to the practice of appointing subcommittees with 
only one or a few of the major powers represented. Governor STas- 
SEN expressed the view that it was desirable, in the interest of Five 
Power unity, that the membership of all subcommittees should in- 
clude the Five Powers. Tue Secretary said that he would take these 
matters up with Mr. Hiss immediately. 

Discussion oF QurEsTIONS PENDING BreroreE Committee III/1 

The Delegation now proceeded to a discussion of pending ques- 
tions before Committee ITI/1 on the basis of US Gen 120.* 

3. Should the General Assembly participate im decisions of the 
Security Council with respect to coercive measures? In view of the 
action of Committee III/3 in defeating amendments to VITI-B-4 
offered by New Zealand, Mexico, and Egypt,® it was agreed that par- 
ticipation by the Assembly in such decisions was no longer an open 

issue. 

4, Should the Yalta decision stand which allows a permanent mem- 
ber to veto peaceful settlement of a dispute to which tt is a party? 
General dissatisfaction was expressed with respect to the applicability 
of the veto to procedures for peaceful settlement. Pointing out that 
fifteen amendments had been proposed with respect to this matter, 
GovERNOR StassEn took the position that a change would be highly 
desirable and suggested that the American Delegation take the posi- 
tion that decisions relative to peaceful settlement should be made by 
a majority of seven, including at least three of the permanent mem- 
bers of the Council. It was further suggested that the question 
should be taken up in the Subcommittee of Five. In response to a 
query from Mr. Dunn, Governor StTasseEn said that he thought that 
the Yalta formula was subject to an interpretation which would 
exempt procedures of peaceful change from the veto and directed 
attention to Mr. Eden’s recent press statement which seemed to sup- 
port such a position. Mr. Dunn, however, took the view that it was 
not just a matter of interpretation but of change in the Yalta formula 
and pointed out that the British had issued a correction regarding 
Mr. Eden’s reported statement. After Mr. Buatspeta drew attention 

to the Department’s press release of March 24 on this subject, the 
view was accepted that the proposal would clearly involve a departure 
from the Yalta decision. It was agreed, furthermore, that in no event 

*4 Not printed. 
Doc. 289, III /3/11, May 18, and Doce. 355, III/3/17, May 16, ibid., vol. 12, 

pp. 602 and 326, respectively. 
* For statement by Acting Secretary Grew on operation of the proposed voting 

foe a7. the Security Council, see Department of State Bulletin, March 25,
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would this Government take a position independent of the other four 
powers. 

While agreeing unqualifiedly with the necessity for Five Power 
unity, GoverNor Stassen thought it would be desirable to have our 
dislike for the Yalta formula in this particular application to be on 
record, a position in which Mr. Dulles concurred. However, SENATOR 
VANDENBERG took the view that the Russians would not recede in this 
matter and that, therefore, it would be pointless to bring the matter 
up and thus jeopardize the success of our views in other connections. 
He thought it was important for the record to show that we had 
lived up to the Yalta agreement unequivocally. 

Mr. Pasvoisky expressed the opinion that if the matter were to be 
opened, it should be done at.a higher level than the Subcommittee of 
Five. He said that the question had come up in that Committee as 
to whether paragraph 1 of VITI-A constituted an exception to the 
unanimity rule and that the Russian representative had taken the 
position that, although this possibility did not present a serious 
problem in this particular connection, to open the Yalta formula at 
this point would encourage pressure for further concessions. Mr. 
Pasvolsky said that the distinction between procedural and substan- 
tive questions was difficult to make and that the Russians were of the 
view that paragraph 2 of the Yalta formula refers exclusively to 

VI-D. He said that it was very interesting, in view of China’s ex- 
perience in the Manchurian affair, that the Chinese representative 
took the view that investigation was a substantive matter. It was 
after this statement of the Chinese representative that the French 
representative announced the intention of his Government to with- 
draw its amendment relative to VI-C.*" 

SENATOR CONNALLY said at this point that, although he would 
like to see a change made in the Charter in this connection, he felt 
nonetheless that some defense could be made for holding to the rule of 
unanimity. He pointed out that if there were a split among the great 
powers concerning measures of peaceful settlement that it would 
certainly carry over into any subsequent question of the application 
of sanctions. 

Mr. JOHNSON raised the tactical question of what should be done if 
the Yalta formula fails of acceptance in Committee IJI/1. Mr. 
RocKEFELLER felt that 1t might be unwise to exert undue pressure 
on the Latin American countries because of the added support this 
would give to the opinion that an American bloc exists, At the same 

time he felt that if the Latin American countries understood that 
peaceful settlement on a regional basis were exempted from the veto 
their objection to it would be mitigated. 

* UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 384. — |
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GovERNOR STASSEN said that’ he would like :to have the question 
raised. at both levels. He thought it was important for us to.go on 
record against the veto of procedures of peaceful settlement in order 
to keep our moral leadership. He pointed out that there would seem 
to be no hesitance on the part of Russia in seeking the approval and 
support of liberal opinion on the trusteeship question. He’ did not 
want this Government maneuvered into a position where it would 
seem to take the illiberal view. 

At Tue Srcrerary’s suggestion, it was finally decided to instruct 
Mr. Pasvolsky to take the question up in the Committee of Five, the 
problem to be posed as one of strategy rather than as one of substance. 

5. Proposals of Economie and Social Consultants. At this point, 
DrEAN GILDERSLEEVE raised the question as to when the Delegation 
would consider the proposal prepared by the consultants with refer- 
ence to economic and social matters. Mr. Sanprirer’s suggestion that 
the proposals be taken up at the evening meeting of the Delegation 
was agreed to. 

6. Voting Procedure on Enforcement Action. It was agreed that 
proposed changes in the Yalta voting arrangement, contained in the 
amendments of other countries, as regards the existence of a threat to 
the peace or the taking of enforcement action (the latter including the 
case of regional action) should be opposed. 

7. Voting Procedure with Respect to the Secretary General. It was 
agreed that all questions involving voting in the Security Council 
should be referred to Committee III/1 for decision. Mr. Bioom 
pointed out that this had been the action of his Committee with 
respect to this matter. 

8. With respect to the Voting Status of Non-Members of the Coum- 
cil When Sitting with the Council, it was agreed that, in general, the 
voting privilege should not be extended, but that the Canadian pro- 
posal concerning the specific question of decisions involving the con- 

tribution of forces be considered in the sub-committee of Committee 
III /3 appointed for this purpose. 

9. Action of the Delegation with respect to other amendments 
pending with respect to Chapter VI * was as follows: 

Chapter VI, Section B 
a. To refer the Norwegian proposal to eliminate the word “prin- 

cipal” from the title of Section B to the Coordination Committee as 
a drafting matter. 

6. To take the position that Norway’s proposed addition to para- 
graph 2, which is in the nature of an injunction against appeasement, 
is covered by the four power amendments to Chapter I. 

c. To refer Norway’s proposal relative to the enforcement of judi- 
cial decisions to Committee III/3. | 

*® Doc. 360, III/1/16, May 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 767.
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-d. To refer Norway’s proposal with respect to the role of the 
Council in the election of court judges to Committee IV/1.  . - | 

e. To take the position that Uruguay’s recommendation relating 
to government monopoly of arms production is unsuitable for incor- 
poration in the Charter. 

Chapter VI, Section C | 
.a. To oppose Norway’s proposal requiring a vote of 8, instead of 7, 

on Section C-3 matters. | | 
6b. To oppose the Netherlands proposal requiring a majority vote 

of non-permanent members in connection with Section C-3. 
c. To oppose all other proposed amendments to Section C as defi- 

nitely beyond practical limits. — | 
Chapter VI, Section D 
a. To oppose Brazil’s proposal requiring quarterly and extraordi- 

nary sessions of the Council as not taking into account the conception 
that the Council is in continuous session. 

6. To regard Norway’s argument that regional military collabora- 
tion must be defined by the agreement(s) under VITI-B-5 as a 
matter for discussion in ITI/3. | | 

c. To oppose the Mexican and Venezuelan proposals for determining: 
when a member or non-member shall be called in by the Security 
Council. 

d. To oppose the disqualification of any member of the Security 
Council involved in a dispute from participating in the taking of 
decisions, as proposed by Liberia and Guatemala. 

10. Action of the Delegation with respect to amendments pending 
in connection with VILI-A ® was as follows: 

a. With respect to the authority of the Security Council to recom- 
mend terms of settlement, it was agreed that the only question re- 
maining was one of drafting. It was decided to oppose any amend- 
ments which would give to the Security Council the power to zmpose, 
rather than recommend, terms of settlement. 

6. With respect to the question whether the Security Council should 
be obligated to submit justiciable questions to the Court, it was decided. 
that the Delegation would stand on the present wording of paragraph 
6. In case of a conflict between Committees III/2 and IV/1, a joint 
subcommittee would be appropriate. 

c. With regard to the power of the General Assembly (or other 
international organ) to request an advisory opinion from the Court, 
it was decided to pass the matter over, since this question will not be 
reached in Committee IIT/2 for several days. | 

d. It was decided to oppose the removal to VIII-A of paragraphs 
1 and 2 of VIII-B, relating to the determination of threats to or 
breaches of the peace, or acts of aggression, because this would con- 
stitute a change in the Yalta formula. It was decided that the Dele- 
gate of the United States in Committee IJI/2 take the view that ITI/2 
has no competence until III/3 has acted, and that the amendment 
be opposed in the latter Committee. 

e. It was decided that any amendments providing for participation. 
by the Assembly in pacific settlement should be opposed on the ground. 

* Doc. 207, I1I/2/A/3, May 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, pp. 179 ff.
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that the point is adequately taken care of by the five power 
amendment. , . 

f. It was decided to oppose the inclusion of any reference to terri- 
torial integrity and independence in VITI-A, and it was pointed out 
that Committee III/2 had approved of the Australian amendment on 
this point, which is to be incorporated in IJ]-4 of the Charter.®° 

g. It was decided to take up in the Subcommittee of Five the ques- 
tion as to whether the words of XIJ-2 are adequate for excluding an 
appeal by an enemy state to the Security Council under VITI-A-2, | 

The meeting adjourned into Executive session. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 43 (Exec.) 

Minutes of the Forty-Third Meeting (Ewecutive Session) of the 
United States Delegation (B), Held at San Francisco, Thursday, 
May 17,1945,10: 20 a.m. 

(Continuation of regular meeting) 

[Informal Notes] 

Deruties, SECRETARY GENERAL 

Mr. Broom proposed that there be “not more than five” deputies, 
rather than “four”. He indicated that there was very little likeli- 
hood of a proposal for four deputies being accepted in his Committee. 
Mr. ArmstTrone agreed that the presidium system implied in the pro- 
vision for four deputies was most distasteful and should be strongly 
opposed. Mr. Pasvoisky said the system contemplated was some- 
what analogous to the system for a Secretary of State and Assistant 
Secretaries. Mr. Armstrone indicated that the Soviet Union had in 
mind a system of rotating the four deputies and the Secretary Gen- 
eral among the five powers. This, Mr. Armstrone felt, would be 
intolerable. Mr. Pasvoisxy pointed out that an unfortunate element 
in the situation was that the proposal for four deputies was the agreed 
proposal of the sponsoring governments. Tur Srecrerary stated that 
his view corresponded with that of Mr. Armstrong. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that he would discuss this question which 
had been before the Committee of Five quite frankly here. When 
Mr. Molotov had first discussed the proposal for four deputies ** he 

” See ibid., p. 185, for Iranian proposal regarding the inclusion of reference to 
territorial integrity or independence in VIII, A(4) ; p. 181 for amendment of the 
four Sponsoring Powers, VIII, A(4), which was approved by Committee III/2 on 
May 17 (Doc. 433, III/2/15, May 19, ibid., p. 48) ; p. 185 for Australian-proposed 
amendment of VIII, A(5) ; Doc. 20, P/6, April 28 (ibid., vol. 1, pp. 173-174) and 
Doc. 2, G/14(1), May 5 (ibid., vol. 3, p. 5483), for Australian-proposed amend- 
ment of II (4) ; and Doc. 382, 1/1/19, May 17 (ibid., vol. 6, p. 308) for discussion 
in Committee I/1 of the question of inclusion of reference to territorial integrity 
and political independence in II(4). 

** Minutes of Four-Power consultative meeting, May 3, 10 a. m., p. 562.
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had proposed that the four deputies and the Secretary General be 
chosen from the five members with permanent seats on the Security 
Council. After being pushed on this question Mr. Moxorov had said 
he would not insist on this, and it was now [not?] clear why he would 
not insist. If this was definitely agreed to, it was quite possible that 
there would be no Secretary General of the Organization. The 
Security Council would put up a list of nominations and the General 
Assembly would knock it out. Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that this 
question had been discussed in detail in the Subcommittee of Five 
with no conclusion reached. 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy added that he had explained to the committee why 
it was not possible for us to go along with the proposal that the five 
major powers should occupy all the leading positions in the Organi- 
zation. Our proposal was that they would have the leadership in the 
organization in matters relating to security, but beyond that that the 
major powers should have no status that went beyond the status of 
others. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought there was a great disadvantage in 
naming the exact number of deputies, since an amendment would 
then be required to increase the number. Mr. Armsrrone suggested 
the formula four or more deputies or five or more deputies. He 
added that if the Security Council with the present arrangement was 
in a weak position with relation to the Assembly, then we should 
strengthen the present provisions to meet the requirements of the 
Assembly. 

Mr. Broom pointed out that there was no possibility in his view 
of getting the present provision for four deputies by Committee IT/1. 
Tun SrcreTary agreed that it would not be very easy to get it by. 
Mr. Armstrone suggested that we should oppose any effort to inflict 
a presidium on the Organization and that our strategy could well 
be to state to the other four powers that the proposal we had orig- 
inally suggested in the sponsoring government amendment was not 
going to get through the committee. Mr. Broom urged that the ques- 
tion be taken up with the Subcommittee of Five. Mr. Pasvorsxy 
agreed that this was the sound procedure and stated that he would 
know tonight what that Committee would recommend. He added 
that he would take the position that the proposal for four deputies 
would probably not get by the Committee II/1.* 

Progress or MEETINGS or SUBCOMMITTEE OF F1vE—REGIoNAL PRoBLEM 

Tuer Secretary asked Mr. Pasvolsky to indicate the general prog- 
ress of the consultations with the Subcommittee of Five. Mr. Pas- 
voLsky reported that there were supposed to be two meetings 

” Doe. 415, II/1/18, May 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 353. . 

723-681—67_58
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yesterday, but that because of the necessity of discussing the regional 
problem only one meeting had been held, two hours having been spent 
on the discussion of regional amendments. He indicated that some 
progress had been made and that we could tell better what the situ- 
ation would be when we saw Sobolev. The Soviet representatives, 
he said, were objecting to the word “collective”. Mr. Hotmes asked 
why they objected to that word. Mr. Pasvousxy thought that they 
were just stalling. Their argument was that they were not sure the 
word collective conformed to the conception of Dumbarton Oaks. 

They were willing to accept the provision for the right of self-defense, 
since they thought this was covered in Dumbarton Oaks. They now 

were arguing, however; whether the principle of collective self-defense 
was covered there. | - 

Tue Secrerary asked Mr. Pasvolsky what he thought. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY replied that he thought it was covered. He believed that if 
any right of self-defense is implied, then the right remains in any 

form. He stated that the other three governments were in agree- 
ment with him on that view, and the Soviet representatives he thought 
were awaiting instructions. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that the Soviet 
Union was putting up a smoke screen while waiting for instructions 
and compared the situation to Molotov’s refusal to accept the revision 
of Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 6 until he had received his 
instructions. Mr. Pasvotsky stated he was sure this question had 
been referred to Moscow. 

The Chinese, he said, had raised the question whether our proposal 
on the right of self-defense did not open the matter too widely. We 
said “when the Security Council does not maintain peace and secu- 
rity ...”’. They wanted to make the statement more precise to 
read “if in any particular instance the Security Council does not 
maintain peace and security and an armed attack occurs... .”. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG opposed making any change in our proposal, 
feeling that we should stand our ground. Mr. Pasvoisxy said the 
Chinese might accept our proposal, but that he felt in fact the Chinese 
wording was an imprgqvement. Mr. Duties questioned whether any 

real change was involved, since our proposal also had the provision 
if an armed attack occurs. SENATOR VANDENBERG opposed again the 
reopening of the formula, pointing out that we would then have to 
consult widely with our South American friends and with everybody 
else. He thought we should stick to our stated position. Tur Srcre- 
TARY agreed that we had stated our position and that that was our 
policy. 

[Here follows discussion of powers of Executive and Steering 
Committees. ]
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Cuaprer II, Princrptes: ATLANTIC CHARTER: FREEDOM OF 
INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION | 

Mr. Pasvotsky stated that the Delegation had yesterday decided not 
to oppose addition of principles of free communication and specific 
mention of the Atlantic Charter in the Charter.°* At the meeting of 
the Subcommittee of Five the British had stated that they would op- 
pose both of these amendments and the USSR indicated the same pol- 
icy. Mr. Pasvousxy stated that he had told the Subcommittee of Five 
that the United States wishes to be in a position not to oppose these 
amendments. The question was then how the United States should 
vote in the committee. Should it vote affirmatively or abstain ? 

Tue SrcretTary thought we should vote affirmatively. Mr. Dunn 
agreed that this was probably what we wanted to do. Mr. Dutuzs 
said it would be more difficult to take an affirmative stand for the 
inclusion of mention of the Atlantic Charter than to vote affirmatively 
on the inclusion of the principle of freedom of information, since, in 
discussing Senator Vandenberg’s proposal, we had agreed to omit any 
reference to the Atlantic Charter. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that if we 
voted in favor of the proposal for freedom of information and com- 

munication the Soviet Union would certainly include their proposals 
for the right to work and the right to education. Muss Fospicx stated 
that the decision with respect to freedom of information and communi- 
cation had been that we would not oppose such a principle as long.as we 
did not have to accept with it a further enumeration of fundamental 
freedoms. Mr. Hartiey suggested that there had been an inconsis- 
tency in the decision of the Delegation which had voted on the one hand 
against any amendment and had voted on the other hand to favor the 
addition of a principle of freedom of communication and information. 
Mr. Pasvousky said he thought the Soviet Union might get through 
the acceptance of the principle of “right to work”. If so, we would 
have to see that other fundamental freedoms were enumerated. Mr. 
Norrer commented that the situation was rather complicated. In the 
committee, if the Soviet Union opposed and Great Britain opposed all 
we could do would be to say that we wanted this one freedom enu- 
merated, but that we did not want anything more enumerated. Mr. 
Du tes thought our position should be that we are against any enu- 
meration, but that 1f there was to be any enumeration it should include 
freedom of communication. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG pointed out that the question would probably 
come up “shall we put a principle of freedom of information and 
communication in the Charter.” He asked how we would vote on this 
question. Tue Srcrerary replied that he would favor not voting on 
this question until the prior question was decided whether there should 

** Minutes of meeting of May 16, 9 a. m., p. 749.
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be an enumeration. If so, we would propose freedom of information 
and communication. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought this was a tenable posi- 
tion. Mr. Norrer then stated that the policy would be to vote against 
enumeration. Mr. Pasvorsxy added that if we lost on that vote we 
would then go in for a full enumeration of freedoms. 

The meeting was adjourned by the Secretary at 10:50 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 44 

Minutes of the Forty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 17, 1945, 6 p. m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (30) present at meeting. | 

The meeting was called to order by the Secretary at 6:00 p. m. 

Commission MEETINGS 

Yaura Vorinc AGREEMENT 

SENATOR CoNNALLY called attention to a matter in Committee 1 
of Commission III *® which he said he found himself “right up 
against”, and with respect to which he needed instructions from the 
American Delegation. The Yalta voting agreements, he said, were 
being attacked. Sir Alexander Cadogan had spoken on the subject. 
Ambassador Gromyko was scheduled to speak tomorrow,** and Sen- 
ATOR CoNNALLY said that his associates had urged him to speak. 

Tue CuarrMan stated that it was his understanding that the agree- 
ment was not to depart from the Yalta formula except upon the agree- 
ment of the other sponsoring powers. 

Mr. Pasvotsky reported on the views expressed in the Committee 
of Five and stated that the French take the position that they had 
made their formulation before the Yalta formula came out, and while 
they do not like the Yalta formula they will not force the issue. The 
Russians say that the only way to deal with the problem is by the 
Five Powers staying together. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that it is nec- 
essary to Judge the temper of the Conference in order to determine 
whether it will be possible to hold the line. If it appears that the 
line cannot be held, it may be necessary to confer on the possible modi- 
fication of the position to be taken. With respect to the veto, and 
specifically the Dutch proposal,®’ the British are determined to turn 
it down. The French withdrew their proposal.®® Mr. PasvotsKy 

** Doe. 417, III/1/19, May 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 305. 
** Doc. 459, III/1/22, May 21, ibid., p. 382. 
* Doe. 2, G/7(j) (1), May 1, ibid., vol. 3, p. 825; WD 215, III/1/36, June 7, 

ibid., vol. 11, p. 326. ~ 
* Doc. 2, G/T(0), March 21, ibid., vol. 3, p. 384.
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further expressed the view that the possibility of altering the Yalta 
formula should not be discussed in the Committee of Five, but only 
at the highest level. It would have to be taken up, he said, in a meet- 
ing of the Big Five as a matter of strategy; otherwise, suspicion 
might be created that the United States is trying to run out on the 
Yalta agreement. It is not yet possible, he added, to know just 
what the pressure is on this issue. 

Mr. Bowman stated that it is necessary to decide as a matter of 
strategy whether the best possible defense is going to be made of 
the Yalta agreement. Today, he added, it seemed that a detailed 

defense of the agreement is necessary. 
Mr. Pasvorsky commented that the Netherlands Delegation is in 

opposition of the Yalta formula and is urging the adoption of the 
Netherlands amendment. The French, however, withdrew their 
amendment, Sir Alexander supports the Yalta formula. 

Mr. Bowman observed that Sir Alexander, in response to a ques- 
tion put by Mr. Fraser, had answered that he would bring in an ex- 
planation, paragraph by paragraph, on how the Yalta formula affects 
the Charter.®® Copies of this explanation would be distributed, he 
said. The United Kingdom has taken the position that 1t must ac- 
tively support the Yalta formula, and Mr. Bowman expressed the 
view that the United States should pursue the same course. 

SENATOR ConNALLY commented that then the American Delegation 
would support the formula. 7 | 

Tue CHairMAN agreéd that this was the sense of the Delegation as 
of this morning. 
CoMMANDER SrassEN stated that it would be fine if it would be 

possible to get a modification of Section 8a and if agreement could be 
reached on this among the Five Powers. CoMMANDER STASSEN agreed 
that it was necessary to defend aggressively the Yalta formula but 
that this is one point at which it is really indefensible. 

SENATOR ConNALLY stated that it could be defended on another 
point. He pointed out that if sanctions are employed later on there 
would be a veto power if the Security Council should take any action, 

but if on the other hand the consideration of a dispute is begun with 
a divided Security Council, why not permit the exercise of the veto 

power at the very beginning. | 
Mr. Pasvotsky suggested that the next step in the consultations 

would depend on the developing tide in the Committee. If it is 
shown clearly that the necessary votes are lacking then further con- 
sultations will be required. This, he said, is not only a Russian pro- 

posal, but a British proposal as well. 
_ The British wish to go all the way with respect to the veto power. 

° WD 3, May 17, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 320.
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COMMANDER STASSEN stated that it would be undesirable to have 
the inner feeling of the American Delegation on this matter misrepre- 
sented in inner circles. There can be no question that the Five Powers 
must stay together. | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY stated that Ambassador Gromyko will speak 
the first thing tomorrow. He added that there was quite strong feel- 
ing among the Five Powers that that question is the heart of the Char- 
ter and of Five Power unity, and that. if this issue is lost the entire 

situation is wrecked. : 
_ Mr. Dunn inquired whether the American political officers should 
get word around to the other delegations. 

PosTPONEMENT OF Bia Five Mretine 

Tuer CuHarrMan stated that the meeting of the Big Five which had 
been scheduled for 3 o’clock on this afternoon had been canceled be- 
cause Ambassador Gromyko had not yet received word from Moscow. 
He stated that if he did not hear from Ambassador Gromyko by 
10: 00 a. m. on the next day he would proceed to call another meeting 

of the Big Five. : 
SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that Ambassador Gromyko had been 

given until -3:00 today, and that his. default: had ended his rights. 
Postponing the. meeting, he said, simply encouraged the Russian 
belief that they can push us around simply because they had not had 
word from Moscow. Ambassador Gromyko, he urged, should not 
be encouraged to slide by the deadlines. The other representatives in 
the Big Five, he added, were in agreement. : 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that the Russians had not set the deadline, 
and he went on to inquire as to what the American Delegation’s at- 
titude would be in a similar situation in Moscow. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asserted that if the Big Five did not meet 
tomorrow then the Delegation could name someone else to sit on the 
Regional Committee. He stated that he would not humiliate himself 
and his country any longer. This 1s, he said, an outrageous situation. 
It is impossible to hold the South American countries. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY urged that the American Delegation should not 
go that far, and Senator VANDENBERG replied that it is not a final 

situation, and that the American delegates are free agents and can do 
as they please. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUs observed that this would be so only when the 
Five Power consultations are ended. He pointed out that Ambassa- 
dor Gromyko had said that he had not had time physically to get 
word from Moscow and that therefore he was unable to say anything 

on the issue. If, however, Ambassador Gromyko has not heard from 
Moscow by tomorrow then Lord Halifax will back up the American 
position.
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Mr. Dunn pointed out that the Americans would feel that they 
were being pushed around if they were in Moscow and subjected to the 
same conditions. Communications between this country and Moscow, 
he said, are not as good as they are between London, Washington, and 
Paris. : 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated it as his view that a great deal 
more was involved than in this particular instance. The United 
States, he said, was being pushed around all over the world by the 
Russians. They are not adhering to the Yalta agreement or to their 

agreement with the Secretary of State. 
Mr. Dunn advised that there should be no deadlines set at a con- 

ference of this kind. He pointed out, for example, that twenty-four 
hours after Mr. Molotov had said that he could not agree on the two 
points, he came around and said that he received word that he could 
agree on them. Mr. Dunn stated that he had never before heard of 
a deadline in diplomacy, and that a deadline in diplomacy is actually 
an ultimatum. In diplomacy, he said, one waits a reasonable time, 

but one never says 11, or 2, or 3 o’clock. 7 | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked who was responsible for this twenty- 

four hour deadline and answered the question by stating that Dr. Koo 
had proposed it and had been supported by Lord Halifax, and that 

both of these men were experienced diplomats. : _ 
Mr. ArMsTRONG commented that they had proposed this, however, 

very reluctantly. | Oo | ee 

: - CoutLEcTIVE MEAsuRES IN SELF-DEFENSE cS 

At this point Szcrerary Srerrinrus suggested to Mr. Pasvolsky 
that he had better introduce his “ray of sunshine” regarding his talk 
with Mr. Molotov on regional arrangements, - 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that the Russians had been much disturbed 
by the word “collective”.t_ They were afraid that it would make pos- 
sible a coalition against them. They said that it creates a new situa- 
tion. Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that he had argued in two languages 
that it does not create a new situation and that it was covered entirely 
in the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. Actually, however, this is wrong. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy added that the French feel that the Russians are 
really perturbed about self-defense. They say that the Russians are 
worried not about the possibility of collective measures taken against 
them in case the Security Council fails but collective action on the 
basis of previous agreements. Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that he gave an 
explanation of the Monroe Doctrine and the right of collective meas- 
ures in defense. Mr. Sopoxev replied that he would have to talk fur- 

*See Five-Power discussion of chapter VIII, section B, new paragraph 12, at 
the fifth meeting, May 16, 3 p. m., p. 758.
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ther with his chiefs. They’ve gone one step, and now admit that the 
right to take collective measures in self-defense is covered in the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals by inference, but they are still afraid of pre- 

vious agreements. 
Mr. PasvotsKy expressed the view that at the meeting on the next 

day the American position should be that this is a matter requiring 
action, and that it would be desirable to go forward with this proposal 
as a working basis for discussion, while continuing consultations on 
the question. | . 

Mr. Dunn commented that a day is only useful when it is put to use. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG rejoined that a day in the Senate is more im- 
portant than a day:in the State Department. 

ABSENCE OF Mr. Motorov 

Mr. Duties commented that it is not a question of personal embar- 
rassment, but a question of how the Conference is going to function in 
the absence of Mr. Molotov. This same situation arose at Dumbarton 
Oaks, he averred, and prevented final agreement on this question. 
Mr. Duttes took the position that it should be made clear at an early 
stage that we do not intend to repeat the Dumbarton Oaks experience. 
[Tue Srecrerary added a vigorous “No!” at this point.] 2? Continu- 
ing, Mr. Dutues said that it would seem to be in order to allow these 

matters to go ahead and to be discussed in the Committee tomorrow. 

Tur CHarirMAN expressed entire agreement with the statement made 
by Mr. Dulles. : 

Mr. Dunn remarked that he was also in agreement but that he did 
not think that an attempt should be made to decide today what is to 
be done tomorrow. 

ATTITUDE OF ARGENTINE DELEGATION 

Tuer CHairMAN said that no embarrassment will be raised by the © 
Argentine Delegation regarding the vacancy of rapporteur in the 
Commission.2 Mr. Warren added that the Argentine Delegation will 
not raise the issue. Mr. Rockefeller, he said, had had a very satisfac- 
tory conference with them, and they will not risk any embarrassment 
with the Russians on this question. 

DeEAN GILDERSLEEVE inquired whether the Committee of Five had 
taken up the question of the ILO. | 

* Brackets appear in the original. , 
*The position of rapporteur for Commission IV was vacant; in a circular air- 

gram to diplomatic representatives in the American Republics, May 21, 10:35 
a.m. (500.CC/5-2145), the Acting Secretary of State reported: “The Argentine 
delegation has agreed not to make any attempt to obtain for itself the vacant 
rapporteurship of commissions. This will relieve us from the embarrassment 
hooters be caused if the Argentine issue should be raised again at the con-
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Decisions ReacHep sy CoMMITT£E oF Five 

Mr. Pasvorsxy reported on a number of decisions which had been 
reached in the Committee of Five.‘ 

Committee I/1 

In Committee I/1 it was decided that the question of the observance 

of treaties would be handled in the Preamble. The Soviet representa- 

tive would support it, but would wish it reworded. — 

There was opposition to the enumeration of human rights, including 
the obligation to maintain international free communication. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that he had informed the others that if any 
enumeration is to be made the United States would support the in- 

clusion of freedom of communication if there were heavy pressure 
for it. The British are prepared to oppose this issue. 

With respect to the guarantee of territorial integrity it was agreed 
to use the Australian amendment, although some rewording is desired 
by the Soviet Delegation. 

It was also agreed that any reference to nonintervention would 
be opposed. 

Committee I/2 : 
With respect to Committee I/2 it was agreed to support the ex- 

pulsion proposals as they now stand,. that is,.the Dumbarton: Oaks 
text. SenaTor VANDENBERG commented on this to the effect that this 
would be true except, with respect to persistent offenders. Mr. Pas- 
voLsKY stated that the others want the expulsion and suspension pro- 
visions left in. ST oe ( oe 

On matters affecting the Secretariat it was decided to stand on the 
Dumbarton Oaks text as amended by the Big Four, with a number 
of changes. There had been a long discussion on several problems 
in connection with this subject. The changes agreed upon. were the 
following: (1) The re-eligibility of the Deputy-Secretaries General. 
It was agreed that this had been an oversight. (2) An increase in 
the number of Deputy-Secretaries General from four to five. The 
Russians, Mr. Pasvorsky explained, had agreed to this change this 
morning. The question had also been raised as to whether the Deputy- 
Secretaries General should be elected, as the Secretary General, or 
appointed by the latter. The British had supported appointment by 
the Secretary-General, but the Russians were opposed to this. A 
tentative compromise was that the Deputies would be assigned special 
functions and would be appointed by the Secretary General and ap- 
proved by the Security Council or the General Assembly, according 
to their function. The French and British were opposed to this, 

*For a guide to proposed amendments, according to the Committeés (referred 
to herein) considering them, see Doc. 288, G/38, May 14, UNCIO Documents, 
vol. 3, p. 639. Record of meetings of the Committee of Five (Five-Power 
Deputies) not printed.
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however, and the situation remained in status quo.:. (8) ‘Where “Dep- 
uty” is mentioned in the text it should read “Deputy-Secretary Gen- 
eral”. Mr. Armstrone pointed to the possibility that the Secretary. 
General might be a Soviet citizen and would appoint all Soviet 
deputies... . | ae 
Mr. Broom expressed the view that the deputies must be appointed 

by the Organization, = ©... | | 
Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that in his view the deputies should be ap- 

pointed but. whether by the Assembly alone or by the Security Coun- 
cil or the. Assembly, according to function, would be a matter for 
consideration. For the moment, he said, the United States was 
standing on the present procedure. 

Committee I/2 also had before it the proposal to empower the 
Secretary General to bring matters to the attention of the General 
Assembly. It was agreed in the Committee of Five that this would 
be opposed, and that the stand would be on the Dumbarton Oaks text. 
..With respect to. the question of periodic conferences to review 
and revise the Charter the agreéd stand would be on the Dumbarton 
Oaks proposals with the Big Four amendments. | | 

The proposal of a two-thirds majority for the ratification of amend- 
ments would be opposed with a recommendation that the stand ‘be 
firmly on the Dumbarton Oaks text. . : | 

Committee II/1 - oe 

A number of decisions were also reached affecting the matters under 
Committee II/1. With respect to the suspension of voting rights 
as a penalty of non-payment of contribution it was decided in the 
Committee of Five not. to offer opposition. The American position 
would be to abstain from voting and from taking a public position. 

On the matter of the participation of women in the general inter- 
national organization the recommendation of the Committee of Five 
was that the governments should be left free to act. The position 
of the American Delegation, however, is to oppose any proposal which 
had application beyond the Secretariat or the members of the com- 
missions. This would involve opposition to the Brazilian, Dominican 
Republic, and Mexican joint proposal.® It was agreed that Mr. 
Kotschnig and Mr. Tomlinson would be requested to draft a formula 
which would embrace non-discriminatory rather than equal treat- 
ment, and which would cover the limited position taken by the Ameri- 
can Delegation: | 

REPRESENTATIVE EATON read the formulation of the Drafting Com- 
mittee: “The Organization shall place no restriction on the partici- 

5 Doe. 2, G/25, May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 602, 603. For amend- 
ment proposed by the Sponsoring Governments, chapter V, paragraph 4, see Doc. 
2, G/29, May 5, ibid., p. 627.
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pation of men and women-on an equal: basis in its. principal organs 
and subsidiary agencies”. ee 
-Dran GipeErsLeeve stated that she had thought that the provision 

would apply only-tothe Secretariat: 9. rr rrTs 
Mr. Pasvorsky stated that the Delegations:had-agreed at the meet- 

ing this morning that this provision would apply to the staff of the 
organization but not to the delegations, for that 1s the business of 
governments and not of theorganization, © = > 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom reported that. the question had come up in 

his Committee at the afternoon’s meeting ® and that the Chairman 
had ruled that he would declare it out of order but would allow 

speeches to be made on it. Mr. Broom stated that he had made a 
motion to adjourn, but the Chairman of the Committee stated that 

he will continue the debate on the question tomorrow. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE commented that in her view the American 

Delegation should hold by the stand taken at the morning meeting. 
She would not like to see the provision apply beyond: the Secretariat. 

Mr. Hicxrrson agreed, stating that there.is no right to go beyond 
that since the organization ‘cannot tell governments how to compose 
their delegations. | i oo, a | 

Mr. PasvotsKy stated that another question taken up in the Com- 
mittee of Five affecting Committee II/1 related to the Australian 
amendment, which described in detail the method of preparing the 
budget for the organization.’ The Committee of Five, he said, recom- 
mended that on this issue the governments be left with freedom of 
action. 

On the question of voting procedure in the General Assembly, it 
was decided that there should be no change; voting procedure in the 
Security Council should be settled in Committee III/1, and in the 
Assembly in Committee II/1. It was recommended that the stand 
would be on the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, and Mr. Pasvolsky con- 
sidered this quite sound. 

NoMINATION AND ELECTION OF JUDGES 

Mr. Broom raised a question about the nomination and election of 
judges on the Court. 

Mr. Hackworrs reported that at the morning’s meeting the nom- 
ination of judges under the present system had been approved, but 
that then the question of election of judges had arisen. A proposal 
had been advanced by Uruguay that judges be elected by the Assembly 
alone. This had been supported by the entire Latin bloc except Haiti. 
The Big Five stood by the American position that the election should 

° Doc. 415, 11/1/18, May 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 353. 
"Doe. 2, G/14(1), May 5 (11th amendment), ibid., vol. 3, p. 545. 
* Doe. 418, IV/1/32, May 18, ibid., vol. 18, p. 180.
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be by the Assembly and the Council as now provided. The vote, he 
said, promised to be pretty equally divided. While the vote to put 
the election in the Assembly may fail, the vote to put it in the Council 
and the Assembly may also fail. It was suggested that Mr. Rockefeller 
and Mr. Warren should talk to the Latin American representatives. 
Mr. Hackwortu further pointed out that a strong bloc could control 
the election of judges if this election were placed in the Assembly. 
The American position is, he said, that the Council should have a 
part in the election of these judges. For, if the Council has no part 
in this election it cannot control the matter. The situation, he said, 
is rather difficult, and the British and Russians realize that there is 
a good chance of losing out on our position with respect to partici- 
pation by the Council. 

REPRESENTATIVE BiLoom stated that the General Assembly should 
elect the judges on terms laid down by the Statute. 

Mr. Hacxworrn, however, urged that this should not be left to 
the Assembly alone. The Statute, he pointed out, provides that the 
election should be by majority vote. 

SENATOR CONNALLY inquired of Mr. Hackworth whether it would 
be possible for his Commission to hold an open session on Saturday, 
and Mr. Hackworts replied that it would be possible to meet and 
report progress. | | | 

Committee IT /2 | a 

With respect to matters in Committee II/2, several decisions had 
been reached in the Committee of Five. 

It was decided that all misunderstandings with respect to the new 
Five Power proposal in paragraph 1, Section B, Chapter V ® are now 
resolved, and it was agreed in the Committee of Five that it will be 
supported by the Big Five. 

The explanation of the Soviet representative had been that the 
language was new and was too broad. The Soviet had voted no, and 
the British had voted yes, but after discussion the conclusion was 
reached that there had been a misunderstanding. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired whether this means that the situa- 
tion now is where it was originally and that this continues to be a 
joint proposal, and Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that it continues to be a 
joint proposal. 

On the subject of suspension of members, Mr. PAsvotsKy pointed 
out that the decision in the Delegation had been to ask the Committee 
of Five for a recommendation. The recommendation of the Com- 
mittee of Five is to oppose any amendment which would place this 

power in the hands of the Assembly. Suspension would be provided 

° For text of redraft proposed by the four Sponsoring Governments and France, 
see Doc. 354, 11/2/15, May 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 48.
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for only in those cases where the Security Council is taking action 
against a nation on grounds of a threat to peace and security. Thus, 
it would be quite proper to let the Security Council take action. The 
proposal on restoration of suspended members is to be opposed. 

Mr. Pasvoisky pointed out that there had been some small amend- 
ments relating to paragraph 8, but that the Delegation had decided 
to stand by the Dumbarton Oaks text. In this it was supported by 
the Committee of Five, which recommended that the minor amend- 
ments on paragraph 8 would be opposed and that the position would 
be to stand by the Dumbarton Oaks text. 

It was also agreed to recommend that amendments which would 
make withdrawal possible were to be opposed strenuously. 

REPRESENTATIVE Boom inquired whether in the case of restoration 
of members after the non-payment of dues it would be necessary to 
wait for the Assembly to meet or would there be automatic restoration. 

Mr. Pasvousky explained that the amendments proposed provided 
that the right of a member to vote may be suspended pending payment 
of dues, and that there might be restoration on payment. 

Committee II /3 

Mr. Pasvoitsky also reported on decisions made with respect to 
matters coming under Committee IT/3. 

The British, he said, had wanted freedom of action with respect 
to the inclusion of the ILO. The other three countries were opposed to 
this, and so was the United States. The Committee of Five decided 
upon freedom of action with respect to specific mention of the ILO, 
but the United States position will be continued opposition to this. 

The question of the specific mention of health had already been 
settled by acceptance. 

With respect to the inclusion of the word “educational” there was 
a split. The Chinese had been for this, while the decision of the 
United States Delegation was against it, and also against reference to 
“intellectual cooperation”. The Russians, he said, were prepared to 
withdraw their original opposition to the inclusion of “educational”. 
The Committee of Five decided upon freedom of action with respect 
to this issue in accordance with the United States recommendation. 

DrAn GILDERSLEEVE pointed out that the United States consultants 
had been strongly in favor of including “educational” during the 
morning and inquired whether the Delegation was ready to reconsider 
the possibility of changing its position on this matter. . 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he was willing to leave it to Dean 

Gildersleeve. Dean GILDERSLEEVE indicated her willingness to go 
forward with “cultural” as previously decided upon in the Delegation, 
unless it is felt that because of the very urgent recommendation of 
the consultants of this morning the Delegation would wish to recon-
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sider the question of the inclusion of “educational”. Dean GILpErR- 
SLEEVE observed further that it was her understanding that a bill 
had been introduced in the House for the International Office of 
Education,” and that Representatives Bloom and Eaton had sup- 
ported this bill. 

- ComMaANDER STASSEN suggested that the situation might be clarified 
by a saving clause as in the case of domestic jurisdiction, in order 
to make sure that there is no interference involved. 

JEWISH REPRESENTATIVES 

Tue Ricut to Work 

Mr. Pasvotsky stated that the Soviet Delegation had proposed as 

one of the basic human rights, the right to work. This had been 

taken out on the ground that there should be no enumeration. The 
Ukrainian Delegation, however, upon arriving had made the same 
proposal and it is now before the Conference. In the Committee of 
Five the Soviet representative had been prepared to oppose it but 
would reserve his position if any other enumeration should be made. 

Fut, EMPLOYMENT 

With respect to the question of higher standards of living the 
Committee of Five had already voted to support “full employment” 
although the Soviet Delegation is alone in full agreement on this 

issue. 

Tue AUSTRALIAN PLEDGE 

Mr. STINEBOWER inquired as to what the decision had been with 
respect to the Australian pledge.” 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy replied that no position had been taken on this, 
but that the United States should oppose it. 

Mr. StTrinEBowerR asked what would be the line of opposition, and 
SrenavTor ConNaziy stated that it is not a proper jurisdictional matter. 

Mr. Pasvoisky added that it is not international behavior but do- 
mestic behavior, and Senator VANDENBERG stated that it squarely 
collides with the whole structure of the Organization. 

CoMPOSITION OF THE Economic AND SociaL CounciL 

Mr. Pasvotsxy noted that there had been several proposals affecting 
the composition of the Economic and Social Council.1? The decision 
of the Delegation had been to stand on the Dumbarton Oaks text. 

” For documentation on the establishment of United Nations Educational, Sci- 
entific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), see pp. 1510 ff. 

“ For text of new paragraphs proposed for addition at the end of section (A), 
chapter IX, see Doc. 2, G/14(1), May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 546-547. 
“For index to proposed amendments to chapter IX, section B, see Doc. 288, 

G/38, May 14, ibid., p. 693.
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The Committee of Five left complete freedom of action to the gov- 
ernments on these proposals except on the question of the size of the 
Council, which would stand at 18 members. If smaller countries 
want to press some of these matters it is up to them. Freedom of 
action had been decided upon because of the French position. There 
was agreement that the Egyptian proposal of a membership of 24 
and the Philippine proposal that all nations should be represented 
should be opposed. 

- CONFERENCES | 

With respect to the recommendation of the United States advisers 
relating to conferences with non-governmental organizations ** it was 
reported that the Committee of Five had recommended support for 

the Canadian proposal. Mr. Pasvotsxy expressed the belief that the 
support of the Five Powers would not go beyond that arrangement. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN urged that an effort should be made to include 

the word “conferences”. 
Mr. PasvoisKy, however, stated that he did not think that they 

would accept “conferences” nor that the United States should press 
for it, since conferences are an inter-governmental matter. 

Mr. SAnpDirer pointed out that this would give the Economic and 
Social Council authority to arrange conferences on its own. 

Mr. Pasvousxy stated that if it was the wish of the Delegation he 
would try once more to get approval for a more extended language. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN suggested that he might try again and inform 

the Committee that the World Trade Union Conference was in 
favor of it. | | 

SENATOR CONNALLY inquired whether this meant rejection of the 
recommendation of the advisers, and Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that it 
was only a question of language. es | 

CoMMANDER STASSEN moved approval of the recommendation of 
the advisers with respect to sentence 1 of paragraph 1 for negotiation 
with the Committee of Five and this was agreed upon. 

| FUNCTIONS OF THE CoUNCIL 

With respect to the functions of the Council, the Committee of, 
Five did not like the word “instigate” in the French proposal, and 
the French agreed to consult their government on the matter. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

CoMMANDER STASssEN reported briefly on the situation in Com- 
mittee II/4 on Trusteeship. The issue had been raised in the Com- 
mittee, he said, regarding the addition of the word “independence” 

** Recommendations of the United States advisers based on proposals of 
United States consultants, May 17 (U.S. Gen. 131), not printed.
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in the political objectives.* ‘The Chinese and the Russians had been 
for this addition and the British and French were against it. An 
attempt was being made by the latter to jockey the United States into 
the position of opposing “independence” as a goal. The situation, 
he said, was being kept in hand, and the Delegation would be informed 

on developments. - Dk. : CO 
It was announced that the Delegation would meet on the following 

morning at 9:00 o’clock. : : 
The meeting was adjourned at 8: 45 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 45 . . 

Minutes of the Forty-Fifth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, friday, May 18, 1945, 9 a. m. 

[Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (30) present at meeting. | 
The meeting was called to order by the Secretary at 9:00 a. m. 

Commitrer I1V/2—Lecat ProptEMs—RECOMMENDATIONS TO UNITED 

States DELEGATION 

Mr. Hacxwortn presented to the Delegation the paper entitled 
Recommendations to United States Delegation on Basic Issues, Com- 
mittee IV/2, Legal Problems, US Gen 122, May 16, 1945.15 At the 
suggestion of the Secretary, Mr. Hackwortu read through the rec- 
ommendations, the Delegates speaking only when there was some 

** See Doc. 404, II/4/17, May 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 452. A pen- 
cilled, unsigned, marginal note on a mimeographed copy of Doc. 404 stated: 

“Omitted is much of the very important speech by Stassen against inclusion of 
independence because it was not possible to secure 5 power agreement. Said 
ind. not so necessary, that emphasis [should be] on interdependence, compared 
empires to U.S. federal system, said U.S. understood such moves. 

“This speech was a reversal of all previous U.S. policy—FDR, Hull views— 
caused great disconcertment in U.S. delegation, position altered later only with 
great trouble. This blunder partly responsible for lack of mention of inde- 
pendence in the Declaration (Art. 73).” . , 

A summary of Commander Stassen’s statement in the United States delega- 
tion’s record of the May 17 meeting (US II/4, Doc. 6, May 17, 1945) follows: 
“Commander Stassen stated that the United States would vote against the 

Chinese améndment since it exceeded the possible area of agreement among the 
five powers on this subject, and since, in any case, there would be no limitation 
on the extent to which self-government could be developed under the existing 
wording. The national policy of the United States on this subject, he noted, 
was exemplified in our policy toward the Philippines. But hope for the success 
of this Conference depended on the combined support of the five powers who 
have contributed most to the war and a maximum number of other powers. For 
this reason extreme efforts are made to find maximum areas of agreement. 
Governor Stassen added that the word of the future is the interdependence of 
states and peoples and pointed to the example of the forty-eight states of the 
United States, whose strength is based not on their complete independence as 
separate entities, but on their unity and interdependence.” 

5 Not printed.
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question regarding the recommendation. In this way the following 

decisions were reached by the Delegates: 

a. (1) The formulation of Subcommittee IV/2/A on privileges 
and immunities for the Organization * should be supported by the 
United States. | 
- (2) The recommendation of Subcommittee IV/2/A that the As- 
sembly be authorized to recommend definition of details of privileges 
and immunities should be supported by the United States. 

(3) The United States delegation should take the position that no 
provision concerning Juridical personality of the Organization should 
be ineluded in the Charter. | 

6. The United States should support the provision for registration 
and publication of treaties limited to such treaties and agreements 
made subsequent to the effective date of the Charter. The representa- 
tives of the United States should be authorized to agree to either of the 
following alternative legal consequences of non-registration: (@) that 
no unregistered treaty or agreement shall be binding, or (0) that it 
shall be disregarded by any organ of the Organization. 

In connection with the question whether the Charter should provide 
that members agree that obligations inter se which are inconsistent 
with the Charter are abrogated, Mr. Duties suggested that it can be 
assumed that the Charter itself by its very existence would prevail 
over, inconsistent obligations. He questioned the usefulness of the 
following statement under the recommendations: 

c. The United States should support the position that the Charter 
contain only a statement of the principle that the Charter, shall pre- 
vail over inconsistent obligations between members. 

Mr. BowMan suggested that it might be stated that the Organization 
will reconcile treaties under the Charter. Mr. Dunn felt it was 
enough to say that the rules of the Charter would prevail. Senator 
ConNALLY suggested that the Charter would provide authority to the 
Council to reconcile treaties with it. Mr. Sanpirer suggested that 
the last sentence as quoted above be omitted. Mr. Duties urged that 
only the brief statement be retained “that the United States support 
the position that the Charter contain only ‘a statement of the principle 
that the Charter shall prevail over inconsistent obligations between 
members”. Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested that members themselves would 
not release themselves from inconsistent obligations. The very exist- 

ence of the Charter would constitute a release if the proper provision 
was included. Mr. Hackworrtu agreed that probably it would be 
best to use only the one sentence. Mr. Hackworth then continued 
with the discussion of paragraphs d, e, and f. The Delegation agreed 
to the following recommendations: : 

d. The representative of the United States on Committee IV/2 
should approve the principle that the Charter provide for the initia- 

** Doc. 412, IV/2/A/2(1), May 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 18, p. 778 

723-681—67——54
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tion of studies‘and the making of recommendations with a view to 
the development of international law, but should take the position 
that this is governed by the joint proposal for amendment to Chapter 
V, Section B, paragraph 6, now before Committee IT/2.1” | 

e. The United States representative on Committee IV/2 should take 
the position that the question of the Charter providing for the recon- 
sideration of treaties and the criteria for such reconsideration is one 
for consideration and decision by Committee II/2 and has already 
been dealt with there by the United States amendment to Chapter V, 
Section B, paragraph 6. oe 

f. The United States should leave the initiative to other nations 
in initiating arrangements for the taking over by the Organization 
of certain Functions, facilities, properties, archives, et cetera of the 
League of Nations, but should collaborate in devising appropriate 
legal measures of accomplishing these ends agreed upon by other ap- 
propriate committees. It is considered probable that the method pro- 
posed will be the appointment by the Conference of a commission of 
the United Nations to negotiate with a comparable commission of 
the League. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy then returned to a discussion of paragraph c. Mr. 
Dou ttes objected to putting in a provision requiring states to secure re- 
lease from inconsistent obligations or obligating them not to enter 
into inconsistent obligations. Such a provision, he explained, implied 
that treaties inconsistent with the Charter persisted, whereas in his 
view the Charter should be considered to have prevailed over any 
inconsistent obligations. Mr. Pasvoitsky indicated that Article 20 
of the League Covenant had some particularly good language on this 
question. Mr. Strassen agreed with Mr. Durzxs that there would 
be only a tendency to stir up trouble 1f a special reference was made 
to the obligation of states to secure release from inconsistent obliga- 
tions. Mr. Duties agreed that this would be the only effective pro- 
vision on this matter. - 

Tue Secrerary asked for any further comments. Senator Con- 
NALLY indicated his agreement with Mr. Dulles’ suggestion to adopt 
only the first sentence of the recommendation. | 

Mr. Pasvortsky stated that the questions just dealt with would be 
considered in the Subcommittee of Five. CS 

INDEPENDENCE A GOAL OF THE TRUSTEESHIP SYSTEM 

Mr. StassEn noted that in considering the working paper on trustee- 

ship one crucial issue had arisen. China and the Soviet Union wished 
to introduce the word “independence” as an objective of the trustee- 
ship system. We, on the other hand, with the French and the British, 
favored the phrase “progressive development toward self-govern- 
ment”. Our position was, he said, that there was no limit to 

“ Questions of political cooperation and of adjustment of situations likely to 
impair the general welfare; for plan of work of the Committee, see Doc. 443, 
II/2/19, May 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 60.
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self-government. It might lead to independence. The word “in- 
dependence” however suggested full national independence and was 
a provocative word. Our position, he explained, was based on the 
feeling that we should not go beyond the area of agreement that was 
possible among the four powers. Representative Bioom noted that 
Mr. Stassen’s speech to the Committee* the previous day was one 

of the best he had ever heard and thought it should be distributed to 
the members of the Delegation. Mr. Strassen pointed out that from 

our point of view the phrase “progressive development toward self- 
government” covers independence. If one goes beyond that phrase 
there was danger that we would be interpreted as butting in on 
colonial affairs. This would mean that we were going beyond what 
we were supposed to do at San Francisco. 

Mr. Norrer indicated that he would like to make a statement on 
this question, although he recognized that it did not lie within his 
special field. The British and Russians, he felt, would be in an excel- 
lent position to take advantage of our opposition to the term “in- 
dependence”. This position would be very unpopular in the Far East. 
To take any position short of independence would simply not satisfy 
the colonial peoples. If we maintained the present position we would 
be spearheading for the British, Dutch, and Belgian colonial empires. 

Mr. Taussie stated that he would like to read a brief memorandum 
that he had prepared on this matter. Mr. Taussie then read as 
follows: 

‘The issue of independence as an ultimate aim for dependent peo- 
ples in the statement of objectives of the trustee system has been 
raised by the Chinese and the Russians who press their point with 
vigor. The opposition has been offered by the British and the French. 
The United States position, at the moment, leans toward the British 
and French views. 

“This issue can have serious implications for the future relations 
between this country and the Far East in particular and with the 
world’s dependent peoples in general. I raise the question as to 
whether it would not be better in this instance for the United States 
to support the Russian and Chinese position. This would be so for 
the following reasons: 

“(1) Independence as a goal for all peoples who aspire to and 
are capable of it has been the traditional and sacred policy of 
this Government. It has been exemplified in our policy in the 
Philippines, and it has been reiterated on numerous occasions by 
President Roosevelt and former Secretary of State Cordell Hull. 

“(2) An excellent opportunity is afforded to make a profitable 
gesture on behalf of the peoples of the Orient as well as those in 
Africa and the Caribbean. 

Doc. 404, 11/4/17, May 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 452; the working 
paper was taken up paragraph by paragraph with Commander Stassen assuming 
cot p we for explanation of the paragraphs (US II/4 Doc. 6, May 17,
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“(3) The Russians especially and the Chinese will be able to 
capitalize on their stand for ‘independence’ against the opposi- 
tion of the non-Asiatic peoples of the West unless we take a strong 
position”. 

Mr. Strassen pointed out that his response to this position was to 
point to the Philippine Islands as a concrete example of our policy. 
While it was unfortunate to oppose Russia on this matter, we also 
did not wish to find ourselves committed to breaking up the British 
empire. Mr. Strassen said he felt that our position was relatively 
clear in that we went right on to say after the reference to self- 
government that we were also to advance the rights and the standard 
of living of dependent peoples. 

Mr. Srassen added that the word “inter-dependence” rather than 
“imdependence” was the word of the future and he felt that the con- 
cept of progressive development toward self-government was as far 

as one could go in the direction of independence. He added that, 
if we sided with the Chinese and the Russians on this issue, there 
probably would be no trusteeship system since the British will never 
accept that position. Mr. RocKrFreLitEr asked what policy we were 
going to follow towards Puerto Rico. He thought that in deciding 
that practical issue we could best get at the essence of the matter. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom questioned whether there was any sound 
analogy in the situation of Puerto Rico and trusteeship areas. He 
pointed out that we had bought and paid for Puerto Rico and that 
they were asking not for independence but for statehood. 

Tue Secrerary indicated that he did not believe that there was 
any question where we stood as a nation. The amendments that we 
had supported on human rights and on equal rights and the self- 
determination of peoples were directly related to the peoples of de- 
pendent areas. He believed that we could stand on the statement 
made by Mr. Stassen. 7 | 

Mr. Taussie said he would like to raise one further point. He said 
he had discussed this whole question with Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Hull. 
As late as March 15 1° Mr. Roosevelt, when presented with the ques- 
tion whether he would “settle for self-government”, had said that he 
would settle for nothing less than the objective of independence. Mr. 
Taussie explained that in talks with the President it was clear that he 
felt that the word “independence” rather than progressive self-govern- 

ment would alone satisfy the Oriental people. To deny the objective 
of independence, he felt, would sow the seeds of the next world war. 
The President had felt that we should take the leadership and indicate 

to the Oriental peoples that we do not back the imperial role of the 
handful of non-Asiatics. Mr. Taussie pointed out that Mr. Hull had 

# See memorandum of conversation, March 15, p. 121.
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never receded from the word “independence” as an objective of the 
trusteeship system. Mr. Srassen asked whether it was our intention 
to give complete independence to Hawaii. Mr. Taussic said he was 
under the impression that we would have adequate protection under 
the trusteeship system for our strategic areas, but that on this question 
the opinion of the military should be heard. 

Mr. Srassen noted that China and Russia will do a good deal of 
construing of whatever we say, and that we should not put in words 
that can be used adversely in future propaganda. Independence, he 
felt, was a concept developed out of the past era of nationalism. It 
suggested, and looked in the direction of, isolationism: We should 
be more ‘interested in inter-dependence than in independence and for 
this reason it might be fortunate to avoid the term “independence”. 

Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that a formula had been worked out earlier 
in connection with the statement of principles on trusteeship under 
which peoples would become self-governing either on the basis of in- 
dependence or on the basis of a voluntary association with another 
state or group of states. 

Mr. Hickerrson suggested that it might be possible to state inde- 
pendence as the goal with the qualifying statement “when peoples are 
ready for it or deserve it”. Mr. Duties said he tended to agree with 
Mr. Stassen that the concept of independence might not assist in the 
establishment of future peace. Just as in the last war when there was — 
criticism of those who set up many independent states in Europe, we 
would be subject to the same type of criticism. It would be progress 
if we could speak of self-government integrated within an overall 
framework. Mr. Duuues added that the church groups with which 
he was associated were satisfied in all their statements with self-gov- 
ernment or autonomy as objectives of the trusteeship system and had 
never insisted on independence. Mr. Duttss said he would be satisfied 
with the formula presented by Mr. Stassen. | 

Tue Secrerary asked Mr. Bowman for his views. Mr. Bowman 
stated that he thought we were face to face with a real problem, ba- 
sically it was the problem of Russia promising to do one thing and 
doing another. The marginal peoples surrounding Russia are a 
fertile ground for the sowing of seeds of independence. Russia, he 
felt, was trying to substitute what she wanted in the areas now domi- 
nated by the Netherlands and Britain. Russia now faced one of her 
greatest opportunities. When perhaps the inevitable struggle came 

between Russia and ourselves the question would be who are our 

friends. Would we have as our friends those whom we had weakened 

in the struggle or those whom we had strengthened? Would we have 

the support of Great Britain if we had undermined her position? 
Mr. Tavssie said he could not accept Mr. Bowman’s conclusion that 

by abandoning the objective of independence we would strengthen our
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hand.. .He believed we would play directly into Russian propaganda, 
and. would in fact reinforce their hand, particularly in the Far. Kast. 

Mr. Bowman stated that in:order not to play directly into anybody’s 
hand-we-were establishing the system of trusteeship., = = | | 

Mr. Strassen. pointed out that he. was still trying to negotiate the 
position adopted as early as April 26 ?° when this country favored the 
statement “to promote the political, economic, and social advancement 
of the trust territories and their inhabitants and their progressive de- 
velopment toward self-government in forms appropriate to the vary- 
ing circumstances of each territory”. Mr. Strassen asked whether it 
was-now the intention of the Delegates.to change their position. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy pointed out that this was an extremely crucial issue 
and that there were important arguments to be made on both sides. 
He thought that.too much emphasis on independence as the sole goal 
was bad. On the other hand, emphasis on independence was in our 
tradition. Earlier, in order to meet this dilemma, we had suggested 
a double formula by which a dependent territory might develop either 
in the direction of independence or in the direction of voluntary as- 
sociation with. another state or. group of states.. This formula still 
seemed useful, and Mr. Pasyotsky wondered whether Mr. Stassen had 
brought it to the attention of the British. Mr. Srassen said he had 
tried out the formula informally and that the British had opposed it. 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom commented that the way the argument went 
the previous day the Soviet Union seemed to want something more 
than was suggested in Mr. Pasvolsky’s formula. Mr. RockEFELLER 
noted that the backward peoples faced a basic conflict. If they 
achieved independence, the assistance, which they needed from the 
larger. states to advance their economic and social status, would col- 
lapse. He thought that this conflict was handled as satisfactorily as it 
could be in Mr. Stassen’s formula. Mr. Norrer pointed out that there 
was no fundamental difference in objective between those who favored 
self-government and those who favored independence, since self-gov- 
ernment implied the possibility of independence. The difference was 
in the approach, and he felt that in opposing independence we were 
putting ourselves in a position to be played for suckers. 

Mr. Pasvousxy thought we could dress up the formula read by Mr. 
Stassen with more emphasis on voluntary association and with greater 

- emphasis on independence as an ultimate goal. Tue Secrerary urged 
that an effort be made in the direction suggested by Mr. Pasvolsky and 
wondered whether ‘it would not be possible to include the word “in- 
dependence” in the formula to be adopted. Mr. Tavssic indicated 
that in the last analysis he thought the dependent peoples would prefer 
their integrity under the United States to the proclamation of Russia 

° See draft United States proposal on arrangements for international trustee- 
ship, April 26, p. 459.
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that it favored their independence. :: REPRESENTATIVE Eaton felt that 
the basic problem was who was going to be-masters of the world. . He 
said he did not want to vote in this Delegation in any way that would 
put Russia in control of the world. It was as he saw it.a struggle as 
to whose: ideals were going. to dominate. Mr. Srassen stated that 
there was plenty of room:for both the ideals of this country and of 
Russia if they competed on a -proper basis. ) oe 

Mr. SANDIFER questioned whether it was not primarily a matter of 
tactics at this point should we put ourselves in the position of actively 
opposing the goal of independence ? : 

Mr. Strassen asked whether the Delegation still supported the state- 
ment they had agreed to on April 26. Dran GiLpersLEEve replied in 
the affirmative. Senator Connatuy thought it was entirely satis- 
factory. He was afraid that, if the word “independence” was put in, 
there would be a good deal of stirring up of a desire for independence 

and the orderly procedure in the direction of self-government would 
be interrupted. Senator VANDENBERG and REPRESENTATIVE EATON 
indicated that they favored the formula as stated by Mr. Stassen. . 
Mr. Bowman indicated that: he thought Mr. Sandifer’s question as 

to. the soundness of our strategy was an important one. Mr. STEven- 
SON agreed that we were getting into hot water when headlines ap- 
peared in the paper to the effect that the “United States Fight Pledge 
on. Colony Liberty”. Mr. Srassen-noted that following the headlines 
in the Vew York Times quoted by Mr. Stevenson there was also the 
statement “Promise to promote self-government inherently means 
independence”. Mr. Srassen added that he had stated on the record 
at-a recent press conference that self-government in our view included 
independence. Tue Secretary added that this question had been 
already to some extent clarified. He thought it was crystal clear that 
self-government meant independence for those who had earned it and 
indicated the ability to use it. Mr. Pasvorsxy pointed out that we 
should get the British themselves to make the same interpretation. 
He wondered whether it would not be possible to get the British to 
agree that self-government in some cases would mean independence— 
independence for those who had proven their capacities to assume the 
responsibilities. of independence. Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that he felt 
it was too bad not to get the word in somehow although he could see 
the difficulties. He thought the next step would be to talk to the Brit- 
ish on a possible interpretation along the lines he had suggested, and 

perhaps make a public statement. 7 
It was then generally agreed that the best approach for the time 

being would be to maintain our position stated in the draft of April 
26, as quoted above, assuming that implied in this position was the 
goal of independence for those who had gained the capacities to as-
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sume its responsibilities, and that we would seek to obtain a similar 
interpretation by the British. : 

REFERENCE TO EDUCATION 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE stated that, In view of the proposal by the con- 
sultants in agriculture, education, and labor to include in the Charter 
reference to education, she felt we should either urge the inclusion 
of the reference to education in the Charter or explain to them why 
we were not pushing the matter. Dran GitpersLeeve added that, 
if she were sure that the inclusion of this reference would not imperil 

the final ratification of the Charter, she would favor it. Tse SEcRE- 
TARY wondered whether it would be possible to include the word “ed- 

ucation” in connection with the reference for encouraging education 
in each country. He thought there must be some wording whereby 
we could get around the objection to that word. SENaTOR VANDENBERG 
said he had two objections to the use of the word “education”: In 

the first place, it would be a damaging symbol that, would be picked 
up in the Senate debate. Secondly, he was not at all impressed by 
hearing that millions of people were in favor of the inclusion of “ed- 
ucation” in the Charter. He had heard that kind of argument before. 
He pointed out, however, that the use of the word was. less. important 

than the way it was used. THe Secretary thought that, if the word 
was mentioned in the right place and in the right way, it would not 
cause embarrassment. He indicated that he would like to include 

the word if possible. ~ 7 a a oo 

SENATOR CONNALLY pointed out that one difficulty was that educa- 
tion had never been a federal matter. If provision was made in the 
Charter to “promote education” we would be confronted in the Senate 
with the argument that we were making education an international 
matter. He did not believe, however, if it was properly stated, that 
reference to education would prevent the ratification of the Charter. 

Tue SEcrETARY suggested that the question be analyzed and that, 

if agreeable, Dr. Bowman, in cooperation with Dean Gildersleeve and 

such members of the staff as he wished to call upon, should prepare 
a draft statement. Dran GuILDERSLEEVE indicated that the present 
situation was that paragraph 1 had been adopted without the word 
“education” in it. Mr. Bowman thought that we should not dodge 
the issue presented by the consultants. He thought we had a good 
example of what we had in mind in the Office of Education which 
did a very useful job collecting statistics on educational matters. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE indicated that that 1s what they had in mind for 
the international organization—the exchange of information and help 
on matters of education when requested. Senator CoNNALLY indi- 
cated that the exchange of educational materials was of course a very
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important function. Mr. Pasvotsxy added that the exchange of 
educational experience was also very useful. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom felt that, if the word “education” was in- 
cluded in the Charter, there was a very real danger of a fight in the 
Senate. He reminded the Delegates of the difficulties over reference 
to education in the UNRRA agreement. 

Tue Secretary asked that Mr. Bowman prepare a draft statement, 
as he had suggested earlier, which would include the word “educa- 
tion” in Chapter IX and could be brought to the Delegation in the 
form of arecommendation at the evening meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11: 15 a.m. 
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Minutes of the Forty-Sizth Meeting of the United States Delegation. 
Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 18, 1945, 6 p.m. 

. . [Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (34) present at meeting. | 
In the absence of the Secretary, Senator Connally took the Chair 

and opened the meeting at 6:10 p. m. 

CONSIDERATION OF IssuEs Penpinc Brrore Committee III/3 

On the basis of US Gen 123,71 Mr. Hickerson presented the pend- 
ing issues before Committee III/3. 

With respect to the Canadian proposal,?? under which member 

states not on the Council would be admitted as ad hoc voting mem- 
-bers of the Council when use of their forces is under consideration, 

it was pointed out by .Mr. Hicxerson that Canada and the other 
middle powers feel very strongly that they should have a voice in 
decisions involving the employment of their forces. Senator Con- 
NALLY and Mr. Eaton questioned the practicability of the Canadian 
proposal in view of the large number of states which could claim 
representation in the Security Council in any particular situation. 

SENATOR ConNALLY said that the conditions under which the forces 
of nonmembers of the Council would be employed could be set forth 
to the satisfaction of these countries in the special military agreements. 

COMMANDER STASSEN, however, felt that in order to get satisfactory 
military agreements, it might be necessary to make concessions of 
the kind which Canada suggests, and Mr. Hickerson agreed that 
something must be done to assure the small nations on this point. 
Mr. Du.izs agreed that it was important to help these countries over 

71 Not printed. 
2 Doc. 2, G/14(t), May 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 590-591; for texts 

of additional amendments proposed with respect to chapter VIII B, and XII, 
see Doc. 289, III /3/11, May 18, ibid., vol. 12, pp. 608 ff.
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this difficulty, suggesting that something akin to the principle of 
“no taxation without representation” was involved. Mr. Armstrone 
felt that with respect to the question of facilities it was undesirable 

to make any concession, but that the supply of forces was another 

matter. . . 

Mr. Hicxerson pointed out that, in accordance with an agreement 

in the subcommittee of Five, a Subcommittee of III/3 had been es- 
tablished for the purpose of examining this question. He suggested 
that the Delegation should wait on the results of explorations now 
being made into the question before taking a final position. The 
Delegation agreed to this conclusion. . 

With regard to the Netherlands proposal to transfer paragraphs 
1 and 2 of VIII B to VITI A, Szenaror VanpEnsBerc expressed agree- 
ment with the purpose of the Netherlands Government, but thought 
that the Yalta formula precluded our giving support to it. There 
was general agreement that acceptance of the Netherlands proposal 
would necessitate a change in the Yalta agreement, and the Delega- 

tion decided, therefore, to oppose the amendment. 
With respect to the amendments proposed by, Czechoslovakia, the 

Philippine Delegation, and Bolivia for the inclusion of a definition 
of aggression in the Charter, Senator Connatty told the Delegation 
that he had already:spoken against them in the Committee and ex- 
pressed the hope that the Delegation would back him up... ‘This posi- 

tion was readily agreed to on the ground that it was impossible to 
include all possible situations in any definition. It was agreed also 
to oppose any attempt to name certain acts as aggressive even though 
such a list were not to be represented as all inclusive. 

With respect to the proposal of Australia and Bolivia that the 
Council be obliged to impose terms of settlement under VIII B, 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said that it had always been his understanding 
that the Council cannot impose a settlement and that he would be 
unable to agree to any such provision. Senator CoNNALLY expressed 
complete agreement with this point of view, and said that he did not 
want to create a world czar. Mr. Norrer said that it was the clear 
intent of VIII B to stop breaches of the peace, not to impose a settle- 
ment. ComMANDER Strassen felt that the present language does not 
imply that the Council has the power of imposition. He was opposed 
to changing the present text for fear that the Council would be re- 
duced to complete impotence. It was agreed, therefore, to stand on 
the present text. 

While agreeing with the general objective of the Norwegian amend- 
ment to VIII B which would constitute an additional guarantee 
against “appeasement”, the Delegation took the view that this point 
was already adequately covered by the Purposes and Principles chap- 
ters and that the Norwegian amendment should be opposed.
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The United States position with respect to the Australian amend- 
ment which would make the domestic jurisdiction exception apply 
to actions of the Council under VIII B was discussed and it was 

agreed to oppose it. 
The Australian and New Zealand amendments which would pro- 

vide that the Security Council might be party to the military agree- 
ments were discussed at some length. In support of the present text, 
Mr. HackwortH said that to. make the Security Council party to 
the military agreements would make it, in effect, a superstate. This 
argument did not appear to SeNaToR VANDENBERG and SENATOR Con- 
NALLY to outweigh the practical: difficulties involved in the making 
of the agreements if the Security Council were to be excluded. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN thought that the superstate argument was not a 

serious one. The Military advisers expressed the view that the mak- 
ing of the agreements with the Security Council would greatly facili- 
tate solution of a very difficult problem. Mr. Armsrrone and Mr. 
Duties were of the opinion that to conclude the agreements on a 
multilateral basis would be difficult and impracticable, and thought 
that the United States Delegation should support the Australian 
and New Zealand amendments. Mr. Sanpirer and Mr. Norrer sug- 
gested that.a decision be deferred until the Secretary and other absent 
members were present, and pointed’ out'that any ‘change of the pres- 
ent text of VIII B 5 would have to be cleared in the Committee of 
Five. It was agreed to defer further consideration of this matter. 

With respect to the French proposal that specific reference be made 
in VIII B 5 to the right of passage, it was pointed out that the ques- 
tion had already been raised in the Committee of Five, where it was 
explained that the present language already includes this right. It 
was thought that the French might withdraw their amendment, but, in 
any case, it was agreed by the Delegation that specific reference to 
the right of passage was unnecessary. 

It was agreed that the French amendment to VIIT B 6, which would 
broaden the national contingents immediately available to include 
all arms, should be opposed. In this connection, Mr. HickErson 
called attention to the view of United States military advisers that 
an international army was impracticable. 

It was agreed to oppose the Chilean amendment which would make 

optional rather than obligatory the contribution by members of the 
Organization of arms, facilities or assistance for the maintenance of 
international peace and security. 

It was agreed to oppose the Chilean, French, and Philippine Dele- 
gation amendments which, in varying ways, would enlarge the Mili- 
tary Staff Committee by including member states which undertake 
to place forces at the disposal of the Security Council. It was thought 
that the Dumbarton Oaks provision was correct in principle, and that
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the discretion of the Military Staff Committee should not be infringed 
upon. | 

It was agreed to oppose the South African amendment which would 
require guilty states to pay the cost of enforcement. In response to 
Mr. Hickerson’s observation that the South Africans took this amend- 
ment very seriously, SENATOR VANDENBERG said he had assumed that 
it was generally understood that all costs were to be charged to us. 

It was agreed that the interim arrangements now provided for in 
Chapter XII should be retained in the Charter, and that the Mexican 
proposal for placing them in a separate protocol should be opposed. 

It was readily agreed that France should be included along with 
the signatories of the Moscow Declaration in paragraph 1 of Chap- 
ter XII. It was decided that the United States should raise the ques- 
tion in the Committee of Five in order that the way in which the four 
sponsoring powers would support the proposal in Committee III/3 
might be determined. — , : 

The Venezuelan proposal for an interim agreement on the supply 
of forces was viewed as impracticable, and it was agreed to oppose 
any amendment to this effect. 

_ Proposan on Rererence To “Epucation” in THE CHARTER 

On behalf of the subcommittee on education appointed at the morn- 
ing meeting, Dr. Bowman presented to the Delegation a proposal 
(U.S. Gen. 137 7°) by virtue of which he thought it might be possible 
for the Delegation to approve a specific reference to education in the 
Charter. The proposal was agreed to by the Delegation. The follow- 
ing change in TX, A, 1 of the draft already adopted in Committee 

II/3 *4 is involved: 

1. With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well- 
being which are necessary for peaceful and friendly relations among 
nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self- 
determination of peoples, the Organization shall promote: 

a. higher standards of living, full employment, and conditions 
of economic and social progress and development ; 

6. solutions of international economic, social, ewtterat health, 
and related problems and 

e. cultural and educational cooperation, and 
d. universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and 

_ ¥£er fundamental freedoms for all, without distinction as to race, 
language, religion, or sex. [Committee II/3 substitute] 

Dr. Bowman pointed out that the advantage of this redraft was that 
“cultural—problems” were not subject to “solutions” by the Organiza- 
tion, but that merely “cooperation” in this field was to be “promoted”. 

= Not printed. 
74 Doe. 381, II/3/16, May 17, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 39. 
* Brackets appear in the original.
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This, he thought, eliminated all suggestion that doctrinal matters 
would come within the purview of the Organization. : 
SENATORS CONNALLY and VANDENBERG were entirely satisfied with 

the redraft, and general satisfaction was expressed that it had been 
possible to meet the desire of the Consultants to have a specific refer- 
ence in the Charter to education. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 a. m. oe 
Sd f ™ 
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Minutes of the Forty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Date. | 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 19, 1945, 9 a. m. 

[Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (31) present and announce- 
ments by the Secretary. | 

CONSIDERATION OF THE Basic Issurs ARISING IN CommITTreE II/3 

The discussion of the Delegation was based on Document US Gen 
143, May 19, 1945, entitled “Basic Issues—Committee II/3 (Con- 

tinued)”. The discussion commenced with Item 7, all sections of 
which were approved with little debate except 7 (c) and 7 (g). Item 

7 (Ah) had been approved at the last meeting of the Delegates. 

Ttem 7 (¢) raised the question of the Economic and Social Council 
making recommendations to members of the Organization. The 
original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and the Four Power Amend- 
ment had left it unspecified as to whom the recommendations were 
to be addressed. The Drafting Committee had voted to leave the 
amendment as it stood. CoNeressman Buioom thought that it should 
specify to whom the recommendations were to be made. Mr. Pas- 
VoLSKY stated that the question had come up in the Subcommittee of 

Five and the British were opposed to recommendations to individual 
governments. SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated his opposition. The 
question was then raised as to whether this could not be left to the 
rules of procedure. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that it could, while Con- 
GRESSMAN Broom thought that this might be dangerous. SENATOR 

VANDENBERG indicated that he had no objection to recommendations 
being sent to all members but objected to having them sent to individ- 
ual members. Mr. Stinesower thought that the amendment as it 
stood now might be subject to different interpretations. Mr. Norrer 
suggested that recommendations might be made to the General As- 
sembly, to all members, and to specialized agencies. The suggestion 
that it be left unspecified as to whom the Council’s recommendations 
might be addressed was approved. — : 

Mr. Pasvoisky explained in connection with Item 7 (g) that the 
Council can recommend to the Assembly the calling of conferences
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but that the Assembly alone can call conferences. This would be 
true of technical conferences as well as general ones unless the As- 
sembly authorized the Council to take specific action. This position 

was approved. | 

Item 8 was concerned with an amendment substituting, in the 
sentence providing for the composition of Commissions, for the word 
“experts” the phrase “persons competent in their respective fields”. 
Mr. PasvotsKky suggested that the whole sentence be dropped. THE 

SECRETARY, SENATOR VANDENBERG, and ConcREessM4N Broom favored 
its inclusion. Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that the United Kingdom did 
not wish the sentence included. It was decided that there would be 
further conversations with the United Kingdom and the sentence 
would be included if the United Kingdom could be persuaded to 
accept it, otherwise it would be dropped. 

Item 9 related to the substitution by the Subcommittee of Five of 
the word “world-wide” for the word “general” after the word “agen- 
cles” in paragraph 2 of Section D. Senator Connatiy expressed 
disapproval of the phrase and it was decided to have the matter taken 
up again in the Subcommittee of Five. 

The recommendation not to change the title of the Council was 

approved. 
Item 11, which was concerned with the proposal of the Consultants 

that an Interim Secretariat be created, was passed over to be con- 
sidered in the discussion of another item on the agenda with reference 
to a Preparatory Commission. 

Attention was then directed to Item 1 and there was an extended 
discussion which revolved around (1) the arrangement of ideas in 
the paragraph, (2) the inclusion of “full employment”, and (3) the 
tactics to be followed in effecting the desired changes. Mr. Duties 
and SENATOR VANDENBERG were opposed to the word “promote” in 
the Preamble although Mr. Dutzixs thought it was all right in con- 
nection with subparagraph (6). Senator CoNNatty thought that 
its use was all right. SrNatTor VANDENBERG stated that we were con- 
cerned with the fundamental ideological conflict with Communism, 
with which ConeressMAN Eaton agreed. Mr. Strassen suggested that 
rather than using the word “promote” we should indicate that we 
were concerned with the solution of international problems relating 

to subparagraph (a). Mr. Pasvotsky suggested subparagraphs (a) 
and (6) be combined and Mr. Srinrsower suggested that subpara- 
graph (a) should be inserted in the Preamble. Mr. RockKEFeLiEer 
suggested, the substitution of “maximum employment” for “full em- 
ployment”. Tuer Secretary asked Mr. Stevenson whether he thought 
the phrase “full employment” met the approval of the Consultants. 

Mr. Stevenson thought that it would, and THe Srcrerary said that 
he was impressed with Mr. Stevenson’s views.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 805 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE inquired how the matter was to be handled 

and Mr. PasvoisKy explained that the first action was taken in the 
Committee and then went to the Coordination Committee. Mr. 
STASSEN, returning to the phrase “full employment”, expressed the 
view that it would prejudice passage in the Senate. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
joined in this, saying that the retention of the phrase would get us 
into trouble and that the Secretary of Labor did not favor the use 
of the phrase. Mr. Stinepower explained how the phrase had been 
put into the report of the Committee by almost unanimous action. 
Mr. Warine favored Mr. Stinebower’s suggestion that subparagraph 
(a) be inserted in the Preamble. Mr. Duties agreed with this. Tue 
SECRETARY suggested that the matter be referred back to the Com- 
mittee and Dran GiperrsLerve thought it should go back to the 
Drafting Committee. Mr. Bowman wished to be certain that the 
phrase with respect to educational cooperation should not be lost, and 
DEAN GILDERSLEVE assured him that it would not. | | 

Mr. STINEBOWER suggested that any further negotiations on “full 
employment” would have to take place at a high level. Mr. Strassen 

said that getting final approval of the Charter was the important 
thing. Mr. Rocxkererxer suggested that the basic issue was one of 
ideologies. SENATOR VANDENBERG said that when one subscribes to 
full employment, it may be full employment at low levels and at low 
wages and that its insertion anywhere was bad. SENsToR CONNALLY 
objected to the phrase “full employment” and didn’t see any difference 
between this and high and stable levels of employment. He would 
rather not have either. Mr. Dunn said that it could not be included. 
Mr. Pasvouisxy informed the Delegates that in the Subcommittee of 
Five meeting the British were opposed to full employment, the 
Chinese were in favor of it, and the French were indifferent. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG indicated that he preferred the formula “high and stable 
levels of employment” and that the idea of full employment could 
not be sold to the American people. Tue Secretary suggested that, 
the matter be referred back to the Drafting Committee. SENATOR 
ConNnaLLy stated that he was opposed to overloading the Charter 
with all these economic and social matters which were unattainable 
dream stuff. Senator VANDENBERG concurred. 

It was finally decided that the use of the word “promote” was 
acceptable if subparagraph (a) was moved to the Preamble, and 
that the phrase “full employment” should be opposed in any part of 
the paragraph. 

Items 2, 3, 4 and 5 were approved with little discussion. 

On Item 6 relating to the provision on the Council of members of 
major economic importance, Dr. PasvotsKy reported that the Sub- 
committee of Five was opposed to all amendments but would accept 
freedom of action on this particular suggestion. It was concluded
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that the United States would not actively support an amendment but 
would not oppose it. oy 

; (The Economic and Social Advisers and Experts then left the 

SN \ meeting.) 

Lg \ L— Ap Hoc Votrne MEMBERSHIP ON THE COUNCIL 

Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that there was an acute question on which 

the Delegation should express its opinion: “should member states not 

on the Security Council be admitted individually as ad hoe voting 

members of the Council when use of their forces or facilities provided 
under agreements envisaged in Paragraph 5, is under consideration ?” 
Mr. Pasvonsxky stated that the Soviet Union was awaiting our posi- 

tion on this matter and that he had reserved our position in the Sub- 

committee of Five in order to have the matter considered by our 

Military Advisers. He called on the Military Advisers to express 
their views. Mr. Gartss stated that he had just seen the draft for the 

first time. GENERAL Empicxk said he had seen the draft the evening 
before and was in a position to express an opinion. 

Mr. Hicxerson then introduced the following draft which had been 

prepared by Mr. Jebb as a compromise British draft. He indicated 

that he had himself made certain modifications in the draft indicated 

by underlining and crossing out so that it would be more acceptable 

to us. The draft read: “When a decision to use force has been taken 
by the Security Council, it shall, before calling upon any Member not 
represented on it to supply armed forces in fulfilment of its obliga- 
tions under the preceding paragraph, invite such Member, if it so 
request, to send a represeritative to sit a6 a Member participate in the 
decisions of the Security Council when that bedy¥ is considering 
the questien ef concerning the supply of armed forces by such Mem- 

ber.” Mr. Hickerson pointed out that the Canadian amendment had 
been up for some time and that all the middle sized powers were for it. 
He pointed out that we would probably make the same kind of de- 

mand if we were in their position. Mr. Hicxrerson noted that this 
draft he had just introduced followed paragraph 7, Chapter VIII, B. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy explained that the British would not accept the 

Canadian proposal as it stood in its original form but would accept 

this proposal he thought. The original Canadian proposal was more 

radical providing that all countries that furnished forces should come 

into the Council as members when their forces were being used, with 

the voting procedure of the Council changed so that decisions would 

be by two-thirds of the membership of the total Council. We have 
rejected this proposal but the British consider it very important to 
give the Canadians some satisfaction so that they can get their Parlia- 

ment to accept the Charter.
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Under our proposal, Mr. Pasvotsxy explained, states would be 
admitted to the Council, if their forces were to be used, only after 
the decision to use force has been taken by the Council of eleven, and 
only one by one, so that at no time would the Council consist of more 
than twelve. The proposal would meet the demand of Canada that 
its forces should not be used without the opportunity to vote in the 

Council on their use. The Canadians he said, believe that without 
some such provision they cannot get the Charter through the 
Parliament. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG questioned how we could resist this proposal. 
Mr. Pasvoxsky said its one limitation was that it would slow down 
procedure somewhat. Tue Srcrerary asked whether states contribut- 
ing facilities would come under this provision. Mr. Hickerson 
stated that on this point we would not yield. 

Mr. Gates asked whether there would ever be more than twelve 
members under this arrangement. THe Szcrerary replied that there 
would never be more than twelve. Mr. Gares indicated that this 
was a fair request and that he could hardly blame the Canadians for 
bringing the matter up. He thought that this might somewhat slow 
up the machinery in an emergency but that perhaps this could be 
taken care of. Mr. Srassen, in leaving the meeting, stated that the 
proposal presented by Mr. Hickerson was satisfactory to him. GeEn- 
ERAL Empick thought that in practice such a provision would have 
little effect upon the work of the Security Council. The one time 
at which there might be some difficulty would be when an attack 

occurred without warning. 

Mention oF Act or CHAPULTEPEC | 

GENERAL Empick said he was worried about the fact that there 
was a rumor around that the Soviet Union was going to propose that 
the use of the words “Act of Chapultepec” should be reinserted in 
the Proposals. The British he felt in striking out the “Act of Chapul- 
tepec” and in insisting on the word “collective” were making an effort 
to commit us in the Eastern Mediterranean. He thought we should 
make an effort to ourselves introduce reference to the “Act of 
Chapultepec” and make it clear to the British that they depend 

on our support. Tue Srcrerary remarked that the most serious ob- 
jection to introducing any reference to the “Act of Chapultepec” was 
that the Arabs would then wish to introduce reference to the Arab 
bloc.26 Mr. Rockereiuer pointed out that, if the word “collective” 
was removed and the “Act of Chapultepec” substituted, the Arabs 
and the British would feel that they had not gotten anything to 

** Wor text of the Pact of the League of Arab States, signed in Cairo, March 22, 
1945, see Doc. 72, III/4/1, May 4, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 745. 

723-681—67-——56
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satisfy their demands. GrNnERaL Empicx repeated that he felt it was 
time to tell the British that they depended on us. THE SecRETARY was 
confident that the draft as at present worded would get by. 

Ap Hoc Votinac MEMBERSHIP ON THE CoUNCIL—CONTINUED 

The members of the Delegation then approved in principle the 
draft presented by Mr. Hicxerson. Mr. Pasvousky said he would 
discuss the matter in the Subcommittee of Five and would bring back 

any revisions they might propose. 

DEFINITION OF AGGRESSION 

Mr. Pasvotsky reported that the Soviet Union, the United King- 
dom, France, and the United States continue to be opposed to any 

definition of aggression in the text of the Charter. However, China 
has reserved its position and indicated that it wished to support the 

definition of aggression. He stated that agreement was then reached 
that each state would have freedom of action. He pointed out that 
the Soviet Union was now the most adamant against the definition 
of aggression and used all the arguments that we had previously: 
used. Mr. Hicxerson commented that this question was now under 
debate 2” and that there was considerable pressure to spell out acts of 
ageression. What it came down to, he said, was that some states 
wanted the Council to take action automatically in the event that 

certain actions took place so that there would not even be a vote. Mr. 
HickeErson interpreted this line of argument as a direct attack on the 
veto system. SrNAToR ConNALLY indicated that we could not sup- 
port any proposals that action by the Council should be taken auto- 
matically. Mr. Pasvotsky and Senator VANDENBERG urged that this 
line of argument must be opposed. Mr. Hicxrrson believed that it 
would be possible to successfully defeat efforts to define aggression. 

AGREEMENTS FOR THE SUPPLY OF ForcES AND FACILITIES 

Mr. Pasvoisky introduced the question for discussion: “Should the 
military agreements be concluded between members or groups of 
members and the Security Council, instead of among the members?” 

Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that the original proposal that agree- 
ments should be concluded among the members was based on the be- 
lief that none of the great powers would pledge themselves to con- 
tribute a particular amount of forces until they knew what other states 
were going to pledge. It was understood, he said, that once these 
agreements had been negotiated among the member states they would 
be approved by the Security Council. Moreover, we were proposing 

“For discussion at the May 18 meeting of Committee III/3, see Doc. 442, 
III/3/20, May 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 341.
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that the Council initiate the motion for such agreements. He con- 
cluded that the chief argument for joint negotiation is that we would 
know before we ourselves pledge a contribution what was being 
pledged by others. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed the view that a contract directly 
with the Security Council might have some advantages. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY suggested that the provision for negotiating the agreements 
under the auspices and on the initiative of the Security Council would 
appear to meet the situation. The probable procedure would be that 
the Security Council, with the advice of the Military Staff Commit- 
tee, would prepare a plan as to what they thought would be satis- 
factory. This would then be discussed by the members and agree- 
ments would be reached, it being desirable to have as nearly as possible 
a single instrument. The instrument, however, would become effec- 
tive for each country as ratified by each country. Mr. ArmMsTRONG 
asked whether we would be bound to make contributions before others 
had pledged their forces. THe Srcrerary pointed out that such fun- 
damental issues as had been raised by Mr. Armstrong should be 
discussed in a paper on this question which should be prepared for 
discussion on Monday in consultation with the Military Advisers. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG thought this was a most crucial problem that 
would probably arouse longer debate in the Senate than any other is- 

sue. He believed that the question would be raised in this connection 
as to the power of the American delegate to commit us to the use of 
force. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG Said the one difficulty he saw with the provi- 
sion that the agreement should be among the members was that no 
qualification could then be placed upon the power of the Security 
Council with respect to the conditions under which it could call upon 
the forces pledged. Mr. Dutixs suggested the phrase simply “con- 
cluded by them”. Srnatror VANDENBERG indicated that this would of 
course only postpone the argument. Mr. Dues remarked that this 
wording would have the advantage of making it possible to follow 
either course as circumstances indicated. 

ExcrrTion ror Action AGainst ENEMY STATES 

Mr. Pasvorsky stated that the question had been raised in the four- 
power discussion 7 whether the treaties of mutual assistance would 
disappear when the powers of the Security Council were extended to 
cover action against enemy states. The French, he added, were par- 
ticularly concerned about this question. Mr. Pasvorsxy noted that 
the Soviet representatives thought the treaties would disappear. The 

*8 Minutes of fifth Four-Power meeting, May 4, 6:30 p. m., p. 603.
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British held that the treaties would continue; that, if armed attack 
occurred, the treaties would come into force under the new paragraph 
12 of Section B, Chapter VIII. Mr. Pasvotsxy added that our inter- 
pretation, which he had explained to the meeting, was that treaties not 
inconsistent with the provisions of Section C would continue to exist 
when the Security Council took over the functions with respect to 

enemy states, if the parties so desired. In our view the matter would 
be up to the parties as long as the treaties were consistent with the 
Charter. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG pointed out that no transfer of power to the 
Organization in dealing with enemy states would take place without 
the consent of the major states. Mr. Pasvotsxy added that the 
treaties would acquire a different character when some of the func- 
tions were assumed by the Council. Senator VANDENBERG indicated 
that the control as to the time of transfer would remain within the 
hands of the states themselves. 

Ricut or Enemy States To APPEAL TO THE COUNCIL 

Mr. Pasvotsky said that in the discussions of the Subcommittee of 
Five the question was whether, as long as paragraph 2, Chapter XII, 
prevailed, enemy states would have the right of appeal to the Security 
Council. Greece believed that they had no such right. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what decision had been reached as to the 
list of enemy states. Mr. Pasvoitsxy replied that France, Russia, and 
Great Britain, in the Subcommittee of Five, had made it clear that 
the enemy states included Germany, Italy, Finland, Rumania, Bul- 
garia, Hungary, Japan, and Thailand. Mr. Pasvotsxy noted that 
Austria was not included on this list since it never declared war on the 
United Nations. All the other countries had declared war on the 
United Nations. He suggested that the exception was a very impor- 
tant one. 

Mr. RocKEFELLER wondered whether it would be possible to limit 
the list of enemy states to Germany and Japan only. Mr. DuLixs 
believed this would be impossible to accomplish. Mr. Dunn indicated 
that the phrase “enemy states” was included in Chapter XII, para- 
graph 2, and Mr. Pasvoisxy noted that the question of limiting the 
enemy states to Germany and Japan only had never been raised. Mr. 
Dunw thought it would be impossible to make such a limitation. 
Enemy states, he said, meant states that had declared war on the 

United Nations. He acknowledged that the question with respect to 
the present problem was how large a block of states was going to be 
outside the purview of the Organization. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked how Italy could get into the Organiza- 
tion. Mr. Dunn stated that Italy would presumably be eligible for
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membership after the final peace. Senator VANDENBERG pointed out 
that Russia had a veto by which Italy might forever be prevented 
from becoming a member. Mr. Dunn thought that Italy could be 
taken out of the classification of enemy states by an international con- 
vention and then enter into the United Nations. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
pointed out that, as enemy states were admitted to the Organization, 
it would probably be necessary to have special arrangements negotiated 
among the victorious powers to remove the disability under para- 
graph 2, Chapter XIT; since, if this disability remained, there would 
be no sovereign equality. 

Mr. Jounson noted that in Committee III/2 Mr. Stassen had taken 
the position that enemy states did not have the right to appeal to 

the Council.” We were, therefore, on record on this matter. 
Mr. Pasvoitsxy thought this question should be discussed with the 

Subcommittee of Five and Mr. Dunn agreed it was in large part 
a matter of interpretation. 

Drarr PROPOSAL FOR PREPARATORY (COMMISSION | 

The Delegation had before it Draft Proposal for Preparatory Com- 
mission, US Gen 139.2° Mr. Sanpirer said that this memorandum 
had been considered in the Secretariat and that the plan was to have 
the proposal discussed in this Delegation. If approved in a prelimi- 
nary way, it would, then go to the Subcommittee of Five and to the 
Executive Committee. — | 

NEUTRALITY | 7 

Mr. Norrer stated that, in answer to the French proposal that an 
explicit provision should be included that the principles of neutrality 
would be incompatible with the Charter, he had urged that (a) such 
a provision was unnecessary since the fact was already clear, and 
(6) a discussion of this matter would precipitate the committee into 
a discussion of the seat of the Organization. This position was up- 
held by Senator VANDENBERG and generally by the other members of 
the Delegation. 

The meeting was adjourned by the Secretary at 11:00 a. m. 

” During the discussion in Committee III/2, May 14 (Doc. 321, III/2/9, May 15, 
UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 24), the Greek delegate asked the opinion of the 
Committee whether an enemy state, under paragraph 2, could bring a dispute 
to the attention of the General Assembly or the Security Council. Mr. Stassen 
held that chapter XII, paragraph 2, excluded such an appeal (US ITII/2, Doc. 4, 
not printed). 
:* Not printed; for text of preliminary draft prepared by the Secretariat asa 
posse basis for discussion, see Doc. 902, EX/23, June 11, 1945, ibid., vol. 5, 

PS Doe. 2, G/7(0), pt. 2, March 21, ibid., vol. 8, p. 383.
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 6 

Minutes of the Siath Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 

Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 19, 1945 *? 

[Informal Notes] 

| Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (12); United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (5); China (4); and France (8).| 

The meeting was called to consider the reply of the Soviet Union 

to revisions proposed by the other four governments on the para- 
graphs dealing with regional arrangements in relation to the general 
organization (new paragraph 12 of Chapter VIII, Section B, dated 
May 15; addition to Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 3, dated 
May 15; and an additional clause to Chapter VIII, Section C, 
dated May 15 °°). | 

Mr. Sterrinius called upon Mr. Gromyko to make a statement. 

Mr. Gromyxo said that his government agreed to accept the three 
proposals on condition that certain minor amendments be accepted. 
He then read a substitute for the first sentence of the new paragraph 
12 of Chapter VIII, Section B, as follows: 

“Nothing in this Charter impairs the inherent right of self-defense, 
either individual or collective, if prior to taking the necessary meas- 
ures for the maintenance of international peace and security by the 
Security Council an armed attack against a member state occurs.” 

He also said that the Soviet Government would propose an additional 
explanatory sentence to paragraph 1, Section C, Chapter VIII, as 
follows: . 

“This paragraph by no means prejudices paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
Section A of this Chapter which fully preserve their power.” 

At the request of Mr. Srerrrinius, Mr. Gromyxo explained the 
purport of these proposed changes. He said that if the Security 

Council did not maintain peace and security, the countries would 
have the inherent right, individually and collectively, to take meas- 
ures of self-defense up to the time the necessary measures by the 

Security Council [were] being taken. 
Mr. Duuizs asked whether if the Security Council called on a state 

to sever diplomatic relations, would the right of self-defense be 
justified ? 

Mr. Gromyko said that these measures would be taken only after 
the Council had failed. 

2 Mr. Stettinius indicated in his Diary, for the twenty-fifth day, May 19, that 
the meeting of the Big Five. 3-3: 20 p. m.. had been called on short notice as 
soon as he learned from Mr. Gromyko that the latter had received his instructions 

from Moscow. ; 
3 Minutes of the meeting of the United States delegation, May 15, 9 a. m., p. 719.
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Mr. Dues observed that the word “necessary” was used twice in 
Mr. Gromyko’s explanation, although it was not in his proposed text 
and Mr. Gromyko replied that though it is not used in the text, the 
word “necessary” was meant. 

Mr. Sterrintus observed that the addition of this word or a similar 
word like “adequate” would clarify the statement. He said that it 
would be necessary for the other delegations present to study the full 
meaning of the Soviet proposal and that this should be done first of 
all by the Subcommittee of Five, which would report to the full group 

on Sunday, May 20, at six o’clock in his apartment. 
This was agreed to by all present, and the meeting adjourned. 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 48 (Exec) 

Minutes of the Forty-Eighth Meeting (Euecutive Session), of the 
 Onited States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Sunday, May 20, 
1945, 12 Noon 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (27) present at meeting. | 

The Secretary opened the meeting at 12:00 noon. 
[Here follow comments on distribution of draft revision of Chap- 

ter VIII, C to Military Advisers. | 

Discussion or Recionat Drarrs 

The members had before them a copy of the Russian draft of Chap- 
ter VIII, Section B, New Paragraph 12, reading as follows: 

“Chapter VIIT, Section B, New Paragraph 12. Nothing in this 
Charter impairs the inherent right of self-defense, either individual 
or collective, tn the event that the Security Couneil dees net maintam 
tmternetional peaee and seetrity and if prior to undertaking the 
measures for the maintenance of international peace and security by 
the Security Council an armed attack against a member state oc- 
curs. Measures taken in the exercise of this right shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the 
authority and responsibility of the Security Council under this Char- 
ter to take at any time such action as it may deem necessary in order 
to maintain or restore international peace and security.” 

Also before the Delegation was the May 15, 1945, draft of Chapter 
VIII, Section C:. 

“1. Nothing in the Charter should preclude the existence of regional 
arrangements or agencies for dealing with such matters relating to 
the maintenance of international peace and security as are appro- 
priate for regional action, provided such arrangements or agencies 
and their activities are consistent with the purposes and principles 
of the Organization. The member states comprising such agencies 
or entering into such arrangements should make every effort to achieve
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peaceful settlement of local disputes through such agencies or arrange- 
ments before referring them to the Security Council. The Secu- 
rity Council should encourage the development of peaceful settle- 
ment of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by 
such regional agencies, either on the initiative of the states concerned 
or by reference from the Security Council.” 

THE SecreTary remarked that to start off the discussion he would 
report that Mr. Gates and General Embick had called him with respect 
to the new proposal by the Soviet Union and had stated that they pre- 
ferred the original United States language but that they did not feel 
the Soviet changes were very serious. GENERAL Emprick added that 
the military preferred a reference to “adequate” or “effective” before 
“measures” instead of the use of the word “measures” alone. Mr. 
Kane said Mr. Gates was not as happy about the Russian wording as 
he had been about our previous wording, particularly because the 
double negative did not seem to him as clear. He asked the Secretary 
if he could make a brief statement on Mr. Gates’ position, and THE 

SECRETARY said he would welcome it. 
Mr. Kans stated Mr. Gates felt that there was no fundamental dif- 

ference remaining on policies and objectives and that the question was 
now one of putting a policy into words. He said that Mr. Gates had 
approached the matter from the point of view of Chapter VIII as a 
whole. Section A, he said, dealt with pacific settlement and in Sec- 
tion A, paragraph 3 the regional agencies and arrangements were spe- 
cifically related to the process of peaceful settlement. Section B dealt 
with the use of force and regional arrangements were associated with 
this function under the provisions of the New Paragraph 12, par- 
ticularly in connection with the word “collective”. Section C he said 
did not deal with functions but with agencies—regional agreements. 
In the last sentence of paragraph 1, Section C, Mr. Garess felt there 
was some danger, with the addition of the phrase “the development of 
peaceful” that regional arrangements might be so specifically asso- 
ciated with procedures of peaceful settlement that they would be 
interpreted to have been disassociated from the function of enforce- 
ment. Looking at the whole draft then, Mr. Gates had felt that the 
tendency had been to increasingly associate regional arrangements 
with pacific settlement and to disassociate them from forceful 
settlement. 

Mr. Kane explained that our policy was to associate regional ar- 

rangements with defense measures which might be necessary in the 

event of armed attack. In this event no authorization by the Security 
Council was needed. In other cases moreover our policy was to use 
regional arrangements as the normal means of enforcement. <A tend- 
ency then to disassociate regional arrangements from enforcement 
functions makes crucially important the language under discussion.
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To put the matter differently, he said, unless it was necessary to add 
these words, there was some real danger in adopting them. If the 
phrase “adequate measures” was used, however, he felt the Secretary 
of the Navy would go along and feel that the document did the trick. 
A question still remained, however, as to the wisdom of adopting 
either the Soviet or the American language at this point and Mr. Kanz 
suggested that it might be best to use for opening sentence of para- 
graph 12 simply “Nothing in this Charter impairs the inherent right 
of self defense, either individual or collective.” Tue Sucrerary 
asked if General Embick had anything to add to Mr. Kane’s state- 
ment. GENERAL Empicxk replied in the negative, except to say that 
he had always thought that the normal method by which enforce- 
ment action would be taken was by regional arrangements. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG wondered why the addition of the phrase 
“the development of peaceful” did not actually strengthen Section 

C. He thought that when regional facilities were emphasized and 
identified in this way Chapultepec and the entire regional mecha- 
nism was strengthened. He said he was unable to see how the change 
under Section C diluted emphasis on regional arrangements, and 
he thought it was good to emphasize the role of regional arrange- 
ments in peaceful settlement. Mr. Kane said the question was 
whether by adding this phrase in the last sentence of Section C.we 
were placing any limitation on regional arrangements not elsewhere 
explicitly stated. Apmrrat Hepsurn pointed out that Mr. Kane had 
correctly stated the issue. He thought, however, that it was quite 
clear that Section C, paragraph 1 dealt only with pacific settle- 
ment, while paragraph 2 dealt with enforcement. He noted that 
the four words in dispute were in paragraph 1 and, therefore, had no 
direct relationship to the role of regional agencies in enforcement. 

Mr. Duuixs expressed the view that the added phrase did not affect 
paragraph 2 or place any further limitations on enforcement action 
by regional organizations. ApmrraL Hepsurn said he tended to agree 
with Mr. Dulles that paragraph 12 of Section B was quite explicit on 
the matter. GreneraL Emeptcx felt, however, that the addition of the 
words in Section C de-emphasized the role of regional arrangements 
in enforcement action. | | | 

Tue Secretary called on Mr. Pasvolsky to state the results of the 
consultations with the Subcommittee of Five on this question. Mk. 
PasvoisKy stated that the policy he had followed in that Committee 
was to find out exactly what we all wanted to say in paragraph 12 and 
then to put the matter into a draft. First, however, he said he would 
like to go back to Dumbarton Oaks to give a bit of explanation. He 
pointed out that it had been clear, to all who participated at Dumbar- 
ton Oaks that regional arrangements would be used for pacific settle- 
ment as one of the means of pacific settlement which a state could
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resort to by choice. He explained that at one time there had been 
in Section A a specific reference to regional arrangements. Moreover, 
he said, it had been perfectly clear at Dumbarton Oaks that para- 
graph 1 of Section C applies only to pacific settlement. There had 
been a clear understanding that paragraph 1 referred to peaceful 
settlement under regional arrangements, and paragraph 2 to enforce- 
ment procedures. Whereas the word “peaceful” was omitted in the 
early part of paragraph 1, it was omitted only because it was under- 
stood. He said that there never had been any doubt on this. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that in the meeting with the six Latin Amer- 
ican foreign ministers, the suggestion had been made that the word 
“support” be used in paragraph 1 of Section C. This, he said, he 
had proposed in the Subcommittee of Five. He was asked there 
what the Latin American foreign ministers wanted as they had told 
him they wanted to emphasize the fact that regional arrangements 
would be used by states in the settlement of disputes normally before 
resort to the Security Council. At the meeting of the five this in- 
tention had been thought satisfactory. Mr. Pasvorsxy added that 
the South Americans themselves had found the word “encourage” 
too weak and that in order to strengthen the sentence and make more 
definite what we meant he had suggested the phrase “the development 
of peaceful”. When this had been shown to the South Americans, 
Mr. Parra-Pérez had expressed satisfaction with it. Others had ex- 
pressed the view that it was exactly what they wanted and liked it 
even better than the word “support”. 

As far as enforcement action by regional organizations goes, Mr. 
PasvoisKy stated this was covered in two places. It was covered 
in Section C regional arrangements where it is provided that the 
Security Council where appropriate may utilize regional agencies 
for enforcement action. There would be two conditions—regional 
agencies would have to show they were capable of being used and the 

‘case would have to be suitable for regional enforcement action. The 
possibility existed that the Security Council might want to give prior 
authority to a particular regional agency to take enforcement action, 
but this was left to the discretion of the Security Council. 

Mr. Pasvotsky added that the proposals also provided that all or 
some states might be called upon to participate in enforcement action. 
Under this provision, a flexible system was provided which conformed 
to our basic position. Forces could be sent into action only with the 
approval of the Security Council. Unless we voted for the action, 

forces would not be sent out. 
In the light of our study of the Soviet proposal, Mr. Pasvotsxy 

added, we reached the conclusion that this is what the Soviet Union 

vee summary notes on first informal consultative meeting, May 14, 2: 30 p. m., 
p. 712.
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is trying to say. Mr. Pasvorsxy then read a brief statement along 
the following lines: “In the event that armed attack occurs against 
a member state, nothing impairs the exercise of the inherent right 
of self-defense, either individual or collective, during the period elaps- 
ing between the attack and the time the Security Council takes ade- 
quate measures to restore international peace and security.” ADMIRAL 
Hepsurn stated that Mr. Pasvolsky was right in his interpretation: 
If we want to handle enforcement action in this hemisphere ourselves, 
we have power to stop other action by the Security Council. 

Mr. Pasvotsky stated that in the hght of general agreement that 
this statement expressed what we were trying to get at, a draft was 
prepared which he asked to have circulated. The draft read as 
follows: . | 

“Alternative ‘A’ 

Chapter VIII, Section B © | 
| New Paragraph 12 

Nothing in this Charter impairs the inherent right of self-defense, 
either individual or collective, if an armed attack occurs against a 
member state before the Security Council has taken adequate meas- 
ures to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken in 
the exercise of this right shall be immediately reported to the Secu- 
rity Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and re- 
sponsibility of the Security Council under this Charter to take at 
any time such action as it may deem necessary in order to maintain 
or restore international peace and security. 

: May 19, 1945” 

SENATOR CONNALLY said he thought this statement was a good one, 
but indicated he would prefer the phrase “until such time as the Secu- 
rity Council has taken adequate measures.” He added that he under- 
stood that the right of self-defense continued until the Security 
Council took adequate measures. Mr. Pasvorsky agreed that the 
right continued until this point. Smnator Connatiy added that in 
his view the exercise of the right of self-defense should not be limited 
until the Security Council took effective action. Srnator VANDEN- 
BERG expressed whole-hearted agreement with this position. 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE indicated that the draft of Alternative A, 
May 19, 1945, contained an ambiguity in that the word “measures” 
at the beginning of the second sentence might refer to measures by 

the Council or measures in self-defense. 
Mr. Pasvorsky suggested that one might add the words “exercise 

of” before the phrase in the first sentence “inherent right of self- 
defense”. Mr. Duties urged that the sentence be left as it stood 
since we should say clearly that nothing impaired the right itself. 
Mr. Strassen agreed that any reference to the exercise of the right 
in that first sentence would by inference suggest that we were impair- 

ing the right itself,
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SENATOR VANDENBERG urged that Senator Connally’s suggestion be 
adopted to substitute the word “until” for “before”. Te SecreTaRyY 
agreed that this was a great improvement. Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested 
that a comma after the-words “member state” be added. General 
agreement was expressed with these two modifications. 

Mr. HackwortH expressed the view that the present draft greatly 
qualified the right of self-defense by limiting it to the occasion of an 
armed attack. Mr. Srassen stated that this was intentional and 
sound. We did not want exercised the right of self-defense before 
an armed attack had occurred. 

Mr. Pasvousky pointed out that in the Subcommittee of Five there 
had been some question whether, the phrase “maintain international 
peace and security” was satisfactory. It was felt that since an attack 
involved a breach of the peace that the reference should be to “main- 

tain or restore international peace and security.” 
Tue Secrerary asked Mr. Pasvolsky what procedure would be 

followed in having these changes adopted. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated 
that he was meeting at 5:00 o’clock with the Subcommittee of Five 
and would talk these questions over and report at 6:00 o’clock to the 
Meeting of the Five. Tu Srcrerary ‘asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky 
thought the changes being suggested would be acceptable. Mr. 
PasvotsKy remarked that he had every reason to believe they would 
be acceptable, although he did not like to commit himself prior to 
the discussions. Tur Secrerary asked whether after the 6: 00 o’clock 

meeting it would probably be necessary to wait five days for a reply 
from the Soviet Union. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that the Soviet 
representative would accept the paragraph today. He thought they 
had authority to close the issue and said he would be willing to so bet. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he would move anyway the next 
day at noon and that that. was final.> Mr. Duties suggested that 
Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal be adopted to use the phrase “adequate 
measures to maintain or restore international peace and security.” 

This was generally agreed to. a | 
_ Senator Connauty suggested that the addition might be made 
in the first sentence of the words “or its exercise” after the word 
“self-defense”. He thought it might be wise to thus double the con- 
cept in the first sentence. Apmirat Hepsurn thought this was im- 
plicit. Mr. Hacxworrn indicated that there was something to the 
suggestion. Mr. Srassen questioned whether, in view of the fact 

that we had been working on this draft for so long, it was now wise 
to monkey with the wording unless it was absolutely necessary. SEN- 

-.™ Senator Vandenberg presented the Five-Power formula to the Subcommittee 
of Committee ITI/4 on May 21; Australia, France, and Czechoslovakia urged ac- 
ceptance of the proposals, but Egypt asked for 24 hours’ delay; minutes not 
printed (US III/4/A Doc. 9, May 21).



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 819 

ATOR CONNALLY indicated that he did not insist. Mr. Duties thought 
that with the word “exercise” in the second sentence the matter was 
quite clear. He added, however, that to take care of Dean Gilder- 
sleeve’s point it would be well to add the phrase “of self-defense” 
following the word “right”. Mr. Pasvorsky suggested the word 
“action” in place of the word “measures” at the beginning of the 
second sentence. This was generally agreed to. Mr. Pasvousxy then 

pointed out that the word “action” in the last sentence toward the 
end of the sentence would then have to be changed to “measures”. Mr. 
Du.izs indicated his preference for, the phrasing “measures taken 
in the exercise of this right of self-defense... .” This was then 
generally agreed to and the earlier decision was overridden. 

Tue Secretary asked whether members of the Delegation would 
care to give their views. Mr. ArmstTrone indicated that he had noth- 
ing to add; he thought only that the changes suggested made our 
position even clearer. Mr. Bowman said, “okay” and Mr. Dunn 
replied “fine” to the question of the Secretary. Senator CoNNALLY 
stated that his approval was predicated on Mr. Pasvolsky getting the 
changes that had been suggested. Tur Srcrerary then read the draft 
as revised with members of the Delegation supplementing the changes 
that he had made on his own draft. It read as follows: 

“Nothing in this Charter impairs the inherent right of self-defense, 
either individual or collective, if an armed attack occurs against a 
member state, until the Security Council has taken adequate measures 
to maintain or restore international peace and security. Measures 
taken in the exercise of this right of self-defense shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the 
authority and responsibility of the Security Council under this Char- 
ter to take at any time such action as 1t may deem necessary in order 
to maintain or restore international peace and security.” 

Tue Secretary asked Mr. Rockefeller whether this draft would 
be acceptable to the Latin Americans. Mr. RocKEFe.Ler reported that 
he had already had an informal discussion with them this morning, 
although he did not give them any drafts and that he thought that 
they would go along with the proposal since the change was not one’ 
of substance. , - 

Mr. Kane stated that the new draft “looked good”. GrnzERAL 
Empick indicated that it was “fine”. He added that in the hght of 
Mr. Pasvolsky’s statement that Section C paragraph 1 was definitely 
limited to peaceful settlement, he could now say that there had been 
some misunderstanding on the part of the War and Navy Departments 
as to the scope of those two paragraphs and that he felt that the matter 
was cleared up. Mr. Eaton asked whether it followed from this 

draft that our forces would not be used in Europe unless we wished.
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"THE Secretary replied that this was basic and that under the proposals 
our forces would not be used without the consent of the United States. 
We would have a veto on their use. 

Tur Secrerary asked whether all the members of the Delegation 

would be willing to give Mr. Pasvolsky authority to go forward and 

negotiate this agreement. Drsan GILpeRsLerve said she was “satis- 
fied”. Mr. Broom indicated that it was “okay”. THe Srecrerary re- 
plied that the decision was unanimous as always, or rather as usual. 
Mr. StrassEN said that it looked 100% good to him. 

Tur Srcrerary said he did not want the draft shown to the Latin 
American foreign ministers for the present but that arrangements 
should be made promptly to discuss the question with them. Mr. 
Pasvotsky- pointed out that in the end it was quite possible that the 
regional arrangements provisions would be in an article by themselves 
but that of course this remained to be decided and negotiated. 

| Procepure For Dratine WirH Recionau Drarrs 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what procedure would now be followed 
in committees to handle these drafts. Mr. JoHNnson said it was our 
understanding that all three drafts would be discussed and voted on 
in Committee IIT/4, which would then report to Commission IIT and 
for their information only would report the matter to Committees 2 
and 3 of Commission III. Mr. Jounson said it had been recom- 
mended in a previous draft to the Delegates, a draft which had not 
been discussed, however, that Senator Vandenberg’s committee *” 
should handle the whole problem. Senator VANDENBERG indicated 
that this procedure satisfied him completely. Tse Srcrerary asked 
Mr. Sandifer for his views. Mr. Sanvirer thought Mr. Johnson’s 
proposal was good and the procedure was then generally agreed to. 

Discussion oF ADDITIONAL ParagraPH Proposep By Soviet UNION IN 

Cuapter VIII, Secrion C | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that a brief discussion was necessary on the 
new sentence proposed by the Soviet Union for addition to paragraph 
1 of Chapter VIII, Section C. This paragraph read, “This paragraph 
by no means prejudices paragraphs 1 and 2, Section A of this Chap- 

ter, which fully preserve their power.” Mr. Pasvorsky proposed 
that a revision of this sentence be used which he thought would be 
more satisfactory. This revision was before the members in a draft 
entitled “Additional sentence to paragraph 1 of Section C, Chapter 

VIIT, May 19, 1945.” The draft read “This paragraph in no way 
impairs the application of paragraphs 1 and 2 of Section A of this 
Chapter”. Mr. Pasvorsxy explained that the Soviet representatives 
had felt 1t was important to put in this paragraph in order to safe- 

* Committee III/4.
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guard the right of the Security Council to investigate disputes as 
defined in Section A, paragraph 1, and to safeguard the right of states 
to bring cases before the Assembly and the Council. Senator Van- 
DENBERG said he could see no objection to this. Mr. Pasvousxy said 
it simply safeguarded the right of appeal to the World Organization 
as well as to regional organizations. 

Mr. Rockere.Ler indicated that a similar amendment had been of- 

fered by the Latin Americans * and that Mr. Pasvolsky had objected 
to that amendment at that time. Mr. Pasvoitsxy remarked that the 
other amendment had involved a substantive change which contrasted | 
with the present one offered by the Soviet Union. He added, how- 

ever, that he did not like the addition particularly and did not think 
it was necessary. He thought he would try to talk the Soviet Union 

out of it. Mr. Strassen pointed out that in fact the addition did no 
harm. Mr. Rockere ter said the one difficulty with it was that the 
Latins might insist on re-introducing their proposal if this one was 
accepted. Tur SrcreTary indicated that the Delegation’s recom- 
mendation was then to have the paragraph eliminated if possible in 
the course of the meeting at.5: 00 o’clock. 

VotTinG PROCEDURE IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

‘Senator Connalzy stated that in Committee ITI/3 strong opposi- 
tion was being expressed to the Yalta Agreement on voting and that 
the going was tough.*® So far, he said, most of the discussion had 
been on what was meant by the Yalta Agreement on voting. He 
then called on Mr. Johnson to report on the work of the Subcommittee 
that had been set up to deal with this problem. Mr. JoHnson indi- 
cated that things had developed rather favorably. Mr. Blaisdell 
had been selected head of the Subcommittee.*° A series of questions 
had been prepared on which the four powers were being asked to 
concert their reply. This procedure, he said, gave us time to get agree- 
ment on our interpretation, the next committee meeting being on 
Tuesday.** He thought the matter had worked out quite well for 
our interests. Tur Srcrerary suggested that we should realize that 
if there was any departure from the Yalta Agreement, the Soviet 
Union would probably not sign the Charter. 

See summary notes on informal consultative meeting with certain Latin 
American Ambassadors, May 14, p. 712. For pertinent excerpts from draft 
amendments and comments submitted by Latin American delegations, see Doc. 
269, III/4/5, May 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, pp. 765 ff. and 835-837. 

* See Doc. 417, III/1/19, May 18, ibid., vol. 11, p. 305; reference is made ap- 
parently to Committee III/1, which considered chapter VI, section C, on the 

question of voting procedure in the Security Council. 
“ Subcommittee B of Committee III/1 first met on May 19, 3:30 p. m., in 

response to a resolution adopted by Committee III/1 the previous day (Doc. 459, 
III/1/22, May 21, ibid., p. 386), its terms of reference being in effect to attempt to 
clarify the meaning of the Yalta voting formula (Doc. 481, III/1/B/1, May 22, 

et Doo, 531, TIT/1/26, May 28, ibid, p. 364.
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SENATOR CONNALLY pointed out that Sir Alexander Cadogan had 
interpreted the Yalta Agreement to the effect that the veto power 
does not apply to paragraphs 1 and 3 of Section A.” Our advisers 
felt, however, that the veto power does apply to these paragraphs. It 
was important, therefore, to achieve some harmony of interpretation 
on this matter. Srnator ConNALLy stressed that this was a very vital 
problem and went to the heart of the whole Organization and we 
couldn’t lose on the question of voting in the Security Council. Mr. 
STASSEN pointed out that in adding functions to Section A, in fact, 
the Yalta Agreement had been altered. Moreover, he thought that 
if the major powers could agree on the interpretation made by Sir 
Alexander Cadogan, the Chapter would not be as bad as it now was 
and the small countries would be greatly cheered. The important 
problem, he stated, was to get agreement by the major powers on an 
interpretation of the Yalta Agreement. Mr. Warren stated that in 
an informal poll of the committee, it now looked as though there were 
32 against 8 with Canada, New Zealand, and Australia leading the 
opposition. He pointed out that we were in a tough situation. Tue 
SECRETARY Said that our political officers would have to get to work. 
Mr. Jounson thought that the situation was very fortunate at the 
moment since the four powers had to concert their views on the ques- 
tions before the Subcommittee. He added that he thought that we 
would be in a better position on the voting if a decision could be post- 
poned until after the Canadians had received satisfaction by the 
amendment under Section B, Chapter VIII. 

Mr. RockeErexuer stated that he had had two meetings with the Latin 

Americans on this problem. They were perfectly satisfied with the 

veto power on the Security Council, he said, so far as it affected the 
regional situation. However, the Latin Americans felt that the 
United States would be losing its moral position if the veto power 
remained, since we could be prevented from taking any action in 
Europe. The Latin Americans, he said, did not see how we could 

accept the veto power. Mr. Pasvoisxy indicated that he would like 

to meet with the Latin Americans on this question and that he thought 
the statement that we were losing our moral authority by accepting 
the veto power was bunk. He felt we were too much preoccupied 
with the veto problem. We should approach the problem from the 
point of view of what the Organization could do and what it was 
supposed to do. If its recommendations were to be worth anything, 
they required the backing of the five major powers, together with the 
support of some of the non-permanent members. The recommenda- 

tions of the Assembly could be of another type, he said. If we are 
going to handle this problem properly, we must keep our eyes on the 

“WD 38, May 17, UNCIO Documents, p. 328.
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effectiveness of the Security Council. This approach, Mr. Pasvoitsky 
felt, needed to be made with the Latin Americans. 

Mr. PasvotsKky added that one way of bargaining with the South 
Americans, to give them some satisfaction, would be to put the refer- 
ence to treaty obligations in the chapter on Principles instead of 

the Preamble. | | 
Mr. Strassen indicated that he would be absolutely against any deal 

by which we would further weaken the charter in order to prevent a 
weakness being removed from the charter. He felt that if Sir 
Alexander Cadogan’s interpretation could be agreed upon, it would 
be a great step forward and would considerably lessen resentment 
against the Four Powers. Tur Srcrerary questioned whether it 
would not mean backing out on the Yalta Agreement if we proposed 

Sir Alexander Cadogan’s interpretation to the Soviet Union. Mr. 
Duwwn replied that there was no reason why we could not discuss this 
question with the Soviet Union and see what their interpretation was 
and sound out whether this matter could be considered procedural. 

ELECTION OF JUDGES 

Mr. Hackxworrtu indicated that a problem had arisen as to whether 
the vote for the election of judges could be construed to be a procedural 
one. After brief discussion it was agreed that this matter should be 
considered at the meeting of the Delegation the next morning. 

In closing the meeting at 1:10, the Secretary announced that any 
persons present could return that evening to the 6: 00 o’clock meeting, 
so that members of the Delegation could keep up-to-date on this 
problem. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 7 

Minutes of the Seventh Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 
Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, Sunday, May 20, 
1945, 6 p.m. | 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members 
of delegations of the United States (21) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (4) ; China (4); and France (5).] 

The meeting was called to consider the report of the Subcommittee 
of Five on the Soviet proposals regarding the three drafts on regional 

arrangements in relation to the general organization. 

Mr. Sterrrintivs then called on Mr. Pasvolsky to read the new draft 
from the Subcommittee of Five, and Mr. Pasvousxy read the following 
text: 

“Nothing in this Charter impairs the inherent right of individual 
or collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a member 

723-681—67——57
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state, until the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to 
maintain (or restore) international peace and security. Measures 
taken in the exercise of this right of self-defense shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the 
authority and responsibility of the Security Council under this Charter 
to take at any time such action as it may deem necessary in order to 
maintain or restore international peace and security.” 

Mr. Strerrinius asked whether all were agreed on this text and 
everyone agreed up to the words “or restore” in the fifth line, in regard 
to which Mr. Gromyko made reservation. 

After a period of time was taken out for the five delegations to 
discuss the new draft, Mr. Srerrinius reported that the United States 
Delegation would accept the elimination of the words “or restore” 
although it was quite willing to have the words retained. 

Lorp Hatirax said that he felt that the word “restore” should be 
retained, that is that the right of self-defense should continue during 
the period of restoration as well as up to the point where the Security 
Council was taking action to restore the peace. 

Mr. Gromyxo thought that the word “maintain” encompassed the 
concept of “restore” and that the latter was in effect unnecessary, but 
Lord Halifax objected to this interpretation, stating that you can’t 
maintain what isn’t there. | 

Mr. Drszan said he agreed with Lord Halifax and that if only one’ 
word was used, it should be the word “restore”. 

Lorp Hatrrax said that it would be more logical to retain the word 
“restore” but that he would not split the delegation in order to retain 
it. 

Mr. Soone said that the Chinese Delegation preferred to retain 
the word “restore”. a 

Mr. Srerrinius then asked if Mr. Gromyko could accept the word 
“restore” and the latter said he thought not. 

Lorp Ha.irax then proposed that the five delegations accept the 
word “maintain” now, so that the Committee could go forward, at 
the same time asking Mr. Gromyko to see if his government would be 
able to accept the addition of the word “restore”. 

Mr. STETTINIUsS summarized the discussion by saying that all would 
agree to adopt the word “maintain”. 

Mr. Gromyxo asked if Lord Halifax would, in this case, insist on 
the word “restore” later on. 

Lorp Harirax said that his idea was, first, that the text should go 
to the Committee tomorrow, omitting the word “restore”, and, second, 
that the Soviet Government should be informed that three out of the 
five had agreed that the word “restore” might usefully be included, 
and, third, that if the Soviet Government did not agree to its inclusion, 
he would not press the issue to a split in the delegation.
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The Committee then turned to the additional sentence to paragraph 
1, Chapter VIII, Section C, and Mr. Srerrintvs called on Mr. Pas- 
volsky to explain the results of the Subcommittee’s study of this 

additional sentence. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy then read a revised form of the Soviet proposal, as 

follows: 

“This paragraph in no way impairs the application of paragraphs 
1 and 2 of Section A of this Chapter.” 

Mr. Gromyxo then said that since regional agencies and arrange- 
ments could deal with peaceful settlement, the Soviet Delegation 
wanted the Security Council able to retain its right to act in this 
field also, that is, it should retain its right to make investigations, as 
in paragraph 1, and to inform the Security Council, as in paragraph 2. 

Mr. VanpENBERG asked whether this right would not exist without 
the proposed Soviet additional sentence, and Mr. Gromyko said yes, 
it would, that the sentence was suggested only to avoid a misunder- 
standing. He added that the Security Council should have the right 
to investigate a situation, even if regional agencies were acting. 

Mr. Connatty and Lorp Hattrax both agreed that the sentence 
added nothing and took nothing away, and therefore it was in the 
form of a clarification and could be accepted. 

Everyone agreed to accept the addition. 
M. DrsEan thought it would be necessary to get a clarification of 

the other text regarding the five power amendments on special pacts. 
He had received certain instructions on this, and would distribute 

them immediately. _ : 
Mr. Sretrinius said the Subcommittee of Five would examine 

these and report later. | | 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Amer Rep Min 3 

Record of Third Informal Consultative Meeting With Ambassadors of 
Certain American Republics, Held at San Francisco, May 20, 1944, 

9 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (18); and certain Latin American 
Ambassadors (names not listed). | | 

Mr. STETTINIUS presented to the Ambassadors three drafts which 
he said were being submitted to the Regional Committee the following 
day. These drafts were as follows: 

[Here follow the proposed texts of chapter VITI, section A, para- 
graph 38, May 20; chapter VIII, section B, new paragraph 12, May 20; 

and chapter VIII, section C, paragraph 1, May 20, identical with texts
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printed in UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, pp. 679, 680, and 684-685 (Doc. 
576, ILL /4/9, May 25).] , } 

Mr. Strerrinius expressed the hope that these drafts, representing 
agreement after prolonged consultations, would be acceptable to the 
Latin American Ambassadors. He pointed out that they protected 
the interests of the General Organization, while at the same time fully 
safeguarding and utilizing regional agencies or arrangements such as 

the Pan American System. | 
The Latin American Ambassadors expressed enthusiastic support 

for these drafts and indicated their appreciation of the efforts made 
by the United States Delegation in reaching these agreements. No 
dissent from the drafts was expressed. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 49 

Minutes of the Forty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 21, 1945, 9 a. m. 

| [Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (33) present at meeting, and 
announcements (5) by the Secretary. ] 

Votinc Procepure IN THE Security CouNcmIL 

Tue Secretary asked Mr. Hiss to give to the Delegation his inter- 
pretation of the agreement reached at Yalta. Mr. Hiss stated that 
he doubted he could add much to what was already known, but that 
he would say a word as to how the question had come up and as to 
what had happened. In December, he said, a proposal had been sent 
to Stalin and Churchill ** recommending a compromise for solving the 
voting difficulty practically identical with the one finally agreed to. 
Accompanying this recommendation was a statement of why we 
thought it would be a reasonable compromise. Up to that time, he 
sald, the argument had been over the question whether there should 
be a veto on every question or whether there should be a veto on every 
question except when a state was involved in a dispute. Mr. 

Churchill, he added, had been inclining towards the Russian position 
of okaying a veto on every matter. The basis of the compromise was 
to provide that, when a state with a permanent seat on the Security 

Council was involved in a dispute, it should not have a veto on the 
pacific settlement of that dispute. 

Mr. Hiss added that, before going to Yalta and after sending the 
draft in December, we had concluded that there was one drafting 
defect in our earlier recommendation where we had included a general 
exception from the veto power for paragraph 2 [7], Section C, Chap- 

* See telegram 2784, December 5, 1944, to Moscow, Conferences at Malta and 
Yalta, p. 58.
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ter VIII. In rethinking the matter we had decided to include an 
exception only for the second sentence of paragraph 1, Section C, 

Chapter VIII“ Then at Yalta Mr. Stettinius was asked by the 
President to make a statement on our voting compromise.*® The state- 
ment by the Secretary, Mr. Hiss said, saved the day. The Russians 
were somewhat confused since Stalin was speaking from the text 

originally sent him rather than from the revised text so that at this 
first session on voting no conclusive discussion took place. At the 
next plenary session, however, Stalin had said he would accept the 
compromise and Churchill said he also would accept it. 

Tue Srecrerary said he wanted Mr. Hiss to bring out particularly 
the question as to whether a state had a veto on the pacific settlement 
of a dispute to which it was not a party. Mr. Hiss commented that 
in meeting the proposal that there should be a veto on all matters, we 
had been able to cut out one slice, so that the veto power would not 
apply to states involved in disputes under the provisions for peaceful 

settlement. In all other respects, he said, the veto power remained 
unimpaired. 

SENATOR CONNALLY asked whether the veto power applied under 
Section A of Chapter VIII. Mr. Hiss replied that, except where a 
state was a party to a dispute, the veto power applied. SErNatTor Con- 
NaLLy asked whether Mr. Hiss agreed with Sir Alexander Cadogan’s 
interpretation that the veto power did not apply under paragraphs 
1 and 3 of Section A. Mr. Hiss said he had not known of this inter- 
pretation. SrNator ConNALLy reported that we were really in quite 
a fix in Committee JII/1 where a definite attack was being made on 
the veto power in connection with the settlement of disputes.*7 Mr. 
Norrer agreed with Mr. Hiss that the Yalta agreement implied a veto 
beginning with paragraph 1—the stage of investigation. Mr. Hiss 
stated that, if any country thought it had a case, it could raise the 
matter with the Security Council and presumably the Council could 
take jurisdiction of the case. Moreover, in the course of discussion it 
would be quite normal for the Council to go into the facts of the 
case and there would be considerable freedom for the Council to fix 
its own rules and determine what came within the procedural vote. 
A thorough investigation, however, would probably come within the 
veto. Mr. Buoom said that the vote might well be taken after an 
investigation had taken place. Mr. Hiss thought that the veto would 

apply unless matters were construed to be procedural, and he em- 

“ See letter of January 14 from the Acting Counselor of the British Embassy 
(Wright) to Mr. Pasvolsky, Conferences at Malta and Yalia, p. 77; for Mr. 
Pasvolsky’s reply dated January 17, see ante, p. 22. 

* See Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 661 and 682-686. 
* Tbid., pp. 712-7138. | | 
“ See Doe. 486, III/1/24, May 22, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 347.
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phasized that the Council would have some freedom in making its own 
rules. 

Mr. Norter said the question then arose as to what vote was neces- 

sary to determine procedural matters. It was clear only that matters 
under Section D, Chapter VI would be procedural. On these a vote 
of any seven would be satisfactory. SENAroR VANDENBERG asked how 
it was possible to find out what came within the procedural category. 
Mr. Nortrer replied we must settle the matter here. Senator Con- 
NALLY asked why investigation was not a procedural matter. Mr. 
Duties replied that the decision to go ahead on an investigation was 
a very Important substantive matter. | 

THE SECRETARY suggested that we should await our decision until 
we had the interpretation of the Subcommittee of Five. Mr. Pasvor- 
sky reported that the other four powers were unanimous that para- 
graph 1 dealt with substantive matters and that the procedural vote 
did not apply there. The British, he said, had made it clear that Sir 
Alexander Cadogan was out of line on this matter.“ It was interest- 
ing that the Chinese were proving the most vociferous on behalf of 
the veto on investigations as a result of their experience with the 

Lytton Commission.“ SEenatror ConNaALLy indicated that we were in 
a very serious situation on this whole question. Mr. Pasvoisky re- 
marked that the Big Five had agreed to isolate the questions that 
might be considered to fall under the procedural vote. There were 

nine decisions of the Council outside of Chapter VIII which had to 
be examined from this point of view, two of which had already been 
examined. It had been agreed that the convocation of the Assembly 
should be by procedural vote and that the constitutional convention 
should be called by a procedural vote as already provided. Other de- 
cisions to be discussed dealt with the election of judges, the election of 
the Secretary-General, the admission of new members, the suspension 
of the rights of membership, expulsion, request by the Council for the 
help of the Assembly, and trusteeship matters. 

Tue Secretary felt that this question must be brought to a close 
as soon as possible since he would have to spend a day very soon in 
Washington and he would like to feel that this voting question was 
well along. Mr. Dunwn stated that the Subcommittee was now draw- 
ing up a list of questions which we would then have before us. SEN- 

ATOR CONNALLY agreed that the matter should be expedited, but he 

“The United States delegation was informed by Senator Connally at its execu- 
tive session, May 20, noon, of Sir Alexander Cadogan’s interpretation of the 
formula ; see p. 822. 

-*® The Earl of Lytton, Fdward Robert Bulwer, British member and chairman. 
League of Nations Commission of Inquiry concerning Manchuria. For text of 
“Lytton Renort”, see League of Nations, Appeal by the Chinese Government, 
Report of the Commission of Enquiry (Geneva, October 1, 1982) ; for documenta- 
tion on this subject, see indexes, Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. m1, and ibid., 
1982, vols. 11m and Iv.
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wanted the Secretary to know that we were really up against the 
buzz saw. | 

RELATIONS oF EcoNoMIC AND SociaL CouncIL W1TH bet 2 

Non-GovERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS . 

DrEAN GILDERSLEEVE asked for an opportunity to present a number 
of questions pending before a subcommittee meeting that morning at 
9:45. Mr. Stinebower and Mr. Mulliken then joined the meeting. | 

Mr. STrnEBowER presented a compromise draft worked out in Sub- 
committee II/3/A. He pointed out that we had made an effort to 
get as much of the consultant’s draft °° into the proposal as possible, 
but that the Soviet Union had spent two hours of discussion adamantly 
opposing putting so much emphasis on national non-governmental 
organizations. A draft had been worked out, however, which was 
now generally approved by the Soviets, which read as follows: 

~ “The Economic and Social Council shall be authorized to make suit- 
able arrangements for consultation with non-governmental organiza- 
tions, international and where appropriate national, which are con- 
cerned with matters within the competence of the Council.” 

‘Mr. RocKere:ier explained that there might be some reaction if we 
opposed the consultants on this matter. They were particularly inter- 
ested in getting away from narrow pressure groups and emphasizing 
national groups. Mr. Duutzs questioned whether the draft suggested 
by Mr. Stinebower would be disapproved by the consultants. Mr. 
STINEBOWER thought we were in a rather vulnerable spot. The Rus- 
sians had said that we had emphasized that we could not envision the 
Economic and Social Council going over the heads of governments 
and interfering in local domestic affairs. However, we were pro- 
viding that national associations, private ones, would work directly 
with the Economic and Social Council. They felt we were somewhat 

inconsistent. . 
Tue SEcRETARY expressed the view that the draft would give the 

consultants about what they wanted. Mr. MuLiixen and Mr. Dickey 
agreed. Mr. Dicxery pointed out that the present draft would not rule 
out the International Chamber of Commerce in which they were par- 

ticularly interested. He thought the consultants would accept the 
proposal and he would undertake to present it to them in its best 
light. General agreement was then reached that the text as proposed 

by Mr. Stinebower was acceptable. | 

CALLING OF CONFERENCE BY THE Economic anpD SoctaL CouNncIL 

Mr. StTineBowER noted that the Soviet Union objected to the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council being empowered to call conferences and 

° Draft entitled “Committee II/3, Economic and Social Cooperation: Recom- 
mendations of the U.S. Advisers Based on Proposals of U.S. Consultants” (U.S. 

Gen. 131), not printed.
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favored a provision by which it would recommend the calling of a 
conference. As a working basis the following draft had been pre- 
pared reading as follows: 

“If circumstances of an international economic, social, cultural, 
health or other related character which, in the opinion of the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council, require a conference of all or any members 
of the Organization, the Economic and Social Council may recom- 
mend that such conference be called in accordance with the rules of 
procedure determined by the General Assembly.” 

Mr. Pasvotsxy thought this was perfectly satisfactory and the mem- 
bers of the Delegation in general expressed approval of the draft as 
revised. | 

Mr. STINEBOWER explained that things had gone well in Committee 
II/3/a for the position taken by the United States, except that we 
had been voted down on the proposal that “receive” should be substi- 
tuted for “obtain”. 

Futt EMPLOYMENT AS AN OBJECTIVE OF THE ORGANIZATION 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE pointed out that the question of the use of the 
term “full employment” was still pending. Tue Srcrerary pointed 
out that a complete statement on the matter had appeared that morning 
in the papers and that he just could not see how the material could 

get out. He asked Mr. Stevenson if he could shed any light on the 
matter. Mr. Stevenson stated that, in so far as the interpretations in 
the morning papers suggested that the use of the term “full employ- 
ment” suggested that the world organization might interfere in inter- 
nal affairs, this had been obtained from conversations with our own 
representatives. He said that: nothing had been stated by his men 
concerning procedural matters and he added that he had denied that 
the United States was opposed to full employment. : 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE indicated that she wished the view of'the Dele- 
gation on the strategy she should adopt in securing reconsideration of 
this question. She pointed out that she now planned to try to have 
the first paragraph referred back to the subcommittee for revision on 
the grounds (1) that a proposal for the addition of the word “educa- 
tional” had come up and that this matter should be. given further 
consideration, and (2) that, as worded, the matter of promotion of 
full employment might be interpreted to mean interference in the 
domestic affairs of states, so that the wording of this provision needs 
clarification. , 

Tue Srecrerary expressed approval of this procedure. Mr. Sras- 
seN also indicated his agreement and the Delegation in general gave 
their consent. 

Tue Secretary asked what our actual position was on the use of 
the words “full employment”. Mr. Dunn indicated that we had
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decided to try for the term “high and stable levels of employment”, 
but that, if this was not possible, we hoped to have the phrase “full 
employment” stated as an aim rather than as a function of the Or- 
ganization. THe SEcRETARY wondered whether it would not be wise 
to issue a statement concerning our position on this matter in view 
of the press statements of the morning. He felt that we could not 
be against “full employment”. Mr. Stevenson agreed that we could 
not afford to be put in that position—on the side of the devil. The 
words “full employment” had become an American idiom, a way of 
stating a fundamental aspiration, and he felt it would be too bad to 

be caught on the wrong side on this matter. Smnator ConNnatiy asked 
if it were of sufficient importance to vigorously oppose “full employ- 
ment”. Mr. Strassen replied that he did not think so. Mr. Bow- 
MAN suggested that we stand on “full employment” and explain that 
we mean by full employment “high and stable levels of employment”. 

Mr. Strassen thought that we had agreed that the real problem 

was the context in which the phrase was used and not the phrase itself. 
If it could be used as an aim of the Organization rather than appearing 
after the word “promote”, he thought there was really little funda- _ 
mental objection to it. Dan GILDERSLEEVE agreed that the problem. °. . 
was not to get the word out so much as to rearrange its position. Mr. 

STASsEN agreed that the rearrangement of language was the primary 
task in order to make the draft acceptable to the Senate. Mr. Sanpi-. 
FER indicated that this was in fact the directive agreed to at a previous 
meeting. — 

NeEwsREEL Pictures OF THE DELEGATION 

_ Tse Secrerary announced that, in view of the fact that it did not 
prove possible to get the President’s speech on the radio, the Delegation 
should proceed to the roof to have newsreel pictures taken. THE 
SECRETARY then reviewed a brief statement ** prepared for use in the 
newsreel. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:05 a. m. 

§00.CC/5—2145 : Circular airgram 

The Acting Secretary of State to Diplomatic Representatives in the 
American Republics — | 

Wasuineton, May 21, 1945—10: 40 a. m. 

For the Ambassador. The following account of the regional ar- 
rangements issue at UNCIO is for your background information. 

*! For a statement of May 21 by the Secretary on the directive of the Steering 
Committee to review progress of the Conference, see Department of State 
Bulletin, May 27, 1945, p. 949; see also Doc. 499, ST/11, May 22, UNCIO Docu- 
ments, vol. 5, p. 2387.
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The question of the relation of regional arrangements to the inter- 
national organization has passed through two phases at the San Fran- 
cisco Conference. 

In the first phase it was raised by the Russians, with the strong sup- 
port of the French and the tacit support of the British, in relation 
to the bilateral pacts negotiated among European states and directed 
against enemy states in the present war. The original Soviet amend- 
ment to Chapter VIII, Section C, of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals 
stated : “No coercive action may be taken under regional arrangements 
without the authorization of the Security Council, excepting measures 
which are provided for in the regional agreements and directed against 
a renewal of a policy of aggression on the part of the aggressor-states 
in this war.” 

To this amendment the United States presented a counterproposal 
to which the Soviets after considerable debate finally agreed. That 
counterproposal read as follows: “No enforcement action should be 
taken under regional arrangements or by regional agencies without 
the authorization of the Security Council with the exception of meas- 
ures against enemy states in this war provided for pursuant to Chap- 
ter XII, Paragraph 2, or, in regional arrangements directed against 
renewal of aggressive policy on the part of such states, until such 
time as the organization may, by consent of the governments concerned, 
be charged with the responsibility for preventing further aggression 
by a state now at war with the United Nations.” 

The United States delegation, while not favoring exceptions of 
this sort to the authority of the Security Council over regional ar- 
rangements, nevertheless felt justified in yielding in this instance to 
the very positive and intransigent stand taken on this point by the 
Soviets and other interested delegations, since our counter-proposal 
had definitely tied the exception into the transitional arrangements 
envisaged in Chapter XII of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. This 
accomplished two objects: First, it made perfectly clear that the ex- 
ception was definitely of a transitional character and would be elim- 
inated as soon as the organization had demonstrated its strength; 

and second, it limited the exception directly to the treatment of enemy 

states in the present war, which the United States itself has always 
held must be a matter to be dealt with by the principal victor powers 
and not by the international organization. The unanimity of the 
Big Four on this particular amendment was therefore achieved on 
May 5, though the French are still not completely satisfied and would 
have preferred to eliminate the implied time limit on the application 

of the exception. 
An indirect result of the presentation of this four-power amend- 

ment was unfortunately to open the second phase of the problem of 
regional arrangements at the conference by giving a considerable



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 833 

number of the Latin American delegations the impression that Euro- 
pean regional arrangements were being removed from the control of 
the Security Council whereas the much older and better-established 
regional system of the Western Hemisphere would be subjected to 
the domination of that Council. They were particularly fearful that, 
in view of the veto power exercised by each of the permanent members 
of the Council, a non-American state would be able to prevent enforce- 
ment action of any kind under the Act of Chapultepec. Their chief 
concern of course, though this was not always avowed, was that the 

Soviet Union might through this means interfere in the internal con- 
cerns of the Western Hemisphere and might even go so far as to 
prevent hemispheric action against an aggressive American state 
which had fallen under Communist control or influence. Some of 
the Latin American statesmen became so agitated over this issue that 
they threatened to withdraw from the conference if their wishes were 
not met by the adoption of an amendment which would completely 
exempt enforcement action under the act of Chapultepec from control 
by the Security Council. The majority, however, while viewing the 
issue largely from the regional rather than, from the world point 
of view, nevertheless indicated the willingness to compromise if some 
substantial step were taken to meet their views. 

The United States delegation found itself faced by most difficult 
alternatives. On the one hand it soon became clear that nearly all 
of the good neighbors were so aroused over this issue that, if conti- 
nental harmony and the influence of the United States in the Hemi- 
sphere were to be maintained, some concession must be made. On 
the other hand it was just as clearly recognized that a substantial 
concession of this sort might render largely inoperative the structure 
of world organization which was being so painfully erected. It was 
abundantly clear from informal conversations that the non-American 
states would not consent to an exception which exempted American 
regional arrangements from central control while subjecting similar 
arrangements in other regions to that control. It was also clear that 
a general exception which made it possible for armed force to be 
exercised anywhere by any group of states without reference to the 

Security Council would destroy the international organization as 
an effective instrument and divide the world into regional spheres 

of influence. | 

Various compromises were discussed. The Australians and the 
French suggested that it might be possible to authorize enforcement 
action under regional arrangements if the Security Council in a par- 
ticular case did not find itself able to agree upon effective action on 
its own account. Others proposed that the veto power be relinquished 
in the case of the approval by the Council of Regional Enforcement 
Action. Objections, however, were raised to both of these proposi-
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tions and the American delegation finally came to the conclusion that 
the best solution lay in an explicit statement in the charter of that 
inherent right of individual or collective self-defense which the 
majority of the delegation had always felt weakened the force of the 
Latin American apprehensions. The United States delegation there- 
fore devised the following compromise proposal which was to be 
inserted as a new paragraph 12 at the end of Chapter VIII, Section B. 

“Should the Security Council not succeed in preventing aggression, 
and should aggression occur by any state against any member staie, 
such member state possesses the inherent right to take necessary 
measures for self-defense. The right to take such measures for self- 
defense against armed attack shall also apply to understandings or 
arrangements like those embodied in the Act of Chapultepec, under 
which all members of a group of states agree to consider an attack 
against any one of them as an attack against all of them. The taking 
of such measures shall be immediately reported to the Security Coun- 
cil and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility 
of the Security Council under this charter to take at any time such 
action as it may deem necessary in order to maintain or restore inter- 
national peace and security.” 

When this proposal, however, was placed before the other members 
of the Big Five, the British reacted very unfavorably, expressing the 
view that it went too far in yielding to the proponents of regionalism 
and it would undermine in a dangerous fashion the strength of the 
international organization. They, therefore, proposed an alternative 
text which was satisfactory to the American delegation. The text 
read as follows: 

“Nothing in this charter impairs the inherent right of self-defense, 
either individual or collective, in the event that the Security Council 
has failed to maintain international peace and security and an armed 
attack against a member state has occurred. Measures taken in the 
exercise of this right shall be immediately reported to the Security 
Council and shall not be in any way affect the authority and responsi- 
bility of the Security Council under this charter to take at any time 
such action as 1t may deem necessary in order to maintain or restore 
international peace and security.” 

In accepting this British draft for a new paragraph at the end of 
Chapter VIII, Section B, the U.S. delegation also originally intended 
that there should be inserted in paragraph 1, Chapter VIII, Section 

C after the words “nothing in the charter should preclude the exist- 
ence of regional arrangements or agencies” the words “or collective 
arrangements like that contemplated by the Act of Chapultepec.” 
It was felt that the explicit mention of the Act of Chapultepec would 
be a gesture which would be appreciated by the Latin Americans and 
that it would furthermore serve as a concrete example of the type 

of beneficent regional arrangement which we had in mind. Though 

the British reluctantly agreed to the mention of the Act of Chapul-
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tepec, the American delegation soon found that the mention of this 
act in the charter might well lead to strong efforts to mention such 
other regional arrangements as the Arab League and it was therefore 
decided to drop the amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, though 
it was understood that if this were done the US Senate might adopt 
a clarifying resolution of reservation on this score. 

On May 14 the British draft of the new paragraph 12, Chapter 
VIII, Section B, together with a US revision of this draft, essentially 
the same in substance though somewhat different in phrasing, was 
taken up with the chiefs of the principal Latin American delegations. 
The general sense of these drafts appeared to be acceptable to the 
Latin American representatives. They also agreed to the omission 
of mention in Chapter VIII, Section C, of the Act of Chapultepec. 
In exchange, however, they asked for three concessions, two minor 
matters of wording in the Charter and one matter of substance lying 
outside the scope of the chapter. Matters of wording were (1) the 
insertion in Chapter VIII, Section A, paragraph 3, where the means 
of peaceful settlement are enumerated, of a reference to “resort to 
regional agencies or arrangements” and (2) the strengthening of the 
last sentence of Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 1, by the sub- 
stitution of the word “support” for the word “encourage” in the pro- 

vision that the Security Council should encourage settlement of local 
disputes through regional arrangements. 

In addition to these two verbal concessions the Latin American 
representatives desired some concrete and tangible assurance, which 
they could present to their governments and people upon their return 
from San Francisco, that the US Government intends to abide by and 

to implement the Act of Chapultepec. One suggestion was that the 
US delegation, possibly in association with the Latin American dele- 
gations, might adopt a resolution stating that in their opinion the ref- 
erence to collective measures of self-defense referred to in Chapter 
VIII, Section B, paragraph 12, of the charter included those contem- 
plated under inter-American system and specifically the Act of 
Chapultepec and that this resolution might be included in the report 
of the delegation to the US Senate and might be embodied in an 
interpretive reservation to be adopted by the Senate at the. time it 
ratifies the charter. Another suggestion was that President Truman 
might announce before the close of the San Francisco Conference 
that there will be held in Washington in September or October a 
conference of American Foreign Ministers to negotiate a treaty to 
implement the Act of Chapultepec. 

At its meeting of May 15 the US delegation agreed that both of the 

proposals described in the previous paragraph would be objectionable 
in that they would appear to cast doubt upon our confidence in the 

international organization just at the moment, that of its presentation
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to the Senate, when it is most important that the support of the 
world organization by the US Government be most explicit and firm. 
It was agreed at the same time, however, that the Latin-American 
Governments are entitled to some further assurance that we intend to 
proceed with the implementation of the Act of Chapultepec as a 
long-range policy of this government. It was, therefore, agreed, after 

the President had been consulted by telephone and had approved, that 
the Latin-American delegations should be told privately by the Secre- 
tary, as Secretary of State rather than as Chairman of the US dele- 
gation, that it is the intention of the US Government to call a meeting 
of American foreign ministers in Washington in the fall * to nego- 
tiate a treaty to implement the Act of Chapultepec. 

A. further meeting with the chiefs of the principal Latin American 
delegations was held in the afternoon of May 15. The draft of Chap- 
ter VIII, Section B, paragraph 12 discussed at this meeting differed 
slightly from that previously presented in that, in order to eliminate 
the implication that the Security Council might “fail” to maintain 
peace and security, the first sentence of the paragraph had been re- 

vised to read as follows: 

“Nothing in this charter impairs the inherent right of self-defense, 
either individual or collective, in the event that the Security Council 
does not maintain international peace and security and that armed 
attack against a member state occurs.” 

The Latin American representatives were at the same time informed 
of our willingness to make two minor verbal changes referred to above 
and of the proposal for the calling of an Inter-American Conference. 
Their reception of this program in its totality was excellent and, 
while they will still wish to consult a little among themselves, it is 
now safe to say that this issue at the Conference has been resolved 
insofar as the Latin Americans are concerned. They asked whether 
they might immediately convey to their governments the information 
in regard to the Inter-American Conference and were told that they 
might do so if it were done privately without any public announcement. 

This step having been successfully accomplished, the program was 
immediately laid before the representatives of the other members of 
the Big Five. The reaction of the representatives of Great Britain, 
France and China seemed on the whole to be favorable to the program. 
The Russian reaction has not yet been forthcoming. The matter, 
therefore, rests at this point. 

Such satisfactory progress having been made, it 1s hoped that it 
will be possible to submit the proposed amendments to the charter 
to the appropriate technical committee of the Conference within the 

® See vol. ix, section entitled “Proposed Inter-American Conference for the 
Maintenance of Peace and Security in the Continent.”
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next day or two. There would appear to be no reason to believe that, 
unless serious Russian opposition emerges, the program substantially 
as it is described in the preceeding paragraphs should not be success- 

fully carried out. 
GREW 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 50 

Minutes of the Fiftieth Meeting of the United States Delegation (A), 
Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 22, 1945, 9:05 a.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (29) present at meeting. | 
Tue Secretary called the meeting to order at 9:05 a. m. and in- 

vited members of the Delegation to take up any emergency rush items. 

Cuapter IX, A, 1 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE pointed out that there had been difficulty over 
the use of the phrase “full employment” which had been advocated by 
a number of Delegations in Committee IT/3 and to which the Delega- 

tion had hitherto objected. The Chairman of that Committee had 
ruled that a vote would be taken today ** and that if the Delegation 
wished to indicate a positive position it would be necessary to present 
specific amendments. She pointed out that up to this time the Dele- 
gation had not presented any amendments concerning the promotion 
of full employment, and she felt that we should present a suitable 
phrasing of this paragraph to cope with the situation. She pointed 
out that it was unlikely that the Committee would accept any draft of 
this paragraph without a reference to full employment. She believed 
it would be possible to obtain approval of the Committee for the in- 
sertion of a clause on cultural and educational cooperation. She stated 
that the principal advisers had prepared two alternative drafts in- 
cluding both a reference to full employment and to cultural and edu- 
cational cooperation. She observed that if the Delegation continued 
to object to any reference to full employment, it would be necessary 

to present specific reasons against the insertion of such a phrase in the 
Charter. 

Mr. STiInEBOWER stated that the problem was one of tactics. Hethen 
presented two alternative drafts for paragraph 1 of Chapter LX, Sec- 
tion A. With respect to the insertion of the phrase “full employ- 

ment” he observed that we would be in a better position to have it 
included in a manner satisfactory to the Delegation rather than to 
be beaten on opposing any reference to it in the Charter. Mr. STINE- 

33 Doc. 532, 11/3/23, May 22, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 57.
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BOWER then called attention to the pertinent sections of the alternatives 
presented, which areas follows: - 

Alternative I 

With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being 
and the attainment of higher standards of living, high and stable levels 
of employment (full employment), and conditions of economic and 
social progress and development, which are necessary for peaceful and 
friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle 
of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, the Organization 
shall promote: 

a. hieher standards of Lying, fall empleyment and eonditiens 

6. a. solutions of international economic, social, ewttures health 
and other related problems; and 6. cultural and educational co- 
operation; and 

c. universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and 
fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, lan- 
guage, religion or sex. 

Alternative II | 

With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being 
which are necessary for peaceful and friendly relations among nations 
based on respect for the principles of equal rights and self-determina- 
tion of peoples, the Organization shall promote: 

a. solutions of international economic, social, cultural, health 
and other related problems, including higher standards of living, 
high and stable levels of employment (full employment), and con- 
ditions of economic and social progress and development; 

6. cultural and educational cooperation ; and 
c. universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and 

fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, lan- 
guage, religion or sex. | 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE stated that she would prefer to separate the 
question of full employment from that of cultural and educational co- 
operation and present them separately. Mr, Sanpirer suggested that 
it would be possible to ask for a separate vote on each of these points. 

Mr. Pasvousxy stated that he preferred Alternative II because the 
emphasis was on the words “solutions of international economic, social, 

etc.” which was not so clearly set forth in Alternative I. He suggested 
that the words “which relate to” be inserted after the word “including” 
in line 8 of sub-paragraph a of Alternative II. He thought that in 
this form the proper emphasis would be maintained on the interna- 
tional aspects of these questions. Mr. DuiiEs agreed with the pro- 
posal of Mr. Pasvolsky but thought that Alternative I was a clearer 
draft. Mr. Pasvousxy pointed out that the problem was not to pro- 
mote higher standards of living per se but the solution of international
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economic problems. In submitting this revised text of Alternative I 
to the Delegation, Tue Secretary expressed approval of Mr. Pasvol- 
sky’s proposals. Senator Conna.iy thought that reference to full em- 
ployment in this context was satisfactory. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
thought it was lousy. Mr. Dutizs wondered whether the principle 
of non-intervention in domestic affairs was affected by this text. 
Mr. PasvotsKy pointed out that under the amendments proposed in 

Committee II/3 the clause on domestic jurisdiction might nullify the 
meaning of the proposal, but under the wording as now accepted by 
the Delegation the clause on domestic jurisdiction would not affect it. 

Mr. Srinesower then raised the question of the draft proposed by 
Committee II/3 concerning the clause “all members pledge themselves 
to take separate and joint action to achieve the purposes etc.” and 
inquired whether the Delegation considered that the pledge goes too 
far. Senator Connatty thought that the phrase “take action” went 
too far. Mr. Dunn considered that if this were restricted to the 
international field it would not affect the clause on domestic jurisdic- 
tion. Senaror ConNALLy wondered how it was possible to separate 
action in the international field which would not affect domestic 
questions. Mr. RockEeFELLEer agreed with Senator Connally’s obser- 
vation. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what an International WPA * 
was. DEAN GILDERSLEEVE thought that the change was not serious 
and that our Delegation would be unpopular if we opposed the 
changes which had been proposed. 

Mr. Pasvorsky thought that a statement “to cooperate with each 
other and with the Organization” was the only one that made sense 
and that the phrase “take separate and joint action” should not be 
approved. Tur Srcrerary supported this view and the Delegation 
agreed that the phrase “to take separate and joint action” should be 
deleted and the phrase “cooperate with each other and with the 
Organization” should be retained. 

Return or Mr. Gates | 

THe Secretary welcomed the presence of Mr. Gates and stated that 
there had been a long series of meetings on the regional question and 
that the matter had been disposed of satisfactorily. Mr. Gatss stated 
that the Admirals had been satisfied with the text which had been 
agreed to. THE Secretary stated that he wished to apologize to the 
representatives of the Army and Navy for the failure of the adminis- 
trative units of the Delegation to send them the documents which 
they should have had. He said that an investigation had already been 

~ * Works Progress Administration. 
* For text of statement by the Secretary of State on proposals submitted to the 

Regional Committee, released to the press at San Francisco on May 20, see 
Department of State Bulletin, May 27, 1945, p. 949; see also Doc. 533, III/4/4/9, 
May 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 848. 

723-681—67——57
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undertaken and that the matter would be straightened out so that no 
such mistakes would occur again. 

SEcRETARY’s ABSENCE 

Tue Secretary reported that he had talked with President Truman 

who had asked him to come to Washington for consultation. THs 

Secretary stated that he would leave today and that he expected to 
return on Thursday or Friday. He called upon Senator Connally to 
preside in his absence and in the event that Senator Connally was 
unable to be present he wished Senator Vandenberg to preside. 

Apvisory COMMITTEE OF JURISTS 

Mr. Pasvoitsky reported that the Coordination Committee had 
agreed to the establishment of an Advisory Committee of Jurists con- 
sisting of representatives of the U.S., U.K., Soviet Russia, China, 
France and one Latin American country.*® He stated that it had been 

agreed that Dr. Tello of Mexico would be selected to represent the 
Latin American countries on this Committee. He pointed out that 
the composition of the Committee was one which represented the five 
official languages of the Conference. He stated that each representa- 
tive of the Coordination Committee had been asked to obtain the ap- 
proval of his Delegation on the composition of this Committee and 
recommended that the proposal of the Committee be approved. He 
proposed that Mr. Hackworth be appointed from the Delegation to 
serve as the representative of the United States. The Delegation 
approved this recommendation. 

DIscussION ON STATUTE OF THE CouRT 

SENATOR CoNNALLY reported that people all over the country were 
turning the heat on with regard to the question of whether to establish 
a new Court or retain the old Court. He expressed his hope that it 
would be possible to keep the old Court. Commanpsr SrassEn stated 

that neither Manley Hudson ®* or others who favored the retention of 
the old Court had given any indication of how it would be possible 
to keep out neutrals if a new court were not-established.. Smnaror 
Connatuy stated that some of the people he had talked with said 
that it could be done. CommanpErR StassENn said that he would like 
to see the formula. Senator ConNALLY wondered why it wasn’t pos- 
sible to have the same framework but exclude the neutrals. Tus 

~__ SECRETARY stated that the revised Statute was based on the old Court 
_7 and that the only reason for a new Court was to get rid of the 

% Green H. Hackworth (United States, chairman), Sir William Malkin 
(United Kingdom), S. A. Golunsky (Soviet Union), Hsu Mo (China), Jules 
Basdevant (France), and Alfonso Garcia Robles (Mexico), members of the 
Committee, were present at its first meeting on May 29, 3:15 p. m. (WD 54, 
CO/25, May 30, UNCIO Documents, vol. 17, p. 388). 

a American jurist; Judge, Permanent Court of International Justice.
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seventeen members of the old Court who were not members of the 
United Nations. 

Mr. Hackworts stated that the judges of the Court would be 
elected by the General Assembly and the Security Council. Srnaror 
VANDENBERG inquired whether the vote of the Security Council on 
this question would require the concurrence of its permanent members. 
Mr. Hackwortu replied that they had been drafting the Statute in 
such a way as to get away from the veto power of the permanent 
members. 

SENATOR CONNALLY observed that we had shed both blood and sweat 
and still the Latin American countries continued to vote against us 
all the time, especially on the question of voting in the Security 

Council. Mr. Hackworts stated that the Latin American countries 
wished to eliminate the Security Council from the election of judges 
to the Court but that they had agreed to a proposal under which the 
Council would participate in the election of judges by a majority 
vote without the concurrence of the permanent members. SENATOR 
Conna xy thought that that would be satisfactory. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG referred to the position of the American Bar 
Association and pointed out that it had recommended the retention 
of the old Court. Senator ConNnaLuy pointed out that many treaties 
had been concluded conferring jurisdiction on the old Court and that 
these might be affected if the old Court were abandoned in favor of a 
new one. Mr. Hackworts stated that Article 87 of the Statute would 
provide for the Court to assume jurisdiction whenever treaties be- 
tween parties conferred jurisdiction on it. SENATOR CONNALLY 
pointed out that that provision only affected the signatories of the 
Statute. 

Mr. Hackxwortu called attention to the activity of Manley Hudson 
in behalf of retaining the old Court. Mr. Duxizs observed that if 
the old Court were retained Manley Hudson might be able to collect 
five years back pay. Mr. Hacxworts stated that the position of the 
American Bar Association, which favored the retention of the old 
Court was largely the work of Manley Hudson who engineered the 
resolution on this subject. SmnaTor CoNNALLY said that Bill Ran- 
som °? was also active in supporting the old Court, to which Mr. 
HackworrnH added that Judge Ransom was working closely with 
Manley Hudson. 

Mr. Duties said that he had heard that Mr. Jessup had a formula 
for retaining the old Court without admitting non-members of the 

United Nations and wondered whether it could be made available. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN stated that the first batch of wires urging 

retention of the old Court were now being superseded by a second 

William L. Ransom, Associate Consultant to the United States delegation, 
representing the American Bar Association.



842 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

batch of telegrams suggesting that the arrangement for the new Court 
was satisfactory. Mr. Hackxworru reported that Mr. Fahy favored 
the creation of a new Court. Mr. Hackworru pointed out that there 
were fewer difficulties in the creation of a new Court under a new 

Statute than in retaining the old Court. He thought after all that 
we should set up a Court by strictly legal means. Mr. Dunn observed 
that it was politically impossible to maintain the membership of neu- 
trals on the Court. He favored the creation of a new Court. 

Mr. Pasvousxy thought that the election of judges by a simple 
majority of the Security Council would not work. He thought that 
it would be necessary to have the concurrence of the permanent mem- 
bers of the Council in their election. Mr. Hackwortu reported that 
all the representatives of the Sponsoring powers had agreed to a 
simple majority. Mr. Pasvousxy stated that this question would 
arise in the Coordination Committee and that he would take the 
matter up in the Subcommittee of Five. Mr. Hackwortu recom- 
mended that the present system of the election of judges be followed, 
that is, by the Assembly and Council upon a simple majority vote. 

Mr. Hackworrtn stated that the Subcommittee of IV/1 had voted 
7 to 8 in favor of a new Court,*® but that Britain and France voted 
for the old Court. He observed that the feeling of the Delegation on 
this question remained unchanged. 

Criosine Dats OF THE CONFERENCE 

THe SECRETARY announced that the Steering Committee had ap- 
proved a program looking toward the termination of the Conference 
on June 2.°° He stated that this was only an aim but that 1t now 
locked as if it would be possible to wind up during the first week of 
June. Mr. Pasvorsky thought that it would be difficult to close the 
Conference before June 9. SENATOR CONNALLY reported that Com- 
mittee IIT/3 had more work to do than it could get done and that 
they were not getting anywhere. Representative Haron remarked on 
the slow progress being made in Committee I/2 and asked the Dele- 
gation to consider its position concerning withdrawal. THE Sxcre- 

rary asked Representative Eaton to save this matter for an executive 
session of the Delegation at the close of the meeting. 

SENATOR CONNALLY stated that we were up against a buzz saw 
on the Yalta voting formula and that unless Mr. RockEFeiurr could 
gather up four or five Latinos we would get the hide licked off of us. 
He suggested that they be told if they didn’t go along with us on this 
there will be no Charter. Tue Srcretary thought that after the 
regional matter had been settled things would go very smoothly with 

* Doc. 477, IV/1/A/1, May 22, UNCIO Documents, vol. 18, p. 527. 
” Doc. 499, ST/11, May 22, and Doc. 468, ST/9, May 20, ibid., vol. 5, pp. 237 

and 226, respectively.
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our Latin friends. Srnator VANDENBERG said that the Australians 
were the ones that were throwing monkey wrenches into the works. 

Mr. Rockererter said that two attacks had been leveled at the 
Latin Americans. One was that they voted as a bloc and the other 
was that we didn’t want them to move in as a bloc. Looking at it in 
another way, he said that anytime we wanted something we asked them 
to come along with us. He observed that he himself had been under 

attack for having created a bloc. Tur Srcrerary said that we had 
sweat blood to satisfy the Latin Americans on a number of things 
and thought that now we could appeal to them for cooperation and 
backing on the amendments of the Sponsoring Governments to the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

REPRESENTATIVE Boom observed that there must be something the 
matter with Committee II/1 because there had been no fights. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN reported that there had been no “bloc” difficulties 
in Committee III/2. He thought the real difficulty was the basic issue 
on voting and that we couldn’t run a steam roller over that issue. He 

thought that we should find our [owt] whether any adjustments can 
be made and that if we find out for certain that we can not make any 
adjustments then we shall have to appeal to our Latin friends. SEna- 
tor CoNNALLY observed that our bloc was a road bloc. Mr. Rocke- 
FELLER thought we should express ourselves quite definitely on 
anything we feel we must insist upon. He stated that the only issue 
handled thus far was on the size of the Security Council in which the 
Latin Americans had gone down the line with us. He thought that 
if the Latin Americans have taken an independent position it was 
because we have not asked them for their help. 

Voting PRoceDURE IN THE SECURITY CoUNCIL 

CoMMANDER STASSEN suggested that there should be consultation 
among the Big Five on the question of voting. Srnaror CoNNALLY 
pointed out that there was a Subcommittee which was working on the 
meaning of the text but that agreement had not been reached. Mr. 
BuaIsDELL said that the Subcommittee of Five had not considered 
the questionnaire concerning the interpretation of the Yalta formula,” 
which was just distributed this morning. Mr. Dunn thought it was 
premature to get the Subcommittee of Five together before each 

Delegation had had an opportunity to study the questionnaire. Mr. 
BLAISDELL expressed the opinion that no vote would be taken on this 
question today or tomorrow and suggested that it might not be taken 
before Friday. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that the Delegation should 

be given at least two days to prepare a reply and that voting on the 
question might be held up until Friday. He thought we should stall 

U.S. Gen. 156, not printed; for questionnaire on exercise of veto in Security 
Council, see Doc. 855, III/1/B/2(a), June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 699.
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on this matter. Mr. Rockrretter observed that this was a matter 
of principle on which we might get support from our Latin friends. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN suggested that no pressure be put on until the 
interpretation is clear. Mr. Rockrreuer thought that if an inter- 
pretation was agreed to by the Sponsoring Governments but not in- 
serted in the Charter it would make it easier for the Russians and more 
acceptable to other delegations. Mr. Duties remarked that we prob- 
ably would not get Gromyko to agree on any change and that we know 

now where we will come out. Mr. Norrer thought that the little 
states might drive to a vote on which they could overwhelm us. Mr. 
RocKEFELLER stated that in his talk with the Latin Americans he had 
discussed only basic issues and on the basis of logic rather than on 
the basis of pressure. THE Srcrerary observed that we hadn’t swung 
our weight around on this question yet. Mr. Dunw observed that 

there had never been any conference in history when there had been 

such freedom and latitude in the discussions. 

Workine Paper on TRUSTEESHIP 

CoMMANDER STASSEN presented the proposed working paper for the 
Chapter on Dependent Territories and Arrangements for Interna- 
tional Trusteeship (draft of May 21, 1945)* and called attention to 
the changes which had been made in the earlier draft. He pointed 
out that Section A of the paper had been left without change. He 
called attention to the additional proposal in Section B, 2 (6) reading 
as follows: “or independence as may be appropriate to the particular 
circumstances of each territory and its people, and as may be provided 
in each trusteeship arrangement”. He felt confident that this formula 
together with the new sub-paragraph c concerning respect for human 
rights would be agreed to by the Five Powers if it were approved by 
the Delegation. He also called attention to the suggestion which had 
been made in Section B, 2 (d) to add the phrase “and their nationals” 
to clarify the meaning of this paragraph on equal treatment in social, 
economic, and commercial matters for all members of the United 
Nations. Srnator Connauiy thought that this additional phrase 
should be omitted while Mr. Dutizs thought it was desirable to have 
such a clause inserted. Mr. Pasvoitsxy thought that the League 

treaties took care of nationals and that it wouldn’t hurt to insert the 
clause in the Chapter on Trusteeship. Mr. Duties observed that 
while member states would have equal rights, there was a danger that 
without the addition of this clause there might be discrimination 
against nationals of member states. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN pointed out that the phrase in paragraph 4 
“including the mandatory power” was to make clear that action 

* Not printed.
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could not be taken without the consent of the mandatory power. Mr. 
Hackworru observed that under the mandates system only the League 
could change the terms of a mandate. In reply to a question whether 
the mandatory power had a veto, ComMMANDER SrassEN replied in the 
negative. Mr. Hackworts stated that under the mandate treaties no 
change in the terms of the mandate could be made without the consent 
of the League and the United States. ComMaNpeEr STASsEN said that 
under this provision the terms of the mandates could not be changed 
without the consent of the mandatory power. Mr. Geric stated that 
the question of the transfer of a mandate was, however, a contested 
point under the League. ComMMANDER STAsseEN replied that, as a prac- 
tical matter, it would not be possible to transfer a mandate without 
the consent of the mandatory power. 

COMMANDER STASSEN stated that the addition to paragraph 5 “made 
under paragraph 6 below” was inserted to make it perfectly clear 
that the agreements to be concluded subsequently would control. 

In connection with the addition to paragraph 7 “without prejudice 
to any special agreement made under Chapter VIII, Section B, para- 
graph 5”, COMMANDER STAssEN stated that this had been made because 
the Soviets feared that the provision as it stood might affect the forces 
and facilities to be supplied the Security Council. 

COMMANDER STASSEN explained the additions made to paragraph 11 
concerning the composition of a Trusteeship Council and said that this 
took care of the Soviet request for a seat on the Council. Mr. Norrer 
inquired whether any members of the Trusteeship Council would have 
a veto to which ComMANDER STASSEN replied in the negative. Mr. 
GeERIe pointed out that there was no reference to the majority which 
would be required for decisions of the Trusteeship Council. Mr. 
PasvoLsKyY expressed the view that a two-thirds majority would be 
safer than a simple majority in order to protect the administering 
powers. Ifthere were only a simple majority the administering pow- 
ers would bein a minority. ComMaNDER SrassEn stated that he would 
raise this question and seek to get agreement on a two-thirds majority. 
Mr, Gates thought that the whole document was quite satisfactory 

and believed that the two-thirds majority vote was acceptable. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN suggested that the word “shall” be substituted for 
the word “may” in the last sentence of paragraph 11. 

COMMANDER STASSEN pointed out that the addition to paragraph 18 
“on the political, economic, and social advancement of the inhabitants 
of the territory” had been suggested by the British and had conse- 
quently been incorporated in this draft. Tur Secretary, after noting 
that the Delegation agreed to this revised document, extended con- 
gratulations to Commander Stassen. ComMMANDER STASSEN in return 
commended Mr. Gerig and Mr. Bloom and stated that it hadn’t been
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a one man job but that it was the result of agreement and hard work 
on the part of a number of persons. 

PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

Mr. SANDIFER reviewed the draft proposal on a Preparatory Com- 
mission ®°? which he stated had been reviewed by Mr. Hiss and Mr. 
Darlington and that their suggestions had been incorporated in the 
present draft. He stated that the purpose of the Preparatory Com- 
mission was to expedite preparations for the first sessions of the Gen- 
eral Assembly, the Security Council, the Economic and Social Council 
and the Trusteeship Council, and that its work would consist of the 
preparation of agendas for these bodies and documents pertaining 
thereto. He called attention to the blanks in paragraphs 6 and 7 
concerning the seat of the Preparatory Commission and the govern- 
ment which would be entrusted with the responsibilty of calling the 
first session of the Commission. He said that Washington or London 
had been suggested as suitable locations for the work of the 
Commission. 

Tue Secrerary then asked Mr. Sandifer to express his view on the 
seat of the Commission. Mr. SAnpirer suggested that London might 
be considered because the United States had had most of the confer- 
ences and preparatory commissions in this country, and London had 
had practically nothing. He thought we could expect the British to 
make a strong case for London. Tue Srecrerary suggested that if the 
Delegation were agreed on London we take the initiative in proposing 
it and get credit for it. Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that the Secretary 
discuss this matter with the President.® 

Tue Srecretary expressed his favorable reaction to the proposal for 
the Preparatory Commission. Mr. SanpIrer stated that he thought 
it was desirable to have preliminary approval by the Delegation so 
that it could be sent to the Subcommittee of Five. 

In connection with the functions of the Preparatory Commission a 
brief discussion took place concerning the status of narcotics control. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG wished to be assured that it was taken care of. 

SEnatToR CoNNALLY stated that there would be authority in the Char- 
ter to take over the activities which were under the League and that ~ 
Chapter IX provided ample powers for the Organization to assume 
jurisdiction over the control of narcotics. 

In connection with paragraph 7 of the Proposals, the suggestion 
was made that the sponsoring governments be entrusted with the re- 

* Not printed. 
® Telegram 4075, May 23, 5 p. m., to London, transmitted the following 

personal message from Secretary Stettinius to Foreign Minister Eden: “On my 
suggestion President Truman has today endorsed proposal which I shall advance 
in San Francisco that the Preparatory Commission of the United Nations should 
meet to carry on after San Francisco until the first meeting of the Assembly, 
and should meet in London.” (500 CC/5-2345)
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sponsibility of calling the first session of the Commission. THE Sxc- 
RETARY thought that this question might be put up to the Executive 

Committee. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that one government might is- 
sue the invitations after consultation among the Sponsoring Govern- 
ments concerning the date for convening the Commission. 

LocaTION IN CHARTER OF PROVISION ON RESPECT FOR TREATIES 

Mr, RocKEFELLER inquired whether it had been decided where the 
provision on respect. for treaties would be placed in the Charter. Mr. 
Pasvoisky replied that the Committee of Five had agreed to put this 
provision in the Preamble. He understood, however, that the Latin 
American countries objected to placing it there and wanted it in the 
body of the Charter, and saw no objection to reopening the question. 
He understood that the Latin Americans wanted to insert a provision 
in Chapter V similar to that in the Chapter on the Security Council, 
to the effect that the Assembly shall act in accordance with the pur- 
poses and principles of the Organization. This proposal was sup- 
ported by Chile, Colombia, and Peru. Mr. Rockrreiier stated that 
the Latin Americans are anxious to have a provision on respect for 
treaties in the body of the Charter because they fear the possible re- 
opening of discussion on treaties settling their boundary disputes.“ 
While Europeans would be satisfied with a reference to this matter 
in the Preamble, the Latin Americans would not. 

The meeting was adjourned into an executive session. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 50 (Exec.) 

Minutes of the Fiftieth Meeting (Executive Session) of the United 
States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, May 22, 1948, 
10:50 a.m. 

. [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (29) present at meeting. | 

WITHDRAWAL 

Tus Secretary stated that the discussions of the Delegation on 
the question of withdrawal were being held in Executive Session 
because of the great importance in preventing any information getting 
out on this subject. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton briefly reviewed the devolopments in Com- 

mittee I/2 concerning the question of withdrawal. He reported that 
the Uruguayan, Brazilian, and Ecuadoran Delegations were present- 
ing their case for a provision which would prohibit withdrawal from 
the Organization. He recalled that at an earlier meeting of this 

“For discussion of the question of treaties in Committee IV/2 on May 21, 
see Doc. 492, IV/2/23, May 22, UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 612; also, Doc. 507, 
Ii/2/22, May 28, ibid., vol. 9, p. 70.
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Committee when a drafting subcommittee had recommended that 
silence in the Charter be interpreted to mean that the right of with- 
drawal did not exist, he had reserved the position of the United 
States.©> When the subject was re-opened for discussion at the meet- 
ing of Committee I/2 last night ® he had read the following 
statement : 

“Mr. Chairman, it is the position of the United States Delegation 
that there should be no amendment prohibiting withdrawal from the 
Organization. The memorandum of the Rapporteur of the Drafting 
Subcommittee on membership, read in this Committee on May 14, 
suggests that if there is no prohibition of withdrawal, and if the 
Charter remains silent on this matter, any possibility of lawful with- 
drawal iseliminated. Thatisnot my view. Rather, it is my opinion 
that 1f the Charter is silent on withdrawal, the possibility of with- 
drawal would have to be determined in any particular case in the 
light of the surrounding circumstances at the time.” 

He stated that as things were developing now it would appear from 
the standpoint of the public that there was one way to get into the 
Organization and three ways to get out. He stated that personally 
he was not in favor either of withdrawal or expulsion. He expressed 
the fear that if a withdrawal clause were inserted in the Charter, it 
would greatly weaken the entire Organization. 

COMMANDER STassEN, before leaving the meeting, expressed his 
agreement with the position taken by Representative Eaton, and 
urged that the Charter be silent with regard to withdrawal. 

Mr. Armstrona expressed the view that it might be too late to 
maintain the position that the Charter should be silent on withdrawal. 
He reported that the issue before the Committee was whether or not 
a provision on withdrawal should be included in the Charter. If no 
provision on this subject were inserted in the Charter then it would 
be necessary to agree upon an interpretative statement on the meaning 
of the silence of the Charter. Mr. Duxzes concurred in the view that 
the Charter should be silent and thought that an interpretative state- 
ment was necessary. Mr. Hackworrxu suggested that no provision 

on withdrawal be made in the Charter, and pointed out that the right 
of withdrawal would exist, in any event, without specific provision. 
In his view, it was impossible to put a country in a straight jacket 
and keep it within the Organization against its will. 

REPRESENTATIVE Buoom stated that he believed that the provisions 
on suspension and expulsion should be maintained but that the Charter 
should remain silent on withdrawal. He added that if it was im- 

possible to maintain this position then it might be necessary to put 
in a Clause on the procedure for withdrawal as a counter measure 

* Doc. 314, 1/2/17, May 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 837 (also, US I/2 Doc. 6, 
not printed). 

* Doc. 501, 1/2/30, May 23, ibid., p. 73 (US I/2 Doc. 9, not printed).
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to those who were using the interpretation that silence in the Charter 
meant that there was no right of withdrawal. Mr. Armstrone 
repeated that the issue was whether or not we favored any mention 
of withdrawal in the Charter and if not how the silence of the Charter 
on this question should be interpreted. 

Mr. Pasvoutsxy stated that our position was that we did not want 
to mention withdrawal and suggested that we might get the Uru- 

guayan, Brazilian and Ecuadoran Delegations to withdraw their 
amendments concerning the prohibition of withdrawal. | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom observed that if the amendments proposed 
for the prohibition of withdrawal were likely to receive strong support, 
it would be necessary to introduce another amendment which would 

provide for voluntary withdrawal. 
Tue Secrerary concluded the discussion by observing that the 

position of the Delegation had already been stated by Representative 
Eaton. He thought that the less said on this subject the better. He 
requested Mr. Dulles to attend the meeting of the Subcommittee which 
was to discuss this question. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr. Min. 51 

Minutes of the Fifty-First Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 23, 1945, 9 a. m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (35) present at meeting. | 
In the absence of the Secretary, Senator ConNALLy called the meet- 

ing to order at 9:00 a.m. He called upon Mr. Byington to report on 
the substance of a communication he had received from Washington 
earlier in the morning, concerning a press statement by Secretary 
Stettinius. 

Tue Srcretary’s STATEMENT 

SECRETARY STETTINIvs revealed to the press that President Truman 
had agreed to come to San Francisco in order to address the final 
plenary session of the Conference. The Secretary had been unable 
to name an exact date but indicated that the final session would prob- 
ably be held early in June. In off-the-record remarks, the Secretary 
indicated that he hoped that the open Commission Sessions would 
be held next week. On the record, he expressed his satisfaction over 
the results of meetings thus far. 

WitTHDRAWAL Provision 

The delegation was referred to the document US Gen 160." Mr. 
Duties reported that the Subcommittee concerned with the question 

* Progress report, May 21 and 22, not printed.
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of the right of states to withdraw from the Organization had expressed 
the opinion that the absence of a specific withdrawal clause would 
have the effect of making withdrawal impossible. Representative 
Eaton had indicated in a statement the day before that the United 
States did not agree with this position. The text of Representative 
Eaton’s statement follows: 

| Here follows text of statement substantially the same as that read 
in the fiftieth meeting (Executive Session) of the delegation, May 22, 
supra. | 

Mr. Duties announced that the Belgian Delegate, Mr. Rolin, had 
abandoned the previous position of his government that there had to 
be explicit provisions concerning withdrawal. Mr. Rolin had recom- 
mended that the proposal concerning prohibition of withdrawal be 
withdrawn and that silence on the question be construed as indicating 
that any nation had the right to withdraw if the Organization failed 
in its obligations. Mr. Rolin’s statement was thought by the Delega- 
tion to constitute an almost complete acceptance of the position of 
the United States on the subject. It read as follows: 

[ Here follows text of statement identical with document 528, I/2/38, 
May 23, UNCIO Documents, volume 7, page 87. ] 

Mr. Pasvoisxy pointed out that Representative Eaton’s statement 
had been entirely in accord with the agreement reached among the 
Big Five and Mr. Dutizs added that in the Subcommittee the British 
had agreed to the position taken by Mr. Rolin, while the Soviet repre- 
sentative had not expressed any opinion. SENatTorR CoNNALLY said 
that the defeat of a no-withdrawal provision was to our advantage. 
Mr. Armstrone remarked that Mr. Rolin was in the unusual situa- 
tion of having created a crisis and solving it himself. Mr. Raynor 
stated that the Secretary had remarked on the question of withdrawal 
in Washington earlier in the morning. 

Mr. Dunn indicated that the President supported the Delegation’s 
position of hoping that the veto power should be made inapplicable to 

parts of Section A of Chapter VIII. 

Futt EmMPloyMENT 

Dran GILDERSLEEVE reported to the Delegation that she had run 
into a difficult situation in the previous night’s meeting of Committee 
II/3.°° In that session she had presented a revised draft on the first 
paragraph of Chapter IX, Section A, reopening the question of full 
employment and also the inclusion of the word “educational.” The 
Subcommittee had consented to reconsider these problems and voted 
unanimously to accept the word “educational.” ‘There had been, how- 
ever, a strong sentiment in opposition to the United States draft con- 

* Doe. 529, 1/2/33, May 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 86. 
” Doc. 5382, II/3/28, May 22, ibid., vol. 10, p. 57.
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cerning full employment, on the grounds that it was unnecessarily 
weak. The consensus of opinion had been that the wording as it stood 
before the United States proposal did not constitute a threat to the 
internal security of any state because of the safeguards incorporated 
in the “domestic jurisdiction” clause in Chapter II. In view of the 
opposition which had developed, both the British and Canadian repre- 
sentatives had advised Dean Gildersleeve to withdraw the proposal of 
this government. The meeting had been adjourned without reaching 
a decision although the Chairman indicated that a vote would be taken 
at the next meeting. After the meeting, Prime Minister Fraser of 
New Zealand had indicated to Dean Gildersleeve that a phraseology 
on the order of “through international collaboration” might possibly 
prove acceptable to the Committee. Representative Bioom asked 

Dean Gildersleeve whether she thought some such phraseology could 
be pushed through and the reply was that Dean GILDERSLEEVE was 
uncertain although Mr. Frasrer seemed to think that the phraseology 
might be accepted. 

Mr. Duties commented that the President had endorsed the U.S. 
position on full employment and was in favor of retaining the words 
in the Charter. Dan GILpERSLEEVE indicated that she herself favored 
phraseology involving “collaboration” because the Australian repre- 
sentative on the Committee had cited the Atlantic Charter and had 
proposed collaboration on the provisions of that document. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN said that this combination of part of the Atlantic 
Charter with “international collaboration to promote” was just as 
bad as the original wording. The mere fact of the existence of a 
world organization indicates collaboration and it would be redundant 
to make specific mention of collaboration in the Charter for such an 
organization. Dran GILDERSLEEVE indicated that any attempt to 
change the existing phrase would probably be defeated 48 to 1. 
Mr. Pasvousxy recalled that the French had at one time proposed a 
draft which used phraseology on the order of “act in the direction 
of promoting.” Support for Dean Gildersleeve’s opinion that any 
proposed change in the wording would be defeated was evidenced by 
Mr. Waring who declared that there would be very strong opposition 
to any such move. 

Mr. Dues asked whether the majority decision seemed to be to 
have the United Nations Organization operate directly in the promo- 
tion of full employment. Mr. Warine replied that this was not the 
case at all. What was desired, he declared, was the strong wording 
as the Committee had adopted it. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN said that the U.S. should try to get the Five 

Powers in line. They had been, he declared, breaking an agreement 
and the Committee of Five should be brought into operation on this 
point. He declared that we could not afford to allow the other mem-
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bers of the Committee of Five to “raise the devil with us.” We had 
not embarrassed them on questions such as freedom of information. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy pointed out, however, that it was not only the other 
four powers which were in opposition, to which ComMMANDER STASSEN 
replied that agreement among the Big Five was essential. Dran 
GILDERSLEEVE voiced the opinion that even with Big Five agreement 
it would still be impossible to alter the decision of the Committee 
which seemed very strongly to favor the original wording. Dran 

GILDERSLEEVE, in reply to a question from Mr. Pasvolsky, declared 
that the Chinese had voiced no opinion. DEAN GILDERSLEEVE repeated 

that Mr. Fraser had seemed to agree on the adoption of “through 
international collaboration.” The latter had made clear that New 
Zealand would not want to foster interference in the domestic affairs 
of the member states but this problem was adequately covered, he 
thought, by the new wording adopted in Chapter II. 

Mr. Hackworrtu proposed that a specific condition be established 
in the clause on full employment making its provisions subject to the 
provision of the “domestic jurisdiction” clause in Chapter II. Mr. 
DuLLes opposed this on the grounds that it would be dangerous be- 
cause all provisions of the Charter are subject to the exception estab- 
lished in the “domestic jurisdiction” clause. To make a specific 
reference to this clause in connection with any single provision in the 
document would be to weaken the entire document. CoMMANDER 
STassEN expressed the opinion that it did not make sense to establish 
an exception for matters of domestic jurisdiction and to support else- 
where in the Charter a provision making possible interference in 
domestic affairs. Dan GiLpERSLEEVE remarked that none of the 
representatives seemed to support interference by the Organization in 
the domestic affairs of any of the member states. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked why Mr. Hackworth’s suggestion that 
specific reference be made to the “domestic jurisdiction” clause could 
not be adopted. Mr. Duties replied that such a reference would 
weaken the entire document and asked why it was necessary to make 
it specifically applicable in this instance. Representative BLoom 

indicated that it was possible that the safeguards incorporated in 
Chapter II might not be interpreted strongly enough as applying 
universally throughout the document, with the exception of course of 
Section B, Chapter VIII. In view of the fact that doubts might arise 
on this question REpresEeNTATIVE Broom thought that its application 
in this connection might be made explicit. Representative Bioom 
said he was not a lawyer. | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom proposed that Dean Gildersleeve try every 
possible means to push through a wording that would be acceptable 
to the U.S. Delegation. Mr. Hackworrtu suggested that if it were 
impossible to achieve an acceptable wording in the clause itself then at
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least we should make certain that the Rapporteur got the position of 
the United States in the final record. In this way we could protect 
our own internal affairs. RepresENTATIVE BLoom supported this idea 
and suggested that Dean Gildersleeve be prepared with a written re- 
port to submit to the Rapporteur. Mr. Warrne also indicated his sup- 
port for this strategy. It was, he declared, the “happiest solution” 
because it would involve the least tampering with the existing phrase- 
ology. “The Organization shall promote,” he declared, was inter- 
preted as meaning collaboration and nothing more and Chapter II 
was accepted by the majority of the states represented in the Commit- 
tee as providing an adequate safeguard against intervention. There- 
fore, the states on the Committee were supporting strong language and 
were insisting upon it. A statement of the United States position in 
the record of the proceedings, however, would probably be acceptable. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom proposed that a statement be prepared in 
advance and that Dean Gildersleeve ask for unanimous consent to 
include it in the record. 

Mr. Dues proposed as a wording acceptable to the United States: 
“The Organization shall, by means of international collaboration, 
promote...” But Dean GiItpersiEeve reiterated that the other 
nations would not want to accept any such change in wording. Mr. 
Fraser had received hearty applause when he spoke on human rights 
and the Delegates wanted strong language in this clause. SENATOR 

VANDENBERG interpolated that such a position was ridiculous. How, 
he asked, would it be possible to get Communists and capitalists to 
collaborate to promote full employment? CommanpeER STassEN de- 
clared that unless the interpretation of this clause were made clear 
in the Charter there would be many hours of oratory in the Senate. 

Mr. Dutxzs indicated that submission on this point might result in 
pressure for the direct promotion of the fundamental freedoms as 
well. Dpan GILDERSLEEVE said that the opposition had asked why 
the United States did not oppose that provision as well. The con- 
sensus of opinion among the Delegates was that the United States 
was opposed to the direct promotion of fundamental freedoms. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that this discussion would raise the ques- 
tion of the composition of the Economic and Social Council. When 
that question had been discussed at Dumbarton Oaks it was under- 
stood that the Council would be only a facilitating agency. Mr. STInz- 
BOWER indicated that this question had been settled in principle in the 
Committee and in the drafting Committee but the problem still was 
not solved because it was the Organization as a whole which was to 
be responsible for the promotion of full employment, not the Economic 
and Social Council alone. 

Mr. Warine expressed the opinion that there could be little doubt 
concerning the efficacy of the safeguards relating to domestic affairs.
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Chapter II related to international affairs as does everything that 
follows. Therefore, the United States has nothing to fear in this 
regard. However, he favored including a statement of our position 
in the record. 

Mr. Duss pointed out that the opening paragraph of the Section 
under consideration presupposed that the conditions mentioned were 
necessary for the maintenance of peaceful relations. If this was so, 
was it not possible that full employment could become a matter of - 
international concern and therefore be no longer subject to the 
“domestic jurisdiction” clause? Mr. Hackworrs indicated that he 
himself did not subscribe to the theory that employment could become 
an international issue. Mr. Sanpirer asked whether there was any 
likelihood that the full employment clause would be so construed 

and the consensus of opinion of the Delegation seemed to be that it 
would not. 

Mr. Hackworrn suggested that the word “recommend” be used. 
Mr. STINEBOWER pointed out that throughout the proposal for an 
Economic and Social Council there was no provision for implementa- 
tion of the powers of the Organization beyond the authority to make 
studies and reports and to make recommendations. Nowhere was 
there any provision for more extensive implementation. This, he 
declared, was the ridiculous part of the Australian proposals. ‘“Atti- 
tudes were crystallizing around shibboleths.” An empty victory would 
result. 

Dran GILDERSLEEVE indicated that she would attempt to push 
through Mr. Dulles’ wording. If that proved impossible, she would 
try to have Mr. Hackworth’s statement referring to the “domestic 
jurisdiction” clause written into the record. She was of the opinion 
that it would be impossible to get anything else through. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY suggested that an attempt be made to include “in the attain- 

ment of”, to which DEAN GILDERSLEEVE replied that that would be 
impossible. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that the question would probably 
get back eventually tothe Steering Committee. Mr. DuLuxes was asked 

by Senator Connally whether he thought Chapter II would apply 
throughout the Charter. Mr. Dutzzs replied that if two provisions 

of a document of this nature were inconsistent, as a general rule, in 
interpreting an attempt was made to give meaning to each. In this 

case, that would mean dilution of the safeguards of the “domestic 
jurisdiction” clause. This could be done very easily by accepting the 
interpretation that full employment is essential to world peace 

and thus no longer a matter of domestic concern alone. SENaToR 
ConNaLLy disagreed. In his view the fact that the document had 
an international orientation throughout, in addition to the safeguard 
provided in Chapter II, was sufficient to overpower all other consider- 

ations. SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed the fear that if he were to
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support this proposition it might “come back at him.” Sidney Hill- 
man and Henry Wallace,” he declared, could use this clause to pro- 
mote their own economic theories. SENATOR CONNALLY ventured the 
opinion that too much emphasis had been given in the Charter to 
economic and social considerations anyhow. ‘The Senate would prob- 
ably ask if a word [world] WPB 7” or WPA ™* would next be estab- 
lished. Mr. Dutxxs indicated that the Negro problem in the South 
might cause some Southern Senators to oppose this provision. Dran 
GILDERSLEEVE remarked that she had stressed the need, in the Commit- 
tee, for care in view of the necessity of ensuring Senate ratification of 
the Charter. She had emphasized that there was “no difference in 

fundamental aims” among the various parties to the discussion. SEN- 
ATOR CONNALLY declared that in his view full employment was like the 
Golden Rule, toward which one could aspire but which one could 
never attain. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that if the question arose 
in the Senate he would refer the Senators to this statement by Senator 
Connally. 

SENATOR CONNALLY maintained that domestic jurisdiction would 
not be impaired by this clause and expressed confidence that it would 
be possible to satisfy the Senate in this regard. Senator Vanden- 
berg, he declared, was agile enough to meet any objections raised in 

the Senate. SENATOR ConnaLty declared that the Organization would 
have only powers of recommendation on the question of full employ- 
ment. In addition, the domestic jurisdiction clause would close the 
gate to international intervention with the exception of Chapter VIII, 
Section B. 

Dr. Bowman thought that our vulnerability lay in the first two 
lines. An opponent of the proposal would probably accept the validity 
of Chapter II paragraph 7. However, the legal position established 
here was not consistent with the general truth established at the same 
time that full employment was necessary for world peace. This in- 
consistency, he declared would provide grounds for political attack. 
SENATOR CONNALLY replied that there would undoubtedly be attacks 
of this nature in any event but Mr. Rockrereiuer declared that he was 
concerned over the possibility of propaganda arising over this incon- 
sistency during times of unemployment which he was certain could 
not be avoided. Dran GILDERSLEEVE said that she understood that 
the Organization would work toward this goal and she ventured the 
opinion that international collaboration could help in advancing’ to- 
ward the attainment of this objective. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked 
whether anyone had cited specific examples of the type of collabora- 

"Henry A. Wallace, Secretary of Commerce. 
2 Possibly a garbled reference to the PWA (Public Works Administration) 

instead of the WPB (War Production Board). 
@a Works Progress Administration. 

723-681—67-——58
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tion envisaged and Dran GILDERSLEEVE replied that the improvement 
of economic conditions by means of international conferences would 
probably fallin this category. SENATOR VANDENBERG maintained that 
full employment meant collectivism or a paraphrase of it and that it 
never had been otherwise. Dean GILDERSLEEVE maintained, however, 
that full employment actually meant higher employment. 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom inquired whether the two lines under dis- 

pute specifically meant that full employment was not a domestic 
matter. Dr. Bowman replied that there was no specific implication 
but that if the objectives of full employment were not fulfilled op- 
ponents of the scheme could point to the undermining of the Charter 
inasmuch as peace was declared to depend on full employment. Rerp- 

RESENTATIVE Broom thought that opponents of world organization 
could always point to some such flaw, imaginary or otherwise. Mr. 
Du .uEs made the point again that the phraseology supported by the 
opposition on the Committee could be interpreted in such a way that 
the attainment of full employment would become an international 

affair. SENATOR VANDENBERG urged that the citizens of this country be 
asked whether they would have to believe in full employment in order 
to support the Charter. Mr. Wartne declared that full employment 
was a goal towards which we were striving. We would be trying in- 
ternational collaboration in order to attain this goal. Furthermore, 
the Organization would have only recommendatory powers. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed the opinion that thus far the 
Delegation had overlocked a fundamental cleavage in the United 
States public opinion. There were, he declared, those who believed 
in “full employment,” synonymous with Communism and collectivism, 
and, on the other hand, there were those who believed in “high and 
stable levels of employment,” synonymous with free enterprise. If 
this clause were adopted as it stood, SeNaTorR VANDENBERG declared, 
he and his friends would be asked to subscribe to something which they 
abhorred. However, SENATOR VANDENBERG hastened to assure Dean 

Gildersleeve that she was in no way responsible for his dilemma but 
had been forced into an impossible position. 
Dran GILpERSLEEVE declared that it was impossible to attain ac- 

ceptance for yesterday’s proposed wording and therefore she would 
attempt to push the new wording suggested by Mr. Dulles. If this 
were unsuitable, she would attempt to incorporate in the record of the 
proceedings the position of the U.S. Delegation as formulated by Mr. 
Hackworth. 

Senator Connatty said that in facing the Senate he would adopt a 
different approach than Senator Vandenberg. He would point out 
that we were undertaking to establish an agency which was in effect 

a laboratory to explore the possibilities and to make recommendations.
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Me. Pasvoitsxy added that the recommendations would be made not 

only to the United States but to other nations as well. Senator Con- 
naALLy added further that the United States would be able to reject 
these recommendations. This, he declared, would be his tentative 
position. Senator Vandenberg reserved his reply. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Mr. Pasvorsxy asked if he might take up a question which was not 
on the agenda. There had arisen a question, brought about by in- 
adequate punctuation, relating to paragraph 6 of Section B of Chap- 

ter V. There had been an attempt in the Committee, he declared, to 
interpret this paragraph as including two objectives, for the attain- 
ment of which the General Assembly should initiate studies and make 
recommendations, both intended “to assist in the realization of human 
rights and basic freedoms for all...” He inquired of the Dele- 
gation what its interpretation of this paragraph was and the Delega- 
tion was unanimously agreed that there were in reality three 
objectives, including the realization of human rights and basic free- 

doms for all. 

ReErorT ON THE COMMITTEE oF Five 

Mr. Pasvoitsky reported that the question of the relation of the 
French treaty to the security functions of the Organization was due 
to come up in Committee today. The French had asked Mr. Pas- 
volsky to make a proposal in Chapter VIII Section C, paragraph 2, 
safeguarding their treaty rights. ‘The French wanted to cut para- 
graph 2 starting with the words “until such time” and Mr. Pasvolsky 
had countered with the proposal that “by consent of” be changed to 
“by request of.” Senator ConNnaLt.y suggested that this would consti- 
tute a blanket exemption of the French treaty from the provisions 
of Chapter VIII but Mr. Pasvorsxy said that the French treaty 
would be exempted anyhow under the existing phraseology. Accord- 
ing to the French, he declared, it was not a matter of legal obligation 
at all. Mr. Armsrrone ventured that if we were to give in on this 
issue it would be interpreted as being a concession to the Russians 
as well as to the French. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that the Rus- 
sians had been advising the French and, in fact, putting pressure on 
them to drop the exception. SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that 
this was the only problem facing his committee, and if a change were 
made the Committee would probably have to wait for an interminable 

* For French draft amendment of May 6, see Doc. 2, G/7(0) (2), UNCIO Docu- 
ments, vol. 8, p. 392. An attempt was made in the May 21 and 23 meetings of the 
Five Power Deputies to draft a new text combining the French proposal with 
that of the Sponsoring Powers (U.S. Gen. 167, not printed). For amendment 
preps by the four Sponsoring Governments, see UNCIO Documents, vol. 8,
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Moscow “confab.” Mr. Pasvorisxy indicated, however, that the Rus- 
sians might accept the proposed phraseology. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that the use of the word “request” 
had been his idea and Mr. Pasvorsxy congratulated him upon his 
contribution to Mr. Molotov. Mr. Pasvortsxy continued that it was 
the Russian position that the new Chapter XII made possible the 
elimination of this provision in Chapter VIII. Mr. Armsrrone and 
Mr. Dutxes both indicated a preference for leaving this limitation 
in on the grounds that bilateral treaties were here differentiated from 
collective self defense. Mr. Pasvotsxy observed that there was a lot 
to be said for retaining the existing phraseology because the last part 
of the paragraph provided a link between regional arrangements and 
the United Nations. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that he would go along with any 
decisions of the Committee of Five because he considered that this 
paragraph had been rendered relatively inconsequential by the adop- 
tion of Chapter XII. Senator Connatty remarked that the only 
advantage of retaining this clause would be that it establishes clearly 
the responsibility of the Organization. Mr. Duxzs pointed out that 
this type of thing was described as a regional arrangement and would 
be subject to the restrictions of Chapter VIII, Section C paragraph 2. 
It was not collective defense. Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that where the 

Organization operates, no freedom of action would be retained by 
the individual states but where the Organization did not operate the 
states would have the right of initiative. This question, Mr. Pasvor- 
sky said, had not yet been discussed by the Committee of Five. Per- 
haps the phraseology “by consent or on request” would prove accept- 
able to this body. Mr. Duxixs asked whether the word “and” might 
not also be adopted and Mr. Pasvorsxy said that was another pos- 
sibility. “By consent or on request” would, he declared, be acceptable 
to the United States. Senator CONNALLY said he could see no dif- 
ference between the two phrases except that “request” placed the 
initiative more squarely upon the individual state. Mr. Armsrrone 
pointed out that pressure by the Organization would be facilitated 
if a state was required only to “consent.” 

Mr. PasvotsKy emphasized that there had been no commitment 
and asked the Delegation to allow him to explore the various possi- 
bilities. Srnaror VANDENBERG declared that his chief interest lay 
in winding up the job of the Committee and making the final report 
to the Commission. Mr. Pasvotsxy asked what his position would 
be if the French pressed for “request” or “request and consent.” 
SENATOR VANDENBERG said he favored accepting any formula agreed 
upon by the Five Powers and the Delegation agreed unanimously to 
follow this course.
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VoTING 

Mr. PasvousKy declared that no action had been taken on the 
question of voting arrangements and that therefore he had nothing 
to report. Mr. RockreFeL_er asked whether the Secretary was taking 
this question up with the President in Washington and Mr. PasvotsKy 
replied that that was the case. 

RESPECT FOR TREATIES IN SECTION ON PRINCIPLES 

Mr. Pasvoitsky asked how strongly the Delegation felt about the 
question of including a reference to respect for treaties in the section 
on Principles. The Five Powers he declared had agreed not to 
object to the inclusion of such a reference in the Preamble but, Mr. 
Pasvotsky emphasized, they were agreed that it could appear in the 
Preamble only since it was a matter for states and not the Organiza- 
tion. The Preamble, he pointed out, established only the obligation 
of states. Mr. Duties agreed that it would be dangerous to include 
any such provision in the Chapter on Principles. Mr. Pasvoutsky 
observed that the Latin American states had been pressing for the 
inclusion of some reference to the sanctity of treaties among the Prin- 

ciples. They also favored the inclusion of a statement in Chapter V, 
Section B, paragraphs 1 and 6 that the General Assembly should be 
governed by the purposes and principles of the Organization estab- 
lished in Chapters I and Il. Senator Connatzy urged that this was 
an issue that could not be ignored but at the same time could not be 
stressed because too strong a statement would take the heart out of 
the Organization, Mr. Rockrrenier stated that he had had a conver- 
sation with the Chilean Minister of Foreign Affairs who declared that 
it was not Chile’s intention to affect the Vandenberg amendment. The 
French would not care whether the provision appeared in the Pre- 
amble or in the Principles. Mr. Sanprrer pointed out that a provision 
appearing in the Preamble would have no legal standing. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY stated that the French had worked out language to be intro- 
duced in the Preamble. Mr. Hackworrn declared that, in the past, 
Inter-American meetings had always attempted to promote respect 
for treaties. Here, however, there was provision for getting rid of 
treaties which were inconsistent with the aims of the Organiza- 
tion. SENATOR VANDENBERG urged that “disrespect” for treaties was 
not involved if the treaties themselves were inconsistent with the 

objectives of the United Nations. 

PALESTINE 

At this point in the meeting Mr. Grric announced that he and 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom would have to leave to attend another meet- 
ing and asked whether the Committee could consider for a moment 
a political question which had arisen. The Arab League, he declared,
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had been active by supporting a specific reference to Palestine and 
their proposition would have a direct effect on the Trusteeship draft 
Chapter. CoMMANDER STASSEN was to have a meeting with the rep- 
resentatives of the Arab League at 12: 30 and desired the advice of the 

Committee. Mr. Grice pointed out that the Trusteeship proposal 
makes arrangements for machinery but provides that specific ar- 

rangements concerning individual territories would be made in the 
future, possibly at the Peace Conference. The Arab League was 
insisting that there be specific provision in the Charter that no change 
be made in the present mandated status of Palestine.”* If this pro- 
posal were to be accepted changes in the status of other mandated 
territories would be made difficult. The Arabs, he declared, had gone 
so far as to suggest that it would be impossible for them to sign the 
entire Charter unless their conditions were met. Mr. Duties asked 
whether he understood correctly that the Arab League wanted the 

Charter to refer specifically to the territory of Palestine and Mr. 
Geric replied that this was correct. It would be to the disadvantage 
of the Arabs, he declared, if room were left for revision of the exist- 
ing status quo because of their fear that greater rights might be 
granted to the Jewish population in Palestine. Mr. Duties declared 
that there were other groups also which wanted statehood for 
Palestine. 

RepresenTATIvVE Bioom expressed the opinion that specific mention 
of Palestine and freezing its status would have a bad effect on the 
rest of the Trusteeship Chapter inasmuch as there is no mention of 
any specific territory elsewhere in the document. This, he declared, 
would be true even if he were in favor of the substantive proposal 
of the Arabs. For these reasons, Representative Bloom favored 
adopting a hands-off policy. Dean GILDERSLEEVE proposed that no 
mention be made in the Charter of any specific territories and the 

Committee was in complete agreement. 

At this point (10:10 a.m.) Representative Bloom and Mr. Gerig 

and Mr. Crawford ”° left the meeting. 

Respect FoR TREATIES IN SECTION ON PRINCIPLES 

Mr. Pasvorsky suggested that the Committee return to its consid- 
eration of the question of respect for treaties. Dan GILDERSLEEVE 

declared that this fell under the scope of her Committee but Mr. 
Pasvoisxy declared that this was primarily Mr. Rockefeller’s head- 
ache. The latter expressed the view that it was to the interest of 
the United States to avoid opening up existing treaties for revision 
because of the numerous border disputes which would arise in Latin 
America. Mr. Sanpirer declared that the Charter was based on the 

® Doc. 552, 11/4/23, May 24, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 477. 
*® Boyd Crawford, assistant to the Congressional members of the delegation.
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faithful observance of obligation, the implication being that no specific 
reference to the sanctity of treaties was necessary. SENATOR Con- 
NALLY asked why inclusion of some phraseology in the Preamble 
wouldn’t satisfy the Latin Americans and DEAN GILDERSLEEVE com- 
mented that there must be an acceptable phraseology. Mr. Duxixs 
inquired as to the status of the Japanese-Russian agreement.” 

Would the United States favor respect for this obligation as well? 
Mr. Pasvousxy replied that he had convinced the French that it 

would be dangerous to place any reference to respect for treaties in 
the Chapter on Principles. All possibilities had been examined and 
the French had agreed to withdraw their amendment and had indi- 
cated support for locating that provision in the Preamble. The Pre- 
amble, Mr. Sanpirer declared, would not be binding but it merely 
would be a statement of the aspiration of the Organization. Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER indicated support for this position but also suggested 
that the two insertions concerning the General Assembly’s respect 
for the principles and purposes of the Organization, proposed by 
the Latin Americans, be accepted. These insertions, he said, would 
not jeopardize the document in any way but Mr. Pasvoisxy declared 

that this request was not reasonable with respect to the document 

itself, although such an action might perhaps be justifiable with 
consideration for the internal situation of the various Latin American 
countries. It had been proposed that provision be made in paragraph 
6 of Chapter V that the Assembly be governed by the principles 
established in Chapters I and II. Mr. Pasvousxy asked why this 
provision had been included in the Chapter on the Security Council 
and not in the chapter on the General Assembly. ‘The reason, he 
declared, was that the Council was a small body and should not act 
arbitrarily. The Assembly, however, would be fully expected to act 
in accordance with its own principles. It would be completely re- 
dundant, he maintained, to include such a reference. The position 
taken by Mr. Rockefeller apparently was, he declared, that revision 
of treaties would be acceptable for Europe but not for the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Mr. RocKEFELLER said that the Latin American countries were pre- 
pared to accept Senator Vandenberg’s resolution. However, we must 
take adequate account of their internal situation. SrNaToR CONNALLY 
indicated that he thought the Latin American countries ought to be 

content with the inclusion of some phraseology protecting treaties 
in the Preamble. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 without any decision being 
reached on this question. 

™ Neutrality pact between the Soviet Union and Japan, signed at Moscow 
April 13, 1941, Department of State Bulletin, April 29, 1945, p. 812; see also 
Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. m1, p. 186.
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 52 

Minutes of the Fifty-Second Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 24, 1945, 9:05 a.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (35) present at meeting. | 
In the absence of the Secretary,’* Senator Connally called the meet- 

ing to order at 9:05 a. m. 

Conciusion oF Mirirary AGREEMENTS 

Tur CHarrmMan called on Mr. Hickerson to present to the Dele- 
gation the first matter on the agenda. The members of the Delegation 
were presented with a document entitled Recommendations on Basic 
Issues, U. S. Gen. 147,” and were referred to the section on the work 
of Committee III/3 concerning agreements for the provision of 
forces to the Organization. The question at issue involved the word- 
ing of paragraph 5, Section B, Chapter VIII. Mr. Hicxerson stated 

that it had been proposed to substitute the words “by them” for the 
original wording “among themselves”, This new wording would 
make possible conclusion of agreements among any of a number of 
possible parties, such as the Security Council on the one hand and 
the member states on the other, or the member states themselves. 
SENATOR CONNALLY asked who would determine the parties to any 
agreement, and Mr. Hickerson thought that this function would be 
performed by the Security Council. SrNnAtTor VANDENBERG indicated 
that he had no objection to the proposed change, but Senator Con- 
NALLY declared that he was afraid that confusion might result from 
the two possible situations. He himself, he said, would prefer to see 
the agreements consummated with the Security Council as a party, 
and he asked Mr. Garss to give the opinion of the military representa- 
tives on this subject. The latter said that he did not have a strong 
opinion on the subject but he agreed with Senator Connally that the 
Security Council should be a party to all military agreements. At 
this point Mr. Hicxerson pointed out that Admiral Train had drafted 
a paper sometime previously proposing wording that would make 
possible Security Council participation in all military agreements. 
The wording under consideration would provide for such a possibility. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN said that he, too, would support the change. 

Mr. Pasvoitsky urged that it would be impossible to get agree- 
ment on one alternative or the other, and that the most that could be 
hoped for would be a flexible solution making possible either alterna- 
tive. There had already been agreement to grant to the Security 

"The Secretary of State was in Washington for consultations with President 
Truman. 

*® Not printed. For proposed amendments concerning chapter VIII, B, 5, see 
UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, pp. 608-609 and 6389-640.
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Council the right to participate in the conclusion of military agree- 
ments. Furthermore the existing wording might possibly be inter- 
preted to imply that unanimity among the members would be required 

for Security Council action. 
Mr. Hickerson pointed out that at this afternoon’s meeting ®° 

Senator Connally would have to vote on the Australian Amendment 
but that this proposal might dispose of the Australian draft. Mr. 
PasvoisKy asked whether the Delegates would authorize him to accept 
the new wording and the Delegates unanimously agreed to this course 
of action. 

ReGistRaTIon oF Mirrrary AGREEMENTS | 

Tue CHarrman called on Mr. Hackworth to present to the Delegates 
the next question to be considered. Mr. Hackworru stated that the 
Russians had raised the point, in connection with the Chapter on the 
Registration and Publication of Treaties, (U.S. Gen. 169 ®") as to 
whether military agreements should not be exempted from the require- 
ment that treaties should be registered with the Secretariat of the 

Organization. Their proposed wording was incorporated in para- 
graph 4 in the draft of subcommittee IV/2/A,®? as follows: “The 
preceding provisions shall not apply to agreements entered into for 
the execution of Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraphs 5 and 6 of 
the present Charter if the Assembly on the recommendation of the 

Security Council so decides”. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that the existence of such a provi- 

sion would open the way for secret agreements in the future and Mr. 
Hackwortu agreed that such a policy would be contrary to what we 
stand for. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that if this clause were 
accepted we might just as well tear up the entire Charter. Mr. Hacx- 
wortH declared that he had suggested as an alternative that military 
agreements be subject to the jurisdiction of the Security Council 
whereas all others should fall under the General Assembly. Repre- 
SENTATIVE Eaton asked Mr. Hackworth whether he thought the Rus- 
sians would accept this compromise proposal. Mr. HackworrH re- 
pled that he did not know but that he had spoken to Mr. Fauy about 

it and the latter also agreed that it was an acceptable solution. Mr. 
HackwortH went on to say that there was a possibility that the 
Committee would become deadlocked on paragraph 4 of this chapter. 

Mr. Pasvotsxky wanted to know why a military agreement should 

be kept secret, and Representative Eaton replied that the Bible said 
that it was impossible to yoke an ass and an ox side by side. Mr. 
ArmstTrone remarked that the potential utilization of its strength 

” Doe. 577, III /3/28, May 25, UNCIO Documents, Vol. 12, p. 360. 
* Not printed. 
” Text of four-paragraph provisions is in summary record of eighth meeting 

of Subcommittee A of Commission IV/2, May 24, 10:47 a. m., not printed.
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was the principal reliance of the Organization. Therefore, the agree- 
ments concerning the use of force should be made public. 

Mr. Dunn asked who had proposed this change and Mr. Hack- 
wortH replied that it was the Russians who were supporting the new 
provision. Mr. Armsrrone declared that he was in favor of adhering 
to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. Mr. Norrer commented that the 
arguments on both sides were strong and that a compromise might be 
in order. He suggested that phraseology such as “the conditions 
under which the proceeding provisions shall apply to military agree- 
ments shall be determined at the discretion of the Organization”. 

CoMMANDER StTAsseN urged that it would be impossible to adhere 
to the amendment because of the disillusioning effect it would have on 
public opinion throughout the world. Mr. Sanprrer stated that agree- 
ment on the first three paragraphs had already been reached in the 
subcommittee. 

SENATOR CONNALLY voiced the opinion that this provision would 
leave the decision as to application of the provisions on registration 
up to the Security Council, but Mr. Hackworth declared that the 
ultimate decision would be made by the General Assembly upon the 
recommendation of the Security Council. This provision would not 
be necessary at all, he declared, if complete jurisdiction remained in 
the hands of the Assembly. 

Mr. Armstrone urged that the Dumbarton Oaks proposals could 
not be changed without the approval of the Four Powers, but Mr. 
Du.zzs pointed out that no provision had been made for the registra- 
tion of treaties in the Dumbarton Oaks documents. Mr. Norrer added, 
however, that at Dumbarton Oaks agreement had been reached with 
the Chinese but that the matter had been left for some other nation to 
propose and no language had been drafted. Mr. Pasvotsky empha- 
sized that there should be no unregistered treaties whatsoever. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN moved that the Delegation resist paragraph 4 

of this draft and there was unanimous agreement. However, Mr. 
Hackwortu pointed out that the 10:30 meeting might reach an im- 
passe unless a compromise proposal were made. When he was in- 
formed by Mr. Hackworth that there had been no support for the 
Russian proposal, SeNaToR VANDENBERG spoke up in favor of voting 
the Russians down on this issue. Senator ConNALLY, however, asked 
for Mr. Hackwortu’s views on the subject and the latter suggested as 
a possible compromise that provision be made for the Council to regu- 
late the registration of military agreements. Mr. Garss was asked to 
speak for the military members of the Delegation, and he declared 
that in his view this was not an important military issue. Secrecy, 
he declared, was not at issue here at all, but he said 1t would make 
sense to have control over military agreements vested in the Security 

Council.
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ProroseD CHANGE IN SPONSORING GOVERNMENTS’ AMENDMENTS TO 
Cuapter VIII, Section C, Paracrary 2 

Mr. Pasvotsky reported that the French had found it difficult to 
accept the last three lines of Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2, 
and had proposed a new sentence to follow the word “states” (U.S. 
Gen. 167 **). The proposed wording was: “The authorization of the 
Security Council shall be necessary for such measures from the mo- 
ment when the request of the Government’s parties to the arrange- 
ments referred to above, the Organization is charged with the 
responsibility for preventing further aggression by a state enemy of 
the United Nations in this war.” 
CoMMANDER STASSEN expressed a belief that the language of this 

proposal was bad and urged that we should not touch this paragraph 
at all because it would re-open the question of regionalism, common 
defense, and the like. Mr. Pasvoitsky asked Commander Stassen 
what reasons he had to support his belief and THz Commanner replied 
that the original wording had been hammered out with great diffi- 
culty and represented a large area of agreement. Furthermore, he 
declared, there was no reason for making the amendment. Mr. Norrer 
seemed to think there might be an advantage to the new wording 
because it specifically referred to the responsibility of the Organiza- 

tion to prevent aggression by immediate steps, whereas the original 
wording implied only a remote consent. CoMMANDER STASSEN thought 
that the modification starting with the word “when” counteracted this 
new wording. Senaror VANDENBERG ventured that the French were 
trying to escape being “pressured into” something and thought that 
“request” was the important word. Mr. Jounson added that under 
the old wording bilateral amendments would become ineffective when 
the Organization started effective operation, but the new wording 
would maintain the bilateral amendments even after the effective oper- 
ation of the Organization. ComMANDER STASSEN indicated that unless 
Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2 were to be changed, these 
regional arrangements must be brought under Chapter XII. He was, 
he declared, opposed to any change. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy indicated that the Russians had not yet made their 
position clear on this issue, but that we would possibly know later in 
the day what the Russian attitude would be. Senator VANDENBERG 
declared that this was the only problem remaining before his Com- 
mittee on regional problems, and that he would favor going along 
with the Russians. Commanper Strassen restated his position that 
we must stand pat on the present wording. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated 
that the Russians had indicated some concern over the word “request”. 

® Not printed.
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This was, he declared, a redraft of the British wording and the United 
Kingdom had indicated support for the new wording. 
CoMMANDER STASsEN reminded the Delegation that this was the 

place where we would give free action in Europe. The pressure for 
such freedom in action had been held down in the Big Five discussions 
and he thought that we should stand by the previous decision. Mr. 
PasvouisKy declared that the introduction of the French amendment 
had re-established freedom of action in the negotiations and that now 
we would have to wait to see what the Committee was going to do 
on this question. However, COMMANDER StTassEeNn declared emphat- 
ically that this was not the case, and that the United States must 
insist that the Big Four stand together on this issue. 

Mr. Pasvotsky voiced the opinion that the new wording starting 
with “the authorization . . .” was stronger than the original “until 
such time .. .”.. Mr. Duss said that the new wording would keep 

regional agreements alive, and Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the orig- 
inal phraseology could also be interpreted in such a way as to keep 
these pacts in existence. Mr. Pasvoisxy declared that the only dif- 
ference in substance was the use of the word “request” instead of the 
word “consent”. CoMMANDER STAssEN pointed out that “enforcement” 
had also been added to the previous sentence. Mr. Pasvoisxy replied 
that the Security Council could deal only with matters pertaining 
to enforcement anyhow, and stated that he could perceive no objection 
to using the word. Commanprr Srassen asked why changes should 
be made if the meaning was all right in the first place, and Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY pointed out that political considerations at home had prompted 
the French amendment. Commanner Strassen declared, however, that 
the United States had not ventured to reopen all the Four Power 
amendments. Ad/ the nations, he declared, had an equal interest in 
this despite the political necessity underlying the French insistence 
upon a new wording. The new wording carries the complication of 
opening up a greater area of freedom of action, and the United States, 

he said, must stand firm against this. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the French demand could be 

met by changing the word “consent” to “request”. Mr. Pasvorsky 

declared that this was a possibility, and Smnaror VANDENBERG re- 
marked that there could be little difference to us which word was 
adopted. Mr. Armstrone objected, however, and declared that the 
two were not the same because the incidence of the initiative might 
effect the result. Commanper Strassen asked that the Delegation re- 
member the background of this question. The Four Powers, he de- 
clared, had accepted our solution of this difficult problem and to reopen 
the question would have a bad effect. Mr. Pasvorsky, however, 
pointed out that the French had never accepted our solution, and 
Mr. Duwnw corroborated this by declaring that Paul-Boncour had
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served notice that the French were reserving their position on this 
question. Mr. Dunn expressed the opinion that if it proved to be 
necessary to change “consent” to “request” we should do so because 
the only change would be in the psychological approach. This word- 
ing would be important, he said, to any French Government. SENATOR 

CoNNALLY pointed out that the change in wording would merely 
change the initiative. Mr. Armstrone thought, however, this new 
wording would preclude the Assembly from discussing matters per- 
taining to enforcement, but Mr. Pasvotsxy was of the opinion that 
the new wording would affect only the taking of the final decision. 
Mr. Dunn reiterated that this was an important point politically to 
the French Delegation. Rrpresenrative Broom asked whether he 
was right in his impression that “consent” and “request” were prac- 
tically the same and both Srenator Connautiy and Mr. Dunn agreed 
that was correct. SENATOR VANDENBERG then added that in the final 
analysis the signatory power would have the final word under either 
phraseology. Mr. Dunn said that he would oppose making a big 
change in this paragraph, but was in favor of the substitution of 
“consent” for “request”. 
SENATOR CONNALLY asked what was the opinion of the Delegation 

on giving Mr. Pasvolsky authority, if necessary, to support the change 
under ‘discussion. DEAN GILDERSLEEVE voted in favor of this proce- 
dure with misgivings. SENATOR VANDENBERG and REPRESENTATIVE 
Eaton likewise voted affirmatively. ComMANDER STASsEN dissented 
emphatically and declared that this change could be made only with 
the approval of President Truman. It was closely tied in, he de- 
clared, with the entire question of freedom of action. 

SENATOR CONNALLY asked whether it was true that France had not 
participated in the discussion of this question and ComMANDER STASSEN 
declared that separate consultations had been held with them. Mr. 
Molotov, he declared, had refused to agree to the wording until he 
had a chance to discuss the solution with the French representatives.® 
ConerEssMAN Buioom suggested that we defer the question and see if 
Mr. Pasvolsky could not do better. If necessary, he said, he would 
go along with the change against his better judgment. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy then requested authorization to inform the Commit- 
tee that the United States did not consent to the change and supported 
referring the matter to the Chairman of the Delegations of the Five 
Powers. The Committee agreed to this although Sznator VANDEN- 
BERG declared that he did not like the decision. REpresENTATIVE 
Eaton concurred in Senator VANDENBERG’s sentiments. The latter 
wanted to know why a major issue should be made of this question 
and declared that it was too deep for him. France, he said, had a 

* See minutes of the first Five-Power informal consultative meeting, May 7, 
3 p. m., p. 628,
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final say in either event. SrNaTor CoNNALLY pointed out that we had 
no assurance that the French would accept the proposed revision, but 
Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that the French had proposed it them- 
selves a few days previously and that the British also seemed to favor 
this wording. Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked, however, that Senator Van- 
denberg’s Committee, would be forced to remain in session, and the 
SENATOR declared that this was not too important. However, he 
thought that it would be a healthy step if one committee did finish 
its work. REPRESENTATIVE Buoom declared that his committee would 
probably finish shortly, and Senator VANDENBERG remarked that he 
meant an important committee ! 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that he could not see any point in 
sending Mr. Pasvolsky back without power to negotiate. He should 
be authorized to stand pat on the existing wording, and if necessary 
give up “request”. Mr. Notrer declared that France had a veto now, 
and as a result had no less initiative than under the new wording. SEn- 
ATOR CoNNALLY announced that the Delegation unanimously agreed 
that Mr. Pasvolsky should return to the Committee to do the best he 

could. If he could not get assurance for the existing wording, he 
should be empowered to try to get Five Power agreement on a substi- 
tute. SeNaTOR VANDENBERG said that the decision was only semi- 
unanimous and asked that the motion be repeated. When a vote was 
finally taken the decision was upheld 4 to 1 with Sznator VANDENBERG 
dissenting on the grounds that the issue was not important enough to 
be taken to the Heads of the Delegations. 

Proposau By Urvevay on CHaprer XI 

Mr. SanpIFrer presented document U.S. Gen. 147 *° to the Delega- 
tion. The question before the Delegation was whether, under the 
rules of procedure setting May 4 as the deadline for amendments, a 

Uruguayan amendment to Chapter XI *® should be accepted. This 
amendment, he declared, would be submitted to Committee I/2. Mr. 
SANDIFER did not think there could be any objection to accepting the 

Uruguayan amendment. Mr. Pasvotsxy proposed that we should per- 
mit introduction of the amendment, but at the same time inform the 

Uruguayan Representative that the United States would oppose the 
substance of the amendment. Senator Connatiy asked why there 
should be a rule on this question of introducing amendments if it were 
not upheld, and Mr. Sanprrer declared that there had been so many 
exceptions already that the Uruguayan proposal could be excluded 

*U.S. Gen. 147, not printed (recommendations on -basic issues, Committee 
III/3, agreements for the provision of forces, facilities, and assistance). 

* Text of proposed Uruguayan amendment, not printed. For statement by the 
delegate of Uruguay on the subject, see Doc. 648, I/2/46, May 28, when the dis- 
cae) of chapter XI was begun in Committee I/2 (UNCIO Documents, vol. 7,



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 869 

only on arbitrary grounds. REpreseNTATIVE Boom asked how we 
could possibly refuse to accept the amendment if a precedent had 
already been set. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy repeated that we should tell Uruguay now that we 
would oppose their provision. It would be possible under this pro- 
posal, after ten years to amend the Charter to obligate the United 

States to commit all its resources without our consent. COMMANDER 
STASsEN put this suggestion in the form of a formal proposition and 
Mr. SANDIFER amended it to have Representative Eaton tell the 
Uruguayan Representative our position. There was unanimous agree- 
ment that this procedure should be followed. 

BROADER QUESTION oF AMENDMENTS 

Mr. Dutxixs voiced the opinion that the Delegation should give 
serious consideration to the entire question of the amendment pro- 
visions. He thought that the existing provision should be liberalized. 
Mr. Duties pointed out that veto power over amendments was granted 
to the five major powers including France and China which had, he 
declared, hazardous future status. Liberal elements would attack 

China’s right to veto amendments in perpetuity. SrmnatTor CONNALLY 
agreed with this position. 

At this point REPRESENTATIVE BLoom asked whether we could not 
permit the introduction, but not discussion, of the Uruguayan amend- 
ment in view of the fact that unless some sort of restraint were shown, 
it would be possible to introduce amendments any time, even until 
the last days of the Conference. 

Mr. Rockeretter urged that our position could be strengthened 
if we were to make a statement along the lines of Mr. Dulles’ sug- 
gestion. The opposition, he declared, had a strong point with respect 
to the veto power of the Big Five, and he was afraid there would be 
a blowup if a position were not taken. Mr. Duutzs said that he could 
understand that amendments would have to have the approval of 
the strong nations, but to give them veto rights in perpetuity would 
be a mistake, he thought, and would open us to attack by liberal 
elements. SENATOR ConNALLY asked whether the Delegation favored 

reopening the question and SENATOR VANDENBERG wondered whether 
the Yalta decision was involved. Mr. Pasvousxy replied that some- 
thing more important even than that was at stake. If the amended 
provisions were to be liberalized, an amendment could be obligatory on 
the United States without our consent. Mr. Dunn added that this 
would be true unless there were assurances that the acceptance of 
an obligation was to be made dependent upon ratification by the state 
involved. REPRESENTATIVE Eaton pointed out that the Charter would 
have to be referred to the Senate, and the chief arguments in our 
favor would be the fact that the Charter represented only a beginning
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in the direction of an Organization capable of establishing and de- 
manding world peace. However, this argument would be effective 
only if there were adequate provision for amendment. 

However, there was general agreement that the United States would 
not be willing to enter an Organization that could make changes oblig- 
atory upon us without our consent. Mr. Pasvotsxy then pointed out 
that since this was the case we could hardly deny the right of veto 
to the other big powers, and added that we had already accepted 
France and China, as well as the United Kingdom and the Soviet 

Union, as our equals. 
Mr. Duties suggested that consideration be given the possibility 

of demoting a state from its position as a permanent member of the 

Security Council by a three-fourths vote of the Assembly, and per- 
haps a vote of three or four permanent members of the Security 

Council. Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that such a procedure could be 
used against us, and Mr. Dutues replied that if such a situation were 
to occur, he would be satisfied. It seemed incredible to him that 
the United States could ever be in a position where the other member 
states of the Organization would want to demote the United States 
from its status as a permanent member; however, it was not so incred- 
ible with respect to France and China. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN was in agreement with Mr. Dulles concerning 
the matter and with his analysis of the situation as well. However, 
he was of the belief that practical considerations made it impossible 
to take up the question at this time. Russia, he pointed out, had been 
thrown out of the League of Nations, and the United States had never 
been a member. He thought that the best procedure would be to 
make changes at such times in the future as they might become neces- 
sary. Ifa state having veto power refused to accept an amendment 
demoting its status, the Organization could go ahead without its con- 
sent and in effect form a new Organization. Mr. Dutiss declared 
that the Organization could always be scrapped anyway. CoMMANDER 

STASSEN reiterated that we could not open up this question now. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom agreed with Commander Stassen that this was 
not the time. 

THe Domestic JURISDICTION 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE declared that this was a very important dis- 
cussion and very interesting, but that she had to leave for a meeting 
shortly and had a problem to take up with the Delegation. Yesterday 
afternoon, she declared, she and Mr. Notter had run across opposition 

in subcommittee I/1/A, to the additional paragraph concerning “do- 
mestic jurisdiction” (Chapter II, paragraph 7). Mr. Duis sug- 
gested that one of the Senators should appear at the meeting because 
of his greater authority on the position of the Senate on this matter.
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Mr. Dunn suggested that Senator Connally attend the meeting at 
10: 30,88 and Senator Conway replied that he might go. SmNAToR 
ConNnaLLy asked whether Dean Gildersleeve thought that the dele- 
gations opposing the “domestic jurisdiction” clause favored empower- 
ing the Organization to interfere in the domestic affairs of the member 
states. Dran GILDERSLEEVE replied that this was not the case, and 
Mr. Duutes remarked that we were faced with a situation where 
some of the other delegations wanted the “domestic jurisdiction” clause 
to apply only to the Security Council and not to the powers of the 
Economic. and Social Council. : oo 

Senator CoNNALLY pointed out that the Australian Delegation 
was “insane” concerning the “domestic jurisdiction” clause ® and 
strongly favored the safeguards embodied therein. Mr. Norrer urged 
that the Delegation should send its big guns to the meeting, because 
the decision of the United States on this question would possibly be 
determining. ReEpresenTAaTIvE Bioom moved that Senator Connally 
be requested to go, and the Chairman (Senator Connatiy) added 
that he might attend the meeting. : 

| Fort EmPLroyMent . 

_ Dean GiILprersLeEve reported that she was going to a meeting of 
Committee II/3. She declared that she intended to follow the instruc- 
tions of the Delegates formulated at the previous day’s meeting and 
withdraw the United States amendment *° if it should prove necessary. 
In this event, she would have inserted in the formal record of the 
proceedings a statement of the United States position on the applica- 
bility of the “domestic jurisdiction” clause to the section on full 
employment. 

EXPULSION AND SUSPENSION | | 

RepreseNTATIVE Eaton asked Mr. Notter to report on the meeting 
of Committee I/2/C.*! Mr. Norrsr stated that the United States had 
been defeated on the question of retaining provision for expulsion 
in the Charter. The vote had been 6 to 5 with the Russians making a 
strong defense for retaining the provision. The British and Chinese 
had not spoken on the matter. Mr. Norrer further declared that he 
had won on the question of suspending states, not merely privileges, in 

* Summary report of eighth meeting of Subcommittee I/1/A, attended by 
Senator Connally, Mr. Dulles, Mr. Notter, and Mr. Savage. for the. ‘United 
States delegation, May 24, 10:30 a. m., not printed (US I/1/A Doc. 8). 

® For a memorandum on the Australian attitude on this subject, see Doc. 969, 
1/1/39, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 436. _~ | . 

” For text of proposed redraft of chapter IX, section A.1 by the United States 
delegation, see WD 17, II/3/22, May 22, ibid., vol. 10, p. 74. 

” Record of third meeting of Subcommittee C.of Committee I/2, May 23, 5: 380 
p. m., not printed; for report of the rapporteur to Committee I/2 on meetings of 
the Special Subcommittee, May 22 and 23, see Doc. 550, 1/2/37, May 24, ibid, 
vol. 7, p. 99. v Co 
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the event that a member state should not fulfill its obligations under 
the Charter. He had taken this action on the hypothesis that the 
Subcommittee would not be overruled in full Committee on the ques- 
tion of expulsion. Mr. Norrer declared that we would undoubtedly 
be outvoted in the Committee on the question of expulsion. There- 
fore, the question before the Delegation was whether Representative 
Eaton should be authorized to accede to a modification on the provi- 
sions on suspension which would permit the Organization to suspend 
members for strong and consistent violation of its obligations. The 
position of the United States has always been that suspension was 
stronger than expulsion anyhow. Mr. Norrer declared that we would 
support the Russians on expulsion as we were committed to doing so, 
but would undoubtedly be defeated. | : 

Mr. Norrer declared that it had been made clear that the previous 
action ‘of the Subcommittee ‘on the question of suspension has not 
prejudiced the right of the United States with respect te expulsion, 
The United States was now free to reopen the question of suspension 
as a result of the Subcommittee’s decision on expulsion. 

Mr. Pasvoitsky urged that this discussion should make clear that 
the Delegation must consider the possible alternatives as well as pro- 
posals formally made. None of the Delegates, he declared, had ever 
known how to react’ when an alternative solution had been proposed. 
He had talked with other members of the Committee of Five regarding 
the procedure in situations of this nature. Mr. Pasvoitsky suggested 
that in the future we should consult with the representatives of the 
other: four powers before making substitute proposals. ‘Then we 
could ask them to do the same. Mr. Broom pointed out, however, 
that representatives of the other powers did not know enough to be 
able to act on the spot on proposals made suddenly, and Mr. Norrer 
added that they were never able to take positions under these. condi- 
tions. Mr. Hicxerson asked whether some arrangements could be 
made in the Committee of Five, and Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that 
something could be done if the Delegation would promise not to make 
alternative proposals without first making them available to the other 
four Delegations. — - a a a 

At this point Dean Gildersleeve left the meeting. 
Mr. Hicxerson pointed out that there was a situation which-had 

arisen recently when Sir Alexander Cadogan had made a proposal 
regarding Chapter VIII without consulting other members of.the 
Committee of Five first. Mr. Cadogan had been forced to withdraw 
his proposal, but the Latin American ‘Countries had, reacted very 
violently, = no So 7 
“Mr. Pasvorsky declared that it must be made clear to the Latin 
American Countries that Section A of Chapter VIII was not impaired 
in any way by the “domestic jurisdiction” clause, — | 7
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Mr. Norrer asked what course of action Representative Eaton 
wanted to take. Should he fight for expulsion, or attempt to doctor 
up the provision for suspension? Mr. Dunizs asked why we should 
fight for expulsion if we were not really in favor of it. Mr. PasvotsKy 
urged that we favor the expulsion provision, but if we.are outvoted, 
we should withdraw. Mr. Norrer suggested that if we are outvoted, 
we should get together with other members of the Five Powers and 
admit that we are fighting for a lost cause and accept the alternative, 
suspension. Mr. Dutixs thought that no cause was defeated if the 
Big Five wanted it. We should point out, he stated, that we did not 
think it wasimportantenoughtomakearealissue. j= 

Mr. Sanvirer urged that we must set a definite position on suspen- 
sion because we could not propose a change without the prior consent 
of the Big Five. Representative Broom agreed that we would have 
to fortify the suspension agreement, but Mr. Sanpirer said this was 
not necessarily so. Mr. Norrer maintained that the course of the 
negotiations had indicated that this was the only possible course. Mr, 

PasvorsKy proposed that Mr. Notter be authorized to negotiate on 
suspension on the spot if the occasion demanded, and the Delegates 
agreed unanimously. | ae | 

Vorine a — | 

Tue Cuarrman asked Mr. Pasvolsky whether there had been con- 
sultations on the Yalta formula on voting in the meeting of the Five. 
Mr. PasvorsKxy declared that conferences were in progress and that 
he would have a report for the Chairman sometime in the afternoon. 

_ Mr. Dutxzs suggested that “procedural” matters not be defined too 
minutely now in order that their interpretation might be liberalized 
in the future. The situation should not be frozen, he said, by answer- 
ing the questionnaires. Dr. Bowman remarked that was:a practical 
question. He would like to see action based on the general questions 
involved rather than on a specific questionnaire, but he was of the 
epinion that we probably could not avoid the preparation of specific 
replies. | | 

Mr. Dulles left the meeting at 10:15 a. m. ae | 
[Here follows discussion of a request by Lord Halifax for a meet- 

ing to discuss the relation of the Organization to the 1.L.0.] | | 
. .. The meeting was adjourned.at 10:20 a. m. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 53 | a 

Minutes of the Fifiy-Third Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Friday, May 26,1945, 9:05 a.m. 

| [Informal Notes] ~ Oo 

[Here follows list of names of persons (36) present at meeting. | 
It was announced that the Secretary had returned from Washington
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and would join the Delegation later. In his absence Senator Con- 
NALLY called the meeting to order at 9: 05 a.m. 

Yatra Vorine Formuta 

Tix CuarrMan announced that Mr. Pasvolsky had requested an 
executive session to consider a proposed 4-Power statement interpret- 

ing the Yalta voting formula. However, Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated 
that it would not be necessary to ask anyone to leave the meeting, and 
Senator Connatxy declared that all members present would be per- 
mitted to remain but that the meeting should be considered an execu- 
tive session nonetheless. - 
Mr. Pasvortsxy reported that it would be necessary for the Delega- 

tion to consider this draft statement for possible presentation by the 
Big Four. At this point, Miss Fosdick distributed the draft state- 
ment of May 25, 1945 to the members of the Delegation.” 

SENATOR CONNALLY inquired whether the Delegation had ever taken 

a position on the voting arrangements. [At this time, 9:08 a. m., 
Secretary Stettinius and Senator Vandenberg arrived amid general 
applause. ] °° . | | 

Mr. Pasvousxy replied to Senator Connally’s question, that the dele- 
gation had decided to stand on the Yalta agreement. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS announced that he would not take the chair 
hecause he would have to leave shortly to make a phone call to Wash- 
ington. He indicated that he would report to the Delegation on his 
conversations in Washington with the President and Mr. Hull. He 
asked who was scheduled to attend the Big Five meeting and Mr. 
Raywor replied that Senators Connally and Vandenberg, Commander 
Stassen, Dean Gildersleeve and some of the advisers would attend the 
meeting. THE Srecrerary asked what the subject for discussion was 
to be and Mr. Dunn replied that the British wanted to discuss the 
relation of various international organizations to the world organi- 

zation with specific reference to the place of the I.L.O. in the world 
picture. Senator ConNnauiy remarked that he had had a telegram 
on this subject from Senator Elbert Thomas. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested that Mr. Sandifer read through the pro- 
posed Big Four statement and asked that comments be reserved until 
the end. Mr. Sanpirer read the document, paragraph by paragraph, 
and upon his conclusion SenaTor VANDENBERG remarked that the 
document was “the ablest possible defense for an indefensible” sit- 
uation, and REpRESENTATIVE Eaton agreed that Mr. Pasvolsky had 
done a fine job. Mr. Pasvousxy replied that it had been a joint 
undertaking. The British had written part of the document. The 
French had asked that this be a 4-Power document since they were 

* Not printed. | 
8 Brackets appear in the original.
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embarrassed at having to reverse their decision, but Mr. Pasvorsxy 
declared the French would support this statement. The Committee 
had worked until one o’clock this morning, with Mr. Armstrong 

and Dr. Bowman present, as well as other people from time to time, 
including Gladwyn Jebb of the British Delegation. 

CoMMANDER STassEN remarked that in order to maintain consist- 
ency with this document it would be logical to withdraw the exception 
established concerning the power of parties to a dispute to veto 
Section A. Mr. Dues agreed and said this was especially true in 
view of the phraseology appearing in the last sentence on Page 2 
where it was declared that “it would be absurd for some dispute—not 
only affecting the peace and security of the world in general, but also 
of direct interest to one of the five members having primary responsi- 
bility for the maintenance of peace and security—to be dealt with 
without regard to, or even over the objection of, that member.” If 
this were true, he asked, why should a permanent member, party to a 
dispute, not have a veto over Section A as well as Section B? Com- 
MANDER STASSEN remarked that this exception to the veto power of 
the permanent members of the Security Council had been the chief 
interest of President Roosevelt and that the phraseology in this 
statement was a ridiculous contradiction. : 

SECRETARY Sretrinius asked Mr. Pasvolsky whether he had re- 
ported to the Delegation on his talk with Ambassador Gromyko which 
Mr. Pasvolsky was to have had shortly after the Secretary left for 
Washington. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that this paper represented the 
view of the Russian Delegation. Srcrerary Srerrinius asked 
whether Mr. Pasvolsky thought that the Russians would support this 
paper and CoMMANDER STassEN interjected that the Russians un- 
doubtedly would support it “enthusiastically”. | 

Mr. Pasvorsky conceded that Mr. Dulles’ point was a good one 
but Mr. Pasvorsxy did not think there was an inconsistency involved. 
Obviously, he said, a power involved in a dispute should not be allowed 
to vote on questions involving the initial stages of the Organiza- 
tion’s handling of the matter. If a state is not involved in a dispute 
initially the problem is whether it could accept a situation where it 
might be involved in the dispute against its consent. 

CoMMANDER STAsseN pointed out that this statement involved the 
position that Sections A and B of Chapter VIII were inseparable, 
whereas the President had succeeded at Yalta in separating the two 
parts of the Chapter. Mr. Duties agreed with Commander Stassen 
that this draft had the effect of reuniting the two sections. Com- 

MANDER STASSEN went on to point out that the draft said in effect 
that the Organization should never take action on a dispute unless the 
states members were willing eventually to use force. This was not 
necessarily so because it would be possible for all the states concerned



876 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

to recommend unanimously that a dispute be settled by judicial means 
but he declared it would be impossible to guarantee unanimity all the 
way through the various stages leading up to the use of force. This 
he declared was a brilliantly conceived statement but it served only 
to emphasize the impossibility of the United States’ position in de- 
fending the Yalta voting arrangements. 

SENATOR CONNALLY asked what course of action the United States 
could take—would it be possible to change the Yalta agreement ? 
Mr. Pasvoisxy replied that the United States could take any position 
it desired. ComMANDER STASSEN suggested that we attempt to accept 
the position taken by Sir Alexander Cadogan that peaceful settlement 
be made a procedural matter. Senator ConNALLY declared that the 

United States Delegation had not been in unanimous agreement as to 
the advisability of this course. Mr. Duxies inquired whether the 
Delegation wanted the United States to be placed in the position of 
having to use:force without having adequate opportunity to examine 
the possibilities and make its own choice.. Mr. Duxxxs thought that 
this was a bad paper because it was an attempt to justify logically 
something which was logically indefensible. He went on to suggest 
that any statement made should emphasize the chronological sequence 
whereby unanimity had been required under the League of Nations 
and progress had been made in the Charter of the proposed organi- 
zation although perfection had not yet been. reached.. Mr. Duuizs 
was strongly opposed to any attempt to justify the existing formula 
logically in this draft statement. He said even the initiation of an 
investigation by the Organization would seem to obligate all the 
parties to go all the way to the end process, the use of force. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG remarked that it was like the person who would not 
go toa doctor unless he was ready for the undertaker. — 
_ComMANDER STASSEN maintained that there was great benefit to be 

derived from getting at all the facts in a situation. It was necessary, 
he said, to get the facts out first, after which each nation could decide 
for itself whether it wanted to take further action. At this point, 
Mr. PasvoitsKy pointed out that through inadvertence a phrase had 
been left out of the sentence referred to by Mr. Dulles previously. 
After the last word of the sentence as it appeared, should be added: 

“unless it is itself a party to a dispute.” SENaTOR VANDENBERG de- 
clared that although this met part of Mr. Dulles’ objection it did not 
improve the logic of the entire statement. 

SENATOR ConNNALLY declared that emphasis should be laid on the 
fact that this provision for unanimity among the great powers in 
the imposition of force went beyond the requirements of the League 
of Nations for complete unanimity. Mr. Duties remarked that there 
was no reason to consider the Organization from the hypothesis that 
the permanent members were going to exercise their veto power arbi-
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trarily. Mr. Dutizs observed that it would be morally indefensible 
for any state in a minority of one to block investigation of a dispute 
by the United Nations. He did not think this was likely to occur 
but he said we must not give a state good grounds for blocking an 
investigation. Mr. Duties was of the opinion that the proposed state- 
ment would do exactly that for the implication was there that the 
moment the members of the Organization voted to investigate a situ- 
ation they would accept a moral obligation to follow the matter 
through and fight. Mr. Dutuzs said we should attempt to disassoci- 

ate peaceful procedures for handling a dispute from the use of force. 
We should, he thought, establish a moral obligation on the part of the 
members of the Organization to get. at the facts in any situation likely 
to lead to dispute. Senator CONNALLY remarked that in all proba- 
bility. unless a very unusual situation arose no-state would take-on 
itself the responsibility for blocking investigation by the Organization. 
Mr. Dutixs agreed that this was true. unless the statement under 
consideration were to be adopted. Senator Connatiy-declared' that 

he was on the Committee dealing with this problem and wanted to 
reflect, the calm decision of the Delegation. REpreszNTatIv” Boom 
declared that he wanted additional. information from Mr.:Pasvolsky 
on the points that Mr. Dulles had made and Senator Conna.y asked 

Mr. Pasvolsky.to elaborate. - 
*. Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that he could imagine a situation where a per- 
manent member of the Security. Council might, for legitimate reasons 

of its own, want.to block an investigation by the Organization. Mr. 
Pasvotsxy could also imagine a ten to one vote against that power. 
Imagine the position of that power, he asked the Delegation. The 
pressure not to use the veto power lightly, he thought, would be in- 
creased by the proposition under consideration. Moral pressure— 
the isolation of a great power unless it was prepared to make adequate 
explanation for its position—was thought by Mr. Pasvotsxy to be the 
most effective force in the hands of the Organization. This, he de- 
clared, was not an original argument but was first presented by a dis- 
tinguished South American diplomat. Mr. Pasvotsky went on to 
say that the Delegation must also consider the possibility of the Secu- 
rity Council being forced into action against the desires of the per- 
manent members of the Council by a group of smaller states whose 
responsibilities would not be nearly so large as the responsibilities of 
the permanent members. There was, he declared, one integrated func- 
tion of maintaining peace, despite the fact that this could be carried 
out by a series of steps each seeming innocuous in itself. Each step, 
he declared, could be brushed aside by the interested powers until the 
procedure had advanced beyond the stage where it involved no re- 
sponsibility to use force. Furthermore, Mr. Pasvotsxy declared, a
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distinction must be drawn between states parties to a dispute, and 
those not parties. A party to a dispute he declared must accept a 
different position from all other states, even if the world as a whole 
was not ready for coercive action. Such a state should be prepared to 

face the moral opprobrium of the world asa whole. However, if nota 
party to a dispute a state should not be forced to face this pressure 

and should be free to make its decisions according to its interests. 
Mr. Eaton asked what the situation would be if two great powers 

became parties to a dispute since neither would be able to vote on 
the action of the Organization. Mr. Pasvoisxy replied that one of 
the fundamental premises of the Organization was that the great 
powers would have to remain in substantial agreement if the Organi- 
zation were not to break down completely. Senator VANDENBERG 

asked how a state having a permanent seat could be exposed to the 
moral conscience of the world? Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that a state 
which was in the wrong could not prevent a vote from being taken. 

In such a case a statistical vote could be as important as a formal 
motion. The purpose of a vote he declared was not so much to ex- 
pose a state to the moral pressure of the world, which could be accom- 
plished in other ways, but rather to determine whether the states mem- 
bers of the Organization were willing to accept their responsibilities. 
This was the basis on which the entire Organization had been founded. 
If some of the attention which had been devoted to the question of 
voting arrangements had been devoted to other aspects of the question 
the situation might have been different. As it was, Mr. Pasvotsxy 
declared, we were lost in an argument which was not as important as 
those considerations which had not. received so much attention. This 
statement he declared attempted to bring into the open some of the 
relationships involved and presented both sides of the question. 

Mr. RockeEreLLer remarked that he was interested in what Mr. 
Pasvolsky had said and he thought that Mr. Pasvolsky got down to 
a rather basic question. The essence of the Organization was force 
he said but the experience of recent years had proved that military 
force is only one phase in a dispute. If we intend to maintain peace 
and security we cannot place our reliance on military force. Aggres- 
sion could occur by means of penetration in various forms. These 
matters he thought could be best dealt with by investigation and peace- 
ful settlement in various forms. This he thought was an unsound 

paper and Mr. Rockere.ier added that in his opinion the President 
had made a brilliant distinction at Yalta in separating peaceful 
methods of settlement from the use of force. | 

Mr. PasvoisKy indicated that he wanted to say a few words in de- 
fense of President Roosevelt. The President he declared had taken 
the view at Yalta that a party to a dispute should not vote on matters
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covered by Section A of Chapter VIII. He realized that it would 
have been logical to prevent parties to a dispute from voting on any 
matters connected with the dispute. However, President Roosevelt 
had been forced to draw this distinction between Sections A and B 
because he was aware that no country would have accepted any greater 
restriction on the right to vote on parties to disputes. The United 
States, Mr. Pasvotsky said, would not have accepted a greater re- 
striction but, he went on, the President had it clear in his mind that 
the only point at issue was whether a party to a dispute should have 
a vote only in Section B or throughout the Chapter. It was a ques- 
tion of accepting the lesser of two evils. President. Roosevelt how- 
ever had never been in doubt as to the connection between the two 
sections of the Chapter. Mr. Pasvortsky remarked that the Chinese 
representative had been greatly impressed by the way Commander 
Stassen had shown the continuity between the two. sections. The 
procedure started in Section A, he said, could be stopped anywhere 
along the line but only at the risk of the Organization not carrying 
out its obligation. If we are going to build an organization different 
from the League of Nations we must understand the implications 
of each stage in the settlement of disputes. The distinction between 
the two sections was made only because it was possible to get the 
various parties concerned to agree on that solution. 

COMMANDER STASSEN urged that arbitrary action by any permanent 
member would be harmful whether an organization were established 
or not. He did not think that arbitrary action should be justified 
in the Four-Power statement. A party to a dispute he declared must 
face the moral pressure of the world. A permanent member cannot 
avoid facing the moral force of humanity because of the restriction 
placed on the exercise of the veto power by parties to a dispute but 
one state could prevent other nations from undergoing the pressure 
of world public opinion. Commanprr SrassEN made a plea that 
no state be exempted from this pressure. 

Mr. Norrer remarked that the discussion thus far had considered 

the problem as a whole but this was not the negotiating problem. The 
opposition he declared had been attacking veto power over Section A. 
The draft statement he thought had a fundamental weakness which 
showed up in Paragraph 5. In this paragraph, he said, the Council 
was injected into a dispute and a chain of circumstances was declared 

to follow. Mr. Norrer thought the Security Council would already 
be involved and the chain of circumstances would follow only when 
the stage of investigation was reached. The Council is injected into 
a, dispute when it hears the complaint of any party. It is only after 
an investigation has been conducted that the Security Council makes 
its first decision. The Organization would merely be establishing the 
facts of the situation up to and including the stage of investigation.
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SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky was proceeding 
on the theory that it would be impossible to get a change in the Yalta 
formula. Mr. Pasvorsxy said the Big Four powers were supporting 
Yalta on the basis outlined in the draft before the Delegation: He 
pointed out that China, the only country which had benefited by the 
use of the power of investigation under the League, was of the opinion 
that investigation was one of the most potent weapons the new Or- 
ganization might have. Mr. Pasvorsxy.declared that. he was forced 
to give great weight to their position. Furthermore, he declared, 
the Yalta formula was not being altered, it was merely being inter- 
preted. The chief question was to determine which matters could be 
called procedural. Mr. Armsrrone declared it was a question of 
getting half a loaf or no bread. : | 

Mr. RocKEFELLER asked whether it was not true that the British 
had given an interpretation which the Delegation thought it might 
be able to accept. China and France he thought had. eased them- 
selves out and had apologized for having to support the formula as 
it existed. Mr. Dunn questioned this and Mr. Buaispeti remarked 
that Ambassador Koo did not speak directly on the point and had 
supported the existing formula without any specific reference to Sec- 
tion A. SErnator ConnaLiy remarked that it had been obvious that 
some of Sir Alexander Cadogan’s associates did not agree with the 
position he had taken. Cadogan had agreed that under Section A, 
Paragraph 1, the veto would apply when it came to any definite action 
by the Organization. Mr. Buatspert remarked that the crux of the 
situation lay in this paragraph. Did the Organization incur a duty or 
did it have discretion to investigate any dispute? Ifthe Organization 
incurred a duty there was no need for a vote. However, SENATOR 
CoNNALLY expressed the view that the use of the word “empowered” 
implied discretion on the part of the Security Council. — 

At this pomt Mr. Dunn suggested that the situation might be 

clarified if the order of paragraphs were to be changed to establish a 
clear order of procedure. Under his rearrangement paragraph 2 
of the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals would come first with the 
addition of the words “for consideration and discussion”. The original 
paragraph 3 would follow. This paragraph provided that the 
parties to a dispute could choose the means.of settlement. Greater 
obligation would be implied in the Four-Power amendment establish- 
ing a new paragraph 1 which according to Mr. Dunn’s plan would 
follow after the old paragraph 3. The new paragraph 1 empowered 
the Security Council to make recommendations to the parties to a 
dispute upon their request. The original paragraph 1 of the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals would be next because it implied still greater 
obligation inasmuch as it empowered the Security Council to investi-
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gate any dispute or any situation which might lead to international 
friction. A political decision would be necessary only at this point. 
Mr. Dunn urged that his proposal would not require any change in 
the proposals agreed upon among the four powers at Dumbarton Oaks 
but by rearranging the order of the paragraphs it would permit vol- 
untary discussion of disputes without the imposition of any obli- 
gation. Mr. Wiicox remarked that in this new order everything 
up through paragraph 3 of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals would be 
exempted from the veto provision. / | 

Mr. Dunn remarked that the phrase “call upon” in paragraph 3 
was not of sufficient importance to merit unanimity. Senaror Con-. 
NALLY declared that the chief importance of paragraph 8 was the as- 
sumption of an obligation by the parties to any dispute. He observed 
that the adoption of the British amendment as it stands would meet 
the point at issue. Mr. Dunn however stated that paragraph 3 had 
already been adopted by the Big Four and suggested that it be placed 
in the third position under his rearrangement. 

At this point Mr. Bioom stated that he would soon have to attend 
the meeting of Committee IT/1 and he wondered whether the Delega- 
tion would care to interrupt this discussion to give him instructions. 
However it was agreed that it might be more profitable to continue 
on the question of voting and Tur Cuarrman asked if Mr. Pasvotsky 
would develop the issues more fully. He declared that in a meeting 
he had had with Mr. Pasvolsky the previous evening the latter had 
justified the Yalta agreement on the grounds that it was favorable to 
the United States. The right of veto, Mr. Pasvoisky had pointed out, 

was equally applicable to the United States. CommMANDER STASSEN 
replied that this was a logical argument not to have a Security Council 
at all. The argument was contradictory to the aims of the Organiza- 
tion. According to this position the Organization must not touch a 
dispute at all because its members might become involved in enforce- 
ment proceedings. The basis of the Organization, CommaNDER STAs- 
sen thought, was that if you assumed jurisdiction over a dispute in 
its early stages it could best be handled without the use of force. The 
motto was “let the facts be known”. The lack of publicity for the 
facts and actual conditions during the Hitler regime had made pos- 
sible his successful aggrandizement. Commanprr Strassen urged that 
since the agreement could not be justified the Delegation should go 
on record as stating that what we had achieved was as far as we were 
able to go. He urged that the United States not forfeit its moral 
situation in the eyes of the world and he added that he did not think 
the American public favored the maintenance of the unanimity rule 
with respect to Section A. In fact he thought the 90% of our public 
was opposed to this position. Representative Eaton said the same 
attitude would apply to investigation because it would make possible
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@, situation where the use of force might be necessary. He declared 
that the alimentary canal was the only part of our citizenship that 
worked. | 

Mr. PasvoisKy suggested that since this was largely a military 
question the military representatives ought to express their: views. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG did not agree that this was essentially a military 
question; he thought that the Organization had been founded on the 
belief that the use of foree was only a small part of procedures for 
the settlement of disputes. This paper he thought destroyed that 
concept. RepresENTATIVE Boom agreed but thought that the military 
members of the committee should express their opinions anyhow. Ap- 
MIRAL HepBurn stressed two points: 

(1) it would be impossible to undertake enforcement action against 
a big power; and | 

(2) the security provisions were based on military action. If the 
Security Council is to be effective trust must be placed in the integrity 
of its members. | 

For these reasons he thought that the Yalta agreement was satis- 
factory as it stood and he would not favor trying to impose a provision 
for unanimity with respect to Section A. - 

GENERAL Empick declared that the existing power situation was 
such that a dispute among the Big Four would cause the Organiza- 
tion to break up. He thought the decision on the question of una- 
nimity was a political matter and Senator VanpENBERG agreed with 
him heartily. Commanper Srassen asked if he was correct in sum- 
ming up the military position to be that we must maintain the veto 
with respect to matters involving force and that anything beyond 
this was a matter for political decision. _ 

Mr. RocKeEFE.ueERr said that he thought Mr. Dunn had touched on an 
interesting point in his discussion. In cases where non-military pene- 
tration was serious enough to give rise to trouble the individual 
parties might hesitate to place the question before the Security Coun- 
cil if they were not certain of the action the Council would take. 

Senator CoNNALLY said he did not see how the Security Council 
could decline to investigate. He thought that we must trust the dis- 
cretion of the Council and must adopt the approach that unless the 
four or five big powers maintain unanimity the Organization would 
blow up. ApmiraLt Hepsurn declared that he wanted to emphasize 

that theory. If a dispute were laid before the Security Council and 
that body were earnest in its desire to maintain peace, no rule of 
unanimity could block the settlement of the dispute without the use 
of force. 

Mr. Dutiss declared that in his view any paper agreed upon by 

the Four Powers ought to be of such a nature as to make it more 
difficult for states to exercise a veto acting in self-interest. The line
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should be, he said, that it was impossible, in the existing state of the 
world, to advance beyond the position that had been achieved but he 
thought we should assure the small states that they had nothing to 
fear and to explain that it was not to be expected that the exercise of 
a veto would be the normal procedure.. This paper, he reiterated, 
defends an indefensible system and justified the veto because the 
initiation of action might lead to war. Mr. DuuiEs was of the opinion 
that it was to our interest to make it morally difficult for any nation 
to veto action in the earlier stages of the machinery established. 
SENATOR ConNALLY asked whether it would not be possible to insert 
a paragraph in the document expressing the belief that the use of 
the veto power would not be frequent. 

Mr. ArmMstrowne asked Mr. Dulles whether he would care to comment 
on Mr. Dunn’s suggestion for a rearrangement of the order of the 
paragraphs. Mr. Duttes replied that the rearrangement suggested 
would be beneficial because it would bring into clearer relief the steps 
that could be taken. He pointed out that if the veto power were to 
apply to paragraph 1 of Section A, the psychological effect would be 
such as to cause people to expect the veto power to apply throughout 
the Section. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN remarked that discussion of a dispute would 
certainly be permitted without the opportunity of veto. He asked 
whether this would include listening to the arguments of a party 
which made a complaint and Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that all such 
matters would come under the category of procedural questions. One 
of the members of the Delegation remarked that the general im- 
pression was that this was not true and urged that Mr. Dunn’s sug- 
gestions be accepted in order to clarify the situation. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
remarked that this end might be accomplished by putting all ques- 
tions not subject to the unanimity rule in a procedural section. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN asked whether the action of the Security Council in 
calling on parties to settle disputes would be considered a procedural 
matter. Mr. Pasvoisky voiced the opinion that this was a debatable 

question and that there was a good argument for exempting it from 
the unanimity requirement. a 

Mr. Dunn remarked that this sentence in paragraph 3 of the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals had been the only Russian contribution to the 

Security section of the document. Mr. Pasvousxy declared that the 
committee of Five was in the process of attempting to define “pro- 
cedure”. COMMANDER STASSEN urged that the sentence empowering 
the Security Council to call upon parties to settle their disputes did 
not involve the merits of any situation but merely focused the at- 
tention of the world. It should therefore be procedural and should 
occupy an early position in the rearranged version suggestion by 
Mr. Dunn.
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CoMMANDER STASSEN urged that the emphasis of the Delegation 
on the word “investigate” be dropped in view of the fact that this 
word seemed to raise doubts in the minds of some of the other govern- 
ments. In the trusteeship Committee there had been a great deal of 
opposition to the use of this word. Nobody appeared to favor it 
except the United States. To the Russians he said it appeared 
to imply “liquidation”. 

Senator Connatiy asked whether the other members of the Big 
Four took the position that a decision by the Security Council to 
“investigate” a dispute was an assumption of jurisdiction. Mr. 
PasvousKy replied that since this was definitely a political step the 
answer was Yes. It involved a problem of choosing the appropriate 
time. The investigation of a dispute too early in its development. 
might aggravate the situation. This was, he declared, an important 
decision. - 

Mr. Hackworrn remarked that whether or not we could get the 
other parties to change their minds we were parties to several treaties, 

one with a good many of the Latin-American countries signed in 
1923, and another with Great Britain concerning Canada signed in 
1929,°. which provided for investigation and for the establishment 
of commissions for that purpose. Mr. Hackworru wanted to know 
whether the voting arrangements provided for in the Charter would 
interfere with the Inter-American agreements. He assumed not. 
He wondered, however, whether the Council could step in on a regional 
dispute. Mr. Hackworrs also pointed out that we had permanent 
commissions in our domestic life for the purpose of investigation 
disputes as they arose. This all pointed, he declared, to the fact 
that we must bear in mind that the traditional policy of the United 
States has been to shed the light of day upon disputes. If we should 
have to submit to the position that any state can block an investigation 
should the United States make a statement to the effect that it favored, 

or at least was not opposed to, the right of the Organization to investi- 
gate any dispute? Mr. Hackworrtu agreed with other members of the 
committee that the American people would be disappointed if a pro- 
vision were adopted which would allow any state to block investigation 
by the Organization and he voiced the opinion that thought should 

_* For convention between the United States and Central American Republics 
for the establishment of international commissions of inquiry, signed at Wash- 
_ington February 7, 1928, see Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 821; for treaty 
between the United States and other American Republics to avoid or prevent 
connects petween the American States,’ signed at Santiago, May 38, 1923, see 

. 05 Reference is apparently to a treaty between the United States and Great 
Britain relating to boundary waters between the United States and Canada, 
ay at Washington, J anuary 11, 1999; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1910,
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be given to the possibility of making some sort of statement establish- 
ing the United States’ position. o a 

_ Mr. Pasvousxy announced that there was soon to be’a meeting of. 
a sub-committee of the Big Five and he asked.what his instructions. 
were. COMMANDER STASSEN declared that the paper as presented was 
not acceptable to him. Mr. Pasvorsxy asked what he was.to do. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY asked whetherit. would, be possible to change 
the word “empowered” in paragraph 1 of Section A and ComMANDER 
Strassen remarked that the use of the word “authorized” had been 
under consideration because “empowered” was too big a word for 
this situation. SENATOR ConNALLY asked whether paragraph 1 did 
not constitute a moral obligation to investigate each case of dispute. 

Mr. Duttzs said that he favored Mr. Dunn’s proposed rearrange- 
ment of the paragraphs in order to meet Mr. Hackworth’s objection. 
CoMMANDER STsssen suggested that the advisers to the Delegation 
prepare a: statement of the proposed interpretation of the United 

States on the Yalta voting formula and also a draft of the new order 
of Section A as proposed by Mr. Dunn, for the purpose of negotiating 
with the other powers. Representative Eaton asked how the Dele- 
gation wanted to instruct Mr. Pasvolsky. Was it opposed to the state- 
ment, he asked? Dean GiILpeRsLeEveE declared that the Delegation: 
was opposed in its present form. SrnatTor ConNALLY seconded Com- 
mander Stassen’s motion for a draft of Mr. Dunn’s proposed re- 
arrangement. Mr. Pasvonsky-asked whether the Delegation wished 
the section on investigation to be exempted. from the exception to 

the unanimity clause. Commanper STassENn replied that he did not 
favor this and would support the adoption of any language in place 
of investigation. , : | 

Mr. Hickxrrson suggested the use of the phraseology on the order 
of “authorized to make a formal investigation”. Mr. Jounson urged 
something like “the Security Council shall discuss and consider any 
situation likely to endanger the peace and shall have authority to 
investigate...” , oO 

Mr. Duties proposed “power indépendently to investigate the 
facts...” : a : 

' COMMANDER StTasseN proposed that the advisers decide on this 
question and prepare suitable language and rearrangement order. 

- Mr. Armstrone suggested that 1t.would be preferable to rearrange 
the existing provisions rather than change the wording and Com- 
MANDER STASSEN agreed but insisted that “investigate” be replaced. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton declared that as a member of Congress he. 
strongly favored the deletion of the word “investigate” because that 
was supposed to be a Congressional monopoly. 

SENATOR ConNALLY remarked that the only course available to 
Mr. Pasvolsky was to stall for time.
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Fort. EmMployMent 

DraNn GILDERSLEEVE reported that in the meeting of Committee II/3 
the previous day *’ she had withdrawn the United States amendment 
on full employment and had proposed entering in the formal record. 
a statement of the United States’ position to the effect that this Gov- 
ernment understood that the “domestic jurisdiction” clause was appli- 
cable to the section dealing with full employment. This proposal had 
been accepted unanimously by the Committee and had been roundly 
applauded. 

AUSTRALIAN AMENDMENT 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE reported that the wording of the Australian 
amendment to Chapter IX, Section A, paragraph 1 was still before 
Committee II/3 (see document US Gen 174°*). The Australian 
amendment read as follows: 

‘All members pledge themselves to take separate and joint action and 
to cooperate with the Organization and with each other to achieve 
these purposes.” | 

Dran GILDERSLEEVE expressed the opinion that the other members 
of the Committee would not be inclined to accept the United States’ 
objection because of the action of this Government in holding up con- 
sideration of paragraph 1. Senator Connatuy indicated that he 
favored the Australian amendment. ComMaNDER STassEN praised 
Dean Gildersleeve for her work in the Committee and declared that 
Dean Gildersleeve had been put in a difficult situation by the numerous 
demands of the various members of the Committee. CommaNDER 
StassEn declared that he was opposed to a pledge of this nature at 
this juncture and asked whether this wording was originally proposed 
as an Australian amendment or whether it had been added during 
the discussion in the Committee. Dran GILDERSLEEVE replied that the 
amendment had been submitted originally. She herself preferred 
phraseology such as, “all members undertake to cooperate with each 
other and with the Organization to achieve these purposes.” 

COMMANDER STASSEN Voiced the opinion that this Committee should 
be “set back on its heels” because of the extreme position it had been 
taking. Dean GuritpersLeeve remarked that it was frightening to 
observe what the members of the Committee expected in the way of. 
results. What actually would have to take years, she said, the Com- 
mittee seemed to think would be accomplished in months. The Greeks, 
for example, seemed to feel that their internal reconstruction could be 
accomplished with the aid of the Organization in a very short time. 

* Doc. 567, II/3/27, May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 83. 
prin mendations on Basic Issues, Committee II/3 (US Gen 174), not
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She said this development was alarming and would be difficult to hold 
in check. 

Rexation or 1.L.0. tro Organization 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE indicated that the British had evidenced a desire 
to discuss the relation of the I.L.O. to the world organization at the 
Big Five meeting later in the day. Dan Gitpersiexrve said that she 
would attend that meeting. She reported that there were indications 
that the French wanted to have a statement read into the record of 
Committee II/3 going on record as favoring future educational co- 
operation and supporting a possible conference on this subject.°® The 
Secretariat had ruled that such a statement would be in order. In 
view of this fact, Dran GitpERsLEEvE asked whether the United States. 
could not make a statement of a similar nature on the subject of opium. 
control. Senator VANDENBERG agreed heartily with this suggestion. 
Dean GipersLeEve asked further whether the United States could 
not in this way state its support for future incorporation of the Inter- 
national Labor Organization into the World organization. Mr. 
Dues remarked if we were to initiate a policy of making statements 
of this nature, the committees would be inundated by a flood of such. 
proposals. One of the members asked whether these statements would 
be made in plenary session and the reply was that the French declara- 
tion would be made in the Committee and our statement on opium as 
well. It was remarked that introduction of such measures in the 
plenary sessions could be controlled very easily. CommaNbrr STAssEN 
remarked that the Chinese and Canadians had evidenced interest in a. 
statement on opium. Mr. DuLuss suggested that our statement indi- 
cate that the word “health” could be interpreted as including opium 
control. | 

JURIDICAL QUESTION 

_ Mr. Hacxworrs asked if he could have the attention of the com- 
mittee to consider a question which had arisen the previous day. The 
Egyptian Delegate, chairman of Committee IV/2,! had indicated that 
the Charter should not include a provision to eliminate treaties Incon- 
sistent with it but that a statement should be made that the Charter 
overrides all inconsistent obligations and obligating the parties to. 
the Charter not to enter into such agreements in the future.? He sup- 
ported this proposal by indicating that he thought it would have 
important moral consequences and cited the fact that Article XX of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations * had included such a provision. 

~ ® Doc. 579, II/3/28, May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 94. 
* Abdel Hamid Pasha Badawi. 
2 Doc. 2, G/7(q) (1) May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 463. Record of meet- 

ing of Subcommittee A of Commission IV, Committee 2, May 24, 10:47 a. m., 
not printed. 

*In this connection, see WD 165, IV/2/A/6, June 4, ibid., vol. 18, p. 805. 

723-681—67-_60
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Mr. Dues asked who would decide whether an obligation was incon- 
sistent with the terms of the Charter and Mr. Hackwortu rephed 
that that was a troublesome question. Mr. Duties asked further 
whether anyone would have a veto over a treaty concluded. Mr. 
Hackwortu said that there would eventually have to be a decision 
made with either the General Assembly, the Security Council, or the 

World Court, making the final decision. Senator ConNnaLuy said 
that in his view such a statement would be unnecessary because all 
states are bound by the terms of the Charter and thus would be unable 
to adhere to an obligation inconsistent with it. Mr. Hackworrs indi- 
cated that he was in agreement and maintained the view that the 
statement would not improve the situation at all. However, he re- 
marked once again that the Egyptian Delegate had emphasized the 
moral value of such a declaration. 

SENATOR Connatiy asked if there was any support for this position 
of the Egyptian Delegate and Mr. Hacxworru replied that he did 
not know. ComMMANDER STASSEN cautioned that careful study should 
be given to the Egyptian amendments because of the sudden intru- 

sion into the limelight of the Arab League. At the previous night’s 

trusteeship Committee meeting * for example, he said, representatives 
of the Arab League had introduced a number of amendments to the 
draft chapter “in the name of confusion” but there was really no 
confusion at all. It was, Commanprr Srassen declared, part of a 
careful scheme to exclude Jewish immigration into Palestine and 
to provide for other special Arab situations.. Dean GriLpERsLEEvE 
remarked it would be very wise to get the Arab League “hitched to the 
United States” rather than to the Soviet Union and Senator V:ANDEN- 

BERG remarked that they would have to get a rich uncle. CoMMANDER 
SrassEn indicated that he had been aware of this necessity and that 
at the trusteeship meeting, after defeating the Arabs on four suc- 
cessive motions, he made a speech declaring that he was not opposed 
to the substance of the amendments but was opposed ‘only to their 
consideration at that juncture. ComMaNDER Stassen remarked that 
all existing rights had been safeguarded and that the United States 
Delegation had opposed the Zionist proposals as well as the anti- 
Jewish Arab League amendments. Dean GiILDERSLEEVE commented 
that she understood that the Russians were reputed to have told the 
Arab League that they had a formula which would solve the 
Palestinian problem. | 

Mr. Hackworrn asked the Delegation what he should say to the 
Egyptian Delegate, Mr. Pasha [Badawi]. Smnator ConNALLy indi- 
cated opposition to the Egyptian proposals as did ComMANDER STASSEN 
and RepresENTATIVE Karon. Dean GILDERSLEEVE asked whether any 

* Doe. 580, 11/4/24, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 485.
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definite wording had been proposed and Mr. Hackworru replied 
Pasha had suggested the wording of the League Covenant. 
DEAN GILDERSLEEVE asked whether there was any objection to that 

and Mr. Hackworrsu replied that it did not appear to be necessary 
because it would not achieve any worthwhile results. However, Mr. 
Hacxwortu pointed out once more that Mr. Pasha had emphasized 
the moral value of such a statement. Dran GILpERSLEEVE agreed that 
it might have a moral effect but Mr. Hackworrs declared that it 
would not make any difference. a 
_ The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 a.m. — e 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99 : UNCIO Cons Five Min 8 

Minutes of the Eighth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 
Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 25, 1946, 

Il a.m. 7 
. [Informal Notes] . . 

_ [Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 

delegations of the United States (14) ; United Kingdom (8) ; Soviet 
Union (4); China (4); and France (5); and the International Sec- 
retariat (1).] . a 

Mr. Sterrinivs said that he brought greetings from Washington 
to the group. He had been in Washington for two or three days. 
He confirmed the report that President Truman was planning to come 
to San Francisco for the closing session of the Conference. He said 
that a strong sentiment was developing in the country in favor of 
June 6 as the closing date for the Conference. He did not know 
whether it would. be passible to finish the work of the Conference and 
to have a good Charter by that date. | | 

Senator VANDENBERG suggested that if the oratory could -be cur- 
tailed in some of the Committees it would help. Mr. Srerrrnzus in- 
quired whether the new rules of procedure were in effect in the 
Committees, to which Mr, Hiss replied that they were in some Com- 
mittees, but only occasionally in others. . | a | 

Lorp Hauirax said that. there was one danger of ,which he had 
been warned, that was the possibility of the questions covered in Sub- 

committees being reargued in. the Committees and the Commissions. 
He asked whether Mr. Hiss could call attention of the Commission 
and Committee Chairmen to this. Mr. Hiss said that he would do his 
best. | . 

-Mr. Strerrinius said that this meeting had been called at the re- 
quest of Lorp Hairax and asked Lord Halifax to lay before the 
group such matters as he wished to bring up. 

Lorp Hattrax said that at the beginning of the meeting’ his col- 
leagues had circulated a note concerning the International Labor Of-
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fice (see copy attached*). He said that in this note it was pointed 
out that the United Kingdom Delegation had put forward two amend- 
ments designed (1) formally to bring the ILO into association with the 
Organization in the Charter and (2) to have the ILO recognized 
formally in the Charter as one of the principal agencies for pursuing 
the objectives of Article V of the Atlantic Charter—improved labor 
standards, economic advancement and social security. 

Lorp Hatirax said that the discussions in the Committees * had re- 
vealed no difference in the approach of desires of the various delega- 
tions with respect to the use of the ILO. Difference had been re- 
vealed however on its being mentioned in the Charter. In view of 
this fact the United Kingdom Delegation would not insist on press- 
ing its amendments. It proposed instead that in the draft on the 
Preparatory Commission, which was being prepared in the Secretariat, 
instructions might be included in the Commission to make arrange- 
ments to bring the ILO into association with the Organization and 
especially with the Economic and Social Council. 

Mr. Sterrinius asked if it would be possible to add to the mention 
of the ILO in this respect “and other international intergovernmental 
organizations”. Lorp Hauirax said that he would have no objection 
to this. Inquiry was made by others as to the possibility of including 
references to other organizations such as Narcotics, Food and Agricul- 

ture, et cetera. | 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO inquired why particular mention should be 

made of the ILO with no mention being made of other organizations. 
He thought it might be better to say simply “intergovernmental or- 
ganizations” and not to mention the ILO specifically. With respecct to. 
this question of the relations of the Soviet Union with the ILO, it was 
well known to everyone present that this matter had been considered 
some time ago by the Soviet Government at the highest level. The 
Ambassador referred to a letter addressed by Mr. Butler to Mr. Dunn 

on May 23,’ a copy of which he said had come to him yesterday. He 
referred to the two alternatives mentioned in this letter as follows: “ (1) 

that in the paper which the Secretariat are drafting on the subject of 

the creation and scope of the Preparatory Commision, instruction, 
should be given that negotiations should be entered on for bringing: 

the ILO into association with the Organization. (2) If the former 
is unacceptable, to endeavor to obtain assurances from Mr. Gromyko, 
that Russia would not object to the ILO being brought into association. 
with the World Organization, and would not object to the Preparatory. 
Commission working out an arrangement for this proposal to be sub- 

® Attachment not printed. 
*See Doc. 346, I1/3/18, May 16 (and subsequent reports of meetings of Com- 

mittee 11/8), UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 33. 
“Letter of May 23 from N. M. Butler, Secretary General, British delegation, 

not printed.
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mitted to the Economic and Social Council at its first meeting. This 
would be achieved by authorizing the Preparatory Commission in gen- 
eral terms to work out arrangements for bringing specialized organiza- 
tions into relation with the World Organization but without mention- 
ing the ILO by name”. Tur Ampassapor said that he would prefer 
the second of these alternatives. He would refrain at present from 
giving any assurance on this matter, but would take it up with his 
Government. He would give an answer to Lord Halifax as soon as. 

he had received instructions. 
Mr. Boncovr said that in view of the important position held by 

the ILO he thought that it deserved special mention. - AMBASSADOR 

GromyKo remarked that there were many other important 
organizations. 

Lorp Harrrax said that he recognized the difficulty of the Soviet 
Ambassador with respect to this matter. He was willing to go as far 
as possible to meet this difficulty. It would make it easier for Lord 

Halifax to go along with the omission of any specific mention of the 
ILO if it were possible for the Soviet Ambassador to give him some 

_ reassurance concerning the attitude of his Government towards the 

association of the ILO with the General Organization. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO repeated that he could give no assurance on 

this matter but that he would have to consult his Government. 
Mr. Sterrintius asked whether another meeting should be held when 

Ambassador Gromyko had received a reply from his Government. 

Lorp Harirax thought that this would not be necessary if the Am- 
bassador were able to get assurance from his Government of the kind 
that he hoped the Ambassador would be able to get. AmpBassapor 
GRoMYXKO said that this procedure would be satisfactory to him. 

Mr. Srerrinius asked whether any one had any other business to 
bring before the meeting. Ampassapor GromyYko inquired when the 
Executive Committee and the Steering Committee would meet. Mr. 
STETTINIvus replied that there were no plans and no items on the 
agenda for such a meeting. He inquired whether those present 
thought it would be possible to complete the Conference by June 6. 

Mr. Sozotev thought that this might be possible if a “three line whip 
were used on the Committees”’. 

Mr. Boncovr said that his Government attached great importance 
to its amendment on Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. He 
hoped that the other powers would find it acceptable. He pointed 
out that his Government had accepted the regional formula proposed 
by the United States after consultation with other interested govern- 
ments. He said that the French amendment applied to the prevention 
of aggression and that he hoped very much that it would be adopted. 

Lorp Haurrax said that he had been advised that a large measure 
of agreement had been reached in the Committee of Five on this amend-
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ment and that it was only a question of minor drafting before final 
agreement was reached. 

Mr. Pasvorsky, in response to a question from Mr. Stettinius said 
that the Committee had considered this matter and that a draft * had 
been submitted to the Delegations for their consideration. He said 
it was being studied particularly by the United States Delegation 

and the Soviet Delegation. Mr. Srerrinrus inquired whether the 
draft was before the Committee of Five and Mr. Pasvorsxy replied 
that it was before the Delegations. - | 

Mr. Sreritmnius said that he hoped the Committees would follow 
the example of this group which had finished its business in twenty- 

five minutes. Mr. Boncour asked if Mr. Stettinius would be good 
enough to ask the Presidents of the Commissions to see that the 
discussions in the Committees do not take place all over again in 
the Commissions. Mr. Srerrrntus said that he was planning to meet 
the Presidents of the Commissions promptly and that he would make 
an appeal that the discussions in the Commissions be kept down to 
a minimum. 

RSC Lot 60-—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 54 

Minutes of the Fifty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 26, 1945, 9:03 a.m. 

. [Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (37) present at meeting.] 
The Secretary convened the meeting at 9: 03 a. m. 

AUSTRALIAN AMENDMENT 

_ Tum Secretary called on Dean Gildersleeve to present to the Dele- 
gation the problem with which she was faced. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE reported that the Australians had proposed an 
amendment obligating all the members of the Organization to take 
separate and joint action to support the principles established in Chap- 
ter LX, Section A, paragraph 1. This amendment had been adopted 
in principle by the full Committee and was now before the Drafting 

Committee.? Drawn GILpERSLEEVE stated that she had reserved the posi- 
tion of the United States and had refrained from voting. Aside from 
the abstention of the United States, the voting had been unanimous. 
DrsN GILDERSLEEVE expressed the opinion that the United States 
would be opposed to the pledge to take separate action. It was ri- 
diculous, she declared, to have to undertake a definite commitment 

on these matters which we wanted to achieve anyhow. However, 
the United States would be in a most difficult position if it were to 

* Draft of May 23, not printed. 
* Doc. 599, 11/3/31, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 99. oe



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 893 

stand up and oppose this amendment. Tu Secretary asked why it 
was that the other powers did not see the fallacy of this provision and 
Drawn GILDERSLEEVE replied that they had received it enthusiastically. 

Mr. STINEBOWER observed that in the Subcommittee the Canadians 
had supported our position, but that in the full Committee, they had 
been unwilling to come out in opposition to the amendment. Srcre- 
TARY SretTrinius asked what the position of the European countries 
was:and remarked that anyone who applied his mind to this problem 

could understand the danger involved in the amendment. Dran Gi- 
DERSLEEVE repeated that it would be most difficult for the United States 
to take a stand opposing the Australian proposal and she also expressed 
the opinion that if it came to a vote, the United States would be 
defeated in the Committee. 

Mr. Duties asked whether the Australian amendment wasn’t out 

of order. After all, he stated, the Conference was attempting to set 
up an Organization; why should a proposal pledging the individual 
nations to take separate action be introduced? Dran GILDERSLEEVE 
pointed out that the phraseology was “separate and joint” action. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY ventured the opinion that this was an attempt to 
compensate for the United States position regarding the application of 

the “domestic jurisdiction” clause to the provision for full employment. 
Mr. Stinepower declared that this amendment appeared in the docu- 
ment, U.S. Gen 174, which had been presented to the Committee on 
the previous day. The amendment applied to Chapter TX, Section A, 

paragraph 1. The location of the new paragraph, he declared, had not 
been determined as yet. The Australian amendment read: “All mem- 
bers pledge themselves to take separate and joint action and to co- 
operate with the Organization and with each other to achieve these 
purposes.” | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom observed that, in view of the wording “to 

achieve these purposes”, this provision would probably have to be 
placed at this point in Chapter TX. Mr. Strnesower replied, however, 
that the wording did not rule out its being placed later on in the 
paragraph. The British, he reported, had proposed an additional 
amendment eliminating the words, “joint action”. 

Mr. Dutxzs proposed that Dean Gildersleeve attempt to have this 
clause ruled out of order because it constituted, in effect, a multilateral 
agreement—a pledge to take individual action. This, he declared, was 
not within the scope of the present Conference, nor could it legiti- 
mately be included in the United Nations Charter. Srcrerary 
Srerrintus remarked that this provision was dangerous, even moré 
so than the “full employment” clause which had been under discussion 
when he left for‘ Washington. Commanprr Strassen remarked that 
this clause, as it was proposed, would require action on the part of
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the International Organization, and Mr. Dunes remarked that the 
Negro question in this country might become the subject of investi- 
gation or other action by the Organization. Tur Srcrerary asked 
why the United States was the only nation which objected to this 
clause, and Mr. Pasvotsxy said that there was what amounted to a 
stampede under way. The smaller powers, he declared, attached 
themselves to slogans which were presented. The United States re- 
ceived no support from the other large powers; the Russians did not 
particularly care; the United Kingdom was-embarrassed by its do: 
mestic situation. This situation, he thought, pointed to the need for 
greater political liaison outside the Committee meetings. Mr. Pas- 
votsKy had talked with representatives of the various Dominions 
and the indication was that there would be no support from the Brit- 
ish on this question. Secretary STerrinivus asked how the European 
nations would act on this amendment. Mr. Du.uxs replied that 
he thought that we would be unable to obtain much support from this 
quarter because of forthcoming elections in most of these countries 

which necessitated their supporting what they interpreted to be a 
liberal position. ComMANDER STassEN suggested that the solution 
might be to propose a countermove, embodying wording which would 
make it clear that each nation was free to have its own system. He 
cited previous experiences in which such an action had caused the 
sponsoring nation to drop its amendment. Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested 
that the matter might profitably be referred to the Steering Committee 
for decision, in view of the obvious difficulty in defeating the measure 
in Committee. Mr. Dunn agreed that this would be the proper course 
to take. Tuer Srcrerary, however, thought that the Executive Com- 
mittee would be a better place to refer the measure, inasmuch as the 
deliberations of the Steering Committee were public. He also ex- 
pressed the view that the United States should not raise the issue, if 
possible. But Mr. Strnesower remarked that in the Committee, 
where the question had been raised several times, we were the only 
nation opposing the amendment. RepresentatTivE Bioom thought 
that it might be possible to undertake personal conversations with the 
Australian Delegates. Mr. Dunn replied that we would have to 
state our position flatly and Congressman Broom said that it would 
be better to be fat and win than to lose while being circumspect. Mr. 
RocKEFELLER supported Commander Stassen’s suggestion of a 
counterproposal., 

CoMMANDER StTassEN implemented his proposition by stating that 
the United States ought to suggest that the United Nations move 
toward the objectives established in Chapter IX, Section A, para- 
graph 1, with each member having the right to choose its own system 
of economy and guaranteeing the greatest possible freedom to each 
individual, and with each nation cooperating with the Organization.
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Spenator CONNALLY agreed with the point made by Mr. Dulles that 
the amendment was really out of order, and thought that this was 
the line we should pursue if the Executive Committee would support 
it. Mr. Duties reiterated that this amendment was beyond the scope 
of the Organization. However, ConcressmMan Bioom remarked that 
the proposals referred to had already been accepted and that this 
amendment was germane to the task of the Organization. Mr. DuLizs 
voiced the opinion, however, that any proposal for separate action 
on the part of the states members. of the Organization was not ger- 
mane to the work of this Conference. Mr. Bioom replied that the 
rest of the amendment had already been accepted and was there. 
Mr. Dues, referring to paragraph 1 of Section A, Chapter IX 
which stated that “The Organization shall promote. . . .” agreed that 
a great deal of the amendment had already been accepted but stated 
that the question was whether the Conference could consider any 
amendment proposing a multilateral agreement to take individual 
action. 

Tue Secrerary asked whéther there was any urgency with respect 

to time on-this question and Dean GiILDERSLEEVE replied the Drafting 
Committee was to meet in the afternoon, and that the full Committee 
was scheduled to consider the question in the evening. 

Mr. Stinepower remarked that the Drafting Committee dealing 
with this question had very limited terms of reference. The full 
Committee had agreed in principle to this amendment, with the 
exception of the United States. The Chairman of the Drafting 

Committee, he stated, would oppose the elimination of this amendment 
on separate action. CoMMANDER STassEN suggested that if the United 
States were defeated on this measure, it should reserve its position in 
order that the question might be referred to the Executive Commit- 
tee. SECRETARY STETTINIUs indicated that he supported Commander 
Stassen’s suggestion; if necessary, he declared, the matter would 
be brought up before the Executive Committee. Dian GILDERSLEEVE 
warned, against the bad publicity which would result if the United 
States were to take a definite stand opposing this amendment. Mr. 
Broom proposed that the United States take its stand on the ques- 
tion of the authority of the Conference to consider the question, and 
Mr. Norrer agreed that such a position would kill the bad publicity 
which might result. Mr. Armstrone thought that it would be best not 
to take up this matter in the Executive Committee because that was 
composed of the heads of the Delegations who were not aware of the 
implications of the measure. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS agreed that Mr. Armstrong’s suggestion 
was valid and proposed that the matter be first discussed among the 
interested heads of Delegations in a special meeting to be held in 
the penthouse. He charged Mr. Rockefeller and Mr. Dunn with se-
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lecting the appropriate heads of Delegations. Mr. Rockers ur 
urged that it would be best to consider this question before it got out 
of the Drafting Committee. Srcrerary Srerrinius remarked that 
this was a political question and reiterated that Mr. Dunn and Mr. 
Rockefeller should get the appropriate Delegation Chairmen together 
for a meeting. He declared. that he was ready to meet with them at 

any time they decided upon. | a 

oe _ NAACP Trrecram | : 

se ~ Dirricuitr Commirrern SrrvaTion 

Mr. Norrer asked for the attention of the Delegation for several 
minutes to consider the situation in:Committee I/2, which had become 
“impossible”. The previous night the Chairman had insulted Am- 
bassador Gromyko.1 The Commission had. become a scene of con- 

fusion and chaos and personal recriminations had ensued.. In the 
past two four-hour meetings, only one vote had been taken in each, 
and bath were invalid. The Chairman of the Committee was Bonilla 

Lara of Costa Rica. Srcrerary Srerrinius asked.whether Mr. 
Rockefeller knew this gentleman. Mr. Norrer stated that Ambas- 
sador Gromyko had indicated that he was going to make an issue 
of the poor handling of the Committee. Srcrerary Srerimnivs de- 

clared that he would handle the matter. He proposed that the Dele- 

gation next discuss the matter of voting procedure. ~ 
_ [Here follows discussion of newspaper stories on the question of 
voting procedure, apparently based upon leaks to the press relative 
to discussions within an executive session of the delegation.] | 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS emphasized that the meeting was-an Ex- 
ecutive Session and he appealed to all those present;to be very careful 
not to reveal what took place. Senator Connaxzy thought that all 
people present ought to turn in their papers. Mr. Sanpirer observed 

that the room was carefully policed after each meeting. | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that no other Delegation had this. paper 
under consideration. It had been placed before a Subcommittee of 

the Committee of Five and had been altered there. The redraft had 
been considered by several members of the United States Delegation 

the previous evening but the paper now before the Committee was 
not in the hands of the other Delegations. Mr. Pasvotsky wanted 

to find out if the Delegation would approve the submission of this 
paper to the meeting of the Deputies of the Committee of Five at 
11 a.m. Fundamentally, it was the paper that had been approved 
on the previous day with only verbal changes. SrcreTary STxT- 

“4 Hor summary report of meeting of May 25, 8:45 p. m., see Doc. 604, 1/2/42, 
May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 113.
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yinius asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky thought the Deputies would 
approve this draft, and Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that there might be 
changes in phraseology, but that he would present the final draft 
to the Delegation. Srcrerary Srerrinrvus asked whether the Dele- 
gation would favor this procedure and Senator Connatiy, Mr. 
Donn, Mr. Duties, Mr. Hackworru, Mr. Armstrrone, Dr. Bowman, 

and Mr.-Pasvoitsky announced themselves as bemg in agreement. 

Secretary Sterrinius asked that the Delegation read the statement 
through carefully, but-it, was suggested that the paper. be read aloud 
and the Secretary instructed Mr. Sandifer,to read it. Fo 

SEcRETARY STETTINIUS urged that the Yalta formula should be 
upheld. He asked Mr. Dunn whether the present draft covered the 
suggestion he had made yesterday concerning rearranging the order 
of the paragraphs in Section A, Chapter VIII. Mr. Dunn replied 
that this would provide an adequate basis for rearranging the para- 
graphs. The order under his proposal would be paragraph 2, para- 
graph 3, then the new paragraph 1, all of which involved voluntary 
action on the part of the member states, to be followed by the old 
paragraph 1, which provided for investigation and constituted the 
first major political decision made by the Security Council. 

Mr. Hackwortu observed that in considering amendment of the 
Statute of the Court, Committee IV/1 had agreed that the decision 
should be taken by an absolute majority which meant six votes instead 
of seven, as provided for in the Yalta Agreement. Mr. Hackwortu 
suggested that this matter be taken up in the Coordinating Com- 
mittee. At this point, Mr. Johnson distributed the ‘paper suggested 
by Mr. Dunn, entitled Suggested Rearrangement in Charter Language 
of Chapter VIII, Section A, of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals As 
Altered by Four Power Amendments.!? -Smnator ConNALLY asked 
whether it was thought that acceptance could be gained for this rear- 
ranged wording. He asked whether it ‘changed substantially the 
wording of the original proposals. Mr. Dunn replied that there was 
no change In meaning. Srecrerary STertinivs asked why any change 
should be made in the wording if it was unnecessary. Mr. Dunn 
remarked that the rearrangement would serve the purpose of relieving 
the tension existing with respect to the distinction between matters 
subject to the unanimity rule and those questions which were not 
subject to it. Represenrative Broom asked what happened to Mr. 
Hackworth’s question of a few minutes previously and SrecreTary 
STETTINIUS said that this matter would be straightened: out in the 
Coordinating Committee. Representative Broom asked whether 
the matter Mr. Hackworth had brought up was subject to change in 

conformity with motions that already had been passed and Mr. Pas- 

4% Not printed.
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VOLSKY replied that the Coordinating Committee would iron out any 
inconsistencies in the Charter. | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY observed that, in his opinion, the wording 
“which may lead to international friction” appearing in paragraph 1, 

Section A, Chapter VIII, had the effect of limiting the jurisdiction 
of the Security Council unless the matter was thought to make possible 
a dispute. Mr. Dutzzs replied that he thought the phraseology was 
desirable because it eliminated all except important matters from 
coming to the attention of the Security Council. He thought it would 
be undesirable to have trivia being imposed upon the Council. The 
only change in wording was the result of the change in the order of 
the paragraphs. Mr. Dunn agreed with Mr. Dulles that it was unde- 
sirable to have unimportant matters come before the Security Coun- 
cil. Senator ConnaLiy remarked that unimportant matters would 
plague the Security Council anyhow, but he withdrew his objection. 

Mr. ‘PasvotsKy announced that the Russians had indicated their 
willingness to accept the new position of the amended paragraph 1, 
as submitted by the Four Powers. He remarked that paragraph 3 
in Mr. Dunn’s draft should be paragraph 2, because political action 
by the Security Council did not start until after the present 
paragraph 2. 
~Mr. Hackworru asked what was implied in the reference to non- 

members in paragraph 1. Mr. Pasvotsxy indicated that this had 
been a Chinese proposal :which the Secretariat had reworded slightly. 
The Chinese had objected to the change in wording which had resulted 
in ambiguity. There was a dispute as to whether “non-member” re- 
ferred to a state not a member of the Organization, which was party 
to a dispute, or whether it referred to a non-member which brought 
a question before the Organization. This question, Mr. PasvousKy 
declared, must be clarified in the Coordinating Committee. However, 
that body was not working on the question at present because the 
proposal had been accepted only in principle and the wording was not 

definitive as yet. 
Senator ConNALLY asked whether the Committee concerned with 

the matter would accept the rearrangement of the paragraphs. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN replied that since the new set-up was more liberal, 
it would be quite easy to get it through the Committee. It had been 
difficult to hold this Committee down, he declared. Senator Con- 
NALLY emphasized that the rearrangement involved no real change in 
the document and Mr. Dunn agreed and declared that the change 
was really psychological. Secretary Sterrinius asked whether the 
Advisers had any comments to make. ComMANDER STASSEN remarked 

that he did not approve of some thing[s].. Mr. Dutxxs stated that he, 
too, did not approve of the Four Power Statement in its entirety, but 
commented that, since this was to be an international rather than a
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single power statement, it would be impossible to meet all the objec- 
tions that might be raised. 

CoMMANDER StTassENn declared that in the last sentence of para- 
graph 3, he was of the opinion that the words “any member of” should 
be deleted so that the phraseology would read “cannot prevent the 

Council from reminding... .’ Mr. Pasvorsxky replied that it 
would be impossible to obtain this revision, but ComMANDER STASSEN 
replied that the United States should at:least try. Sxcrerary STET- 
TINIUus remarked that, according to the record of the meeting, the 

United States did try to make this change. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied 
that this wording had one advantage; that under the phraseology 

as it existed, it would be impossible to cut off any member which 
wished to raise an issue. | , | 

THE Srecrerary asked whether the Delegation would have another 
chance to see this document after it went through the Committee of 
Five. Mr. Pasvonsxy responded that the Delegation would have to 

see the document, and added that he was not certain the changes 
would be accepted by the Committee of Five. . 

COMMANDER STassEN declared that he was opposed to paragraph 5 
which was, in his view, a reactionary paragraph. He suggested that 
the first sentence be changed to read “formal investigation”. Mr. 
Duties remarked that Commander Stassen gave the impression of 
having been in the drafting meeting the previous meeting when all 
the same points were raised. Mr. Pasvousxy declared that it would 
be impossible to make a change of that nature because of the oppo- 
sition of the other members of the Committee of Five. ComManpDER 
StTassen urged that a United States position be established. Mk. 
Pasvotsky asked whether Commander Stassen was in favor of a 
United States position or a Five Power position and the latter replied 
that we should start with the United States taking a definite position 
on the issues involved, and that we should end up with a Big Power 
stand. Senator ConnaALLy stated that the only way to face this ques- 
tion was to “hit them in the nose”. The small powers favored a liberal 
interpretation of the Yalta formula. The United States was obliged 
to adhere to the formula as it existed because of the commitment in- 
volved, but we must make a liberal interpretation of the existing 
phraseology. This paper was a liberal interpretation.. CommMANDER 
STAsspN agreed that this paper was a great improvement over the 
statement of the previous day. | 

CoMMANDER STASSEN observed that the other powers would prob- 
ably be opposed to changing this draft because the act of investigation 
was thought to be a definite action by the Security Council. 
COMMANDER STASSEN said that he was opposed to paragraph 10 

as it stood. He declared that he did not believe in the Yalta formula, 
as was stated in paragraph 10, although he remarked that the United
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States must accept this formula because of the need for Big Five 
unanimity. Mr. Pasvorsky asked Commander Stassen to read para- 
graph 10 in conjunction with paragraph 9. SENatTor CONNALLY 
urged that the United States must be aggressive in order to put this 
thing over. ComMMANDER ST4ssEN insisted that the formula must be 
sold on the basis that it was the best formula that could be obtained. 
CoMMANDER SrassEN cited his position concerning the admission of 
the two Russian representatives and Argentina to the Conference— 
he had supported their admittance on the grounds of political necessity 
although he had not believed that they should be allowed to partici- 
pate in the Conference. His opposition to this draft was that it 
established the belief of the sponsoring governments in the Yalta. 
formula. ComMANDER Strassen thought that a justification should 
have been made on the grounds of necessity. 

Mr. Dutzzs observed once more that all the points raised by Com- 
mander Stassen had been discussed the previous evening. ‘The ques- 
tion was, he thought, whether the United States position should be 
fought out at higher level than Mr. Pasvolsky’s Committee. | 
CoMMANDER STASSEN reiterated that there should be a distinct 

United States position on this question. The statement should declare 
that it would be impossible to achieve the real objectives of the United 
States and should indicate clearly that the Yalta formula represented 
the maximum that could be obtained in the direction in which the 
United: States was going. Srcrerary Srerrmnius asked whether 
minutes were kept by the Committee of Five, with the implication 
that the United States position might have been ‘adequately stated in. 
the record of the Committee meetings. ComMANDER STassEN declared’ 
that there had never been an official United States position which had. 
been. approved by the Delegation. Mn. Pasvoisxy replied, however,. 
that he thought he had understood the United States position, espe- 
cially with respect to the insertion of the word “formal” as regarding’ 
investigation. RerpresenTatTIve Broom asked Mr. Pasvolsky where 
he had obtained that position, and the latter replied that he had in- 
ferred it from the proceedings of the Delegation’s meeting the previous: 
morning. Senator ConNaLiy asked what point there was in estab-. 
lishing a United States position if: it was going to be necessary to re- 
treat from that stand and accept a compromise. CommMANDER STASSEN 
pointed out that unless the United States had established a strong po- 
sition on the Connally and Vandenberg Resolutions,‘ these proposals: 
would not have been incorporated in the Charter. Srnaror Con- 

NALLY replied that the two Resolutions constituted a unique situation, 

“Far the Vandenberg Resolution, introduced July 2, 1948, see Congressional’ 
Record, vol. 89, pt. 5, p. 6898; for the Connally Resolution, adopted November 5.. 
1943, see ibid., vol. 89, pt. 7, p. 9222. oe
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in that there had been no previous agreement among the Big Powers. 
He declared that if we were going to stand by the Yalta Agreement, 
we should not place any obstructions in its way. CoMMANDER STAS- 
SEN reiterated that there should be established a United States inter- 
pretation of the Yalta formula. SeNator ConNnauty objected that 
this would only add to the confusion, but CommMANDER STASSEN re- 
plied that the United States interpretation would not be for publica- 
tion, but only ‘for the Conference records. a 

Secretary STeTtinius remarked that he thought there had been 
& paper presented to the Committee of Five stating the United States 
position. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that there could not possibly have 
been any such document covering all the points of the Yalta formula. 
He had thought‘that he had been given broad powers of negotiation 
and thought that he had been able to glean indications of the Delega- 
tion’s position. Now, however, he was willing to hand over the entire 
question to the Delegation and he was of the opinion that this should be 
done anyhow. He suggested that at the meeting of the Heads of the 
Delegations, another attempt should be made to incorporate Com- 
mander Stassen’s views. He, himself, was satisfied that he had gone as 
far as it was possible to go. CommMANDER StassEn declared that he was 
indeed appreciative of Mr. Pasvolsky’s efforts: Mr: Pasvolsky, 

he thought, had done very well—no one could have done any better— 
but, ComMANDER Strassen’ reiterated, ‘the Delegation had never 
taken any‘clear position on this issue. Mr. Hartiry pointed-out that 
both the late President Roosevelt and Mr. Stettinius had issued state- 
ments * presenting the United States interpretation of the Yalta for- 
mula and these «statements ‘had been included in the first: book 
of background documents presented to the Delegation. CommMAaNDER 
Strassen ‘declared, however, that these statements did not represent a 
decision by the‘Delegation. o : | : 

- Tur Secretary asked that the Delegation reach a decision on this 
matter shortly, because both Mr. Rockefeller and Mr. Pasvolsky had 
urgent matters to present to the Delegation. a 

‘Senator Connaty asked whether it was agreed that Mr. Pasvolsky 
should go as far as he could and that the question would then be pre- 

sented at a meeting of the heads of Delegations. ‘ —— | 
THe Sxcreraky reported that‘he had'spoken to Ambassador Gro- 

myko recently and that the latter ‘had been ‘instructed’ definitely 
not to depart from the Yalta formula. -Tam Secretary ‘was of the 
opinion that. there was nothing to be accomplished by taking up the 
matter with Ambassador’ Gromyko heré in San Francisco. He de- 
clared that it would be necessary to wire Foreign Commissar Molotov, 

oe partment of State Bulletin, March 4, 1945, p. 324, and ibid., March 11, 1945, 
Dp. oe
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or to have President Truman send a wire to Premier Stalin. He 
asked if Mr. Pasvolsky was in agreement. | 

Mr. Pasvotsky indicated his approval of the Secretary’s statement 
and remarked that the Russians had looked at the statement tn order 
to determine if it fit in with the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and the 
Yalta decision, and the Four Power Amendments. Anything that 

did not conform with these previously achieved agreements had to be 
submitted to Moscow. Mr. Pasvorsky cited the attempt to insert the 

word “formal”, The Russian position had been that since this word 
was not in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, or the subsequently agreed 

upon additions thereto, the matter would have to be submitted to Mos- 

cow for decision. Mr. Pasvortsky reported that he had attempted to 

draw a distinction between “formal action” by the Security Council 
and the mere act of “reminding” the members of their obligations. 

This matter, it had been thought, would have to go to Moscow for 
final decision. CoMMANDER STassEN remarked that the matter would 
probably have to be considered at Moscow anyhow. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom urged that the statement include merely 

interpretation and just give an idea of what was meant by the Yalta 
Agreement. There would have to be an agreement reached some time, 

he stated, and the matter should be brought back to the Delegation for 
its decision as to how the United States interpreted the Yalta formula. 

Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the only question before the Dele- 
gation at this time was whether or not it was in agreement with the 
statement up for consideration. 

CoMMANDER StTassEN remarked that it had been rumored that the 
British had declared that the United States would not accept Sir Alex- 

ander Cadogan’s interpretation of the formula.’® Asa matter of fact, 
the truth was that the Delegation would have accepted the Cadogan 
interpretation if Russia had approved. ComMANDER STAssEN pointed 
out that it was this constant jockeying to place the United States in a 
reactionary position that we must be on the lookout for and he warned 
against it. He thought that the United States Delegation ought to ap- 
prove a definitive statement of the United States position.. Rrrre- 
SENTATIVE Bioom agreed and declared that it would be better to have 
no interpretation than that outlined in the Four Power Statement. 
This statement would foreclose all other arguments which might be 

presented before the United States Senate. There should be a distinct 
United States interpretation. - 

Senator Connatiy declared that we must come to an agreement 
among the Big Five as to the meaning of this formula. It would be 
impossible to change the agreement itself. China was opposed to any 

** Exclusion of application of veto from paragraphs 1 and 8 of chapter VIII, 

section A. .
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change; as was Great Britain. Srnaror Conwatzy ventured that the 
formula would not‘ be changed. ' He thought that the United States 
ought to “hit it'in the nose” and indicate that we are definitély in 
favor of Yalta. 9° © 0) 2 mo 

Secretary ‘Sretrinius asked what steps should be taken by the 
Delegation. He wondered whether he was right in supposing that 
there would be a meeting that morning at: which Mr. Pasvolsky could 
obtain the other rddctions of the other Delegations which could be 
reported by Mr. Pasvolsky to the Delegation in the intmediate future. 
Mr. Pasvousky suggested that the quéstion be brought up before the 
Heads of the Five Delegations. After it was considered by the Com- 
mittee of Five, it could be returfied again before the Delegation to see 
if it was in agreement. =) , . 

Senator Connauty thought that the Delegation had lost-sight of 
the purpose of this paper. The objéct was to quiet thé fears of 
those who expressed opposition to the Yalta formula. This was an 
argument to justify the ultimate position. Commanprr Strassen de- 
clared once again -that a United States position must be established 
and Mr. Duties agréed and declared that this position must be 
established at the present time. On a | 

Mr. Pasvousxy asked whether the Delegation had any instructions 
with respect to the I1-a.'m. meeting of thé Committee of Five. Mr. 
Dotixs said that the existing draft could be “marked up” im a period 
of teri or fifteen’ minutes to establish the United States position accord- 
ing to the desires that had been expressed in the meeting thus far. 
He stated that Commander Stassen had made the same objections as 
had been raised the previous evening in the drafting session. The 
objections had been waived the previous evening because Mr. Pas- 
volsky had declared that it would be impossible to achieve agreément 
on the phraseologies suggested by those present. _ : 

Dr. Bowman indicated that he was in agreement with Mr. Dulles. 
If the Delegation was willing to turn over to a small committee the 
abstraction of those parts of the statement which conformed to the 
position of the Delegation, to which would be added the official state- 
ments made previously, this committee could lay before the Heads of 
Delegations the draft representing the United States position at the 
same time as Mr. Pasvolsky would present the results of the meeting 
of the Committee of Five. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that it would be 
embarrassing to have to reopen the quéstion and start all over again. 
He asked whether he would be instructed to reopen the question or 
to: indicate that he favored submitting the matter to the Big Five. 
Dr. Bowman declared that the question should be reopened only for 
the purpose of meéting Commander Stassen’s point—that the United 
States‘had not established a definite position on the question of voting. 

723-681—67——-61
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Srcretary. STerrinius declared that the United. States position was 
formally on the record as the result of the previoug:_ay’'s meeting. 
However, he instructed Mr. Dulles, Mr. Dunn, Mr.’ Pasvolsky, Dr. 
Bowman, Mr. Armstrong, and Mr. Hackworth to get together for the 
purpose of assembling -a document encompassing the United States 
position.. .CoMMaANDER STassEn’ declared that he wanted to make it 
clear that this was not only a matter of form—of presenting a position 

for the sake of the record—but it. was also a matter of substance. 
There-was, he declared, a portion of:the statement under consideration 
which he could not accept. He was not prepared to accept paragraphs 
5 and 10, and there were other paragraphs which:he thought.should 
be improved. Mr, PasvoisKy asked how he was to be instructed with 
respect to paragraphs 5 and 10. What, he asked, did Commander 
Stassen propose? - . - ee, 

Senator Connatiy asked what the Delegation would do with a 
position once it had been established. REPRESENTATIVE Eaton replied. 
that. we should probably abandon it. Senator Connau.y declared, 
once more, that the United States should not take a position which was 
not in agreement. with the other Powers. The Big Five must stand 
together, hesaid. CommanperRSrassenagreed. 
_ SENATOR CoNNALLY declared that it.seemed to him that the situation 
was that the Big Five wanted to stand together, but the United States 
Delegation seemed to, want to take a position different from the others. 
Commanpver Stassen said that, we did not want to have in our docu- 
ment anything with which we did not agree. The eventual result, he 
thought, would be a compromise between the United States position 
and the present draft. _ ee | 
_ Mr. Dutxzs expressed the opinion that since the statement, in its 
existing form, had not been accepted by the Committee of Five, it 
would not be possible to send Mr. Pasvolsky back to negotiate on it. 
He thought that the subject had been milked dry at thislevel. He 
thought that the rest of the discussion should take place on the level 
of the Heads of Delegations. Then, the statement could be redrafted 
and presented to the Delegation for its approval. Mr. Pasvorsxy 
said that this would probably result in the various Delegations taking 
the statement home, studying it, and then starting all over again. 

Szcrerary Sterrinius said that he had assumed that the United States 
position had been established by the previous: discussions. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN said that the position of the Delegation should not 
be someone’s abstraction, but must be the presentation of the Delega- 
tion. Senator Vanpenzere declared that he favored.a paper pre- 
senting the views of all the powers.. If the United States’ views were 
to be presented, we would have to declare that the whole formula was 
unacceptable. Senator VANDENBERG was of the opinion that he:could
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not subscribe to anything but would accept it as the best that could be 
achieved. a | | : 
CoMMANDER SrassEN asked whether Senator Vandenberg. agreed 

to the present paragraph 10, and Tuer Srecrerary remarked that: this 
paragraph could probably be revised. SENATOR CONNALLY indicated 
that he thought that. Senator Vandenberg agreed with his proposition 
that, since, we were going to vote with the Big Five in the final analysis, 
nothing of a divergent nature should be presented by the Delegation. 
SENATOR: :VANDENBERG sald that he was not quite in agreement with 
this statement;, SENATOR VANDENBERG said that he was not prepared 
to.indicate his belief in anything in which he did not actually. believe. 
The United States, he said, had reached a position where ‘it: could not 
have its own way. To accept this fact, he urged, would be the best 
way to present what.we did not believe in. oe be 

Tue Secretary asked Commander Stassen whether he was content 
to, have a discussion at the 11 o’clock meeting of the Committee of 
Five, and have a meeting of the Big Five in the evening. The mem- 
bers of the Delegation who were interested in the question :were free 
to appear with him to present their views. _ 

Mr. Pasvousxy asked whether Commander Stassen would care to 
present his ideas as to the appropriate wording of paragraph 10. 
Szcrerary Srerrinius asked that’ this matter be postponed. He 
wanted to straighten out the situation with respect to the United 
States position on this question. ‘ COMMANDER Strassen declared that 
he could never accept paragraphs 5 arid 10 and would ‘urge that they 
be left out. Paragraph 4, he declared, would be much, better with 
the inclusion of the word “formal”. Sxcretary. STETrinrus suggested 
that Mr. Pasvolsky go to the Committee of Five meeting and attend 
a Delegation meeting after that. There would be a meeting of the Big 
Five in the evening. - - | 

Senator Connauty declared that there was to be a Committee 
meeting on the question of voting arrangements. He declared: that 
unless he were instructed, he would vote for the Yalta formula and use 
his own reasons, plus the Statement as it appeared at that time. 
Seoretary Srerrinivs declared that Mr. Pasvolsky would attend the 
Committee of Five meeting and that there would be a Delegation meet- 
ing afterwards—the Big Five meeting to be held in the evening. Mr. 
Pasvorsxy declared that there was need for a Big Five meeting’ any- 
how. Tux Secretary suggested that,the Delégation meet at 3'p. m. 
in the penthouse, but Representative BiodM ‘pointed out that a num- 
ber of Committee meetings were scheduled for 3:30 p.m. Tux Srcre- 
rary asked whether the Delegation would favor a meeting at- 2:30 
p. m. in the penthouse and there was final agreement on this suggestion,
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_ Then Tur Secrerary asked what time the Big Five meeting should 
be held. Mr. Armsrrone urged that no invitations be issued. until 
after the meeting of the Delegation. a 

_ Tur Storvrary urged again that the members remember the re- 
quest for secrecy regarding the deliberations tndertaken in this meet- 
ing. He requested that the Delegation be able to have a private 
discussion without the results of that discussion appearing in-the news- 
papers... No background material could be given to the press, he said. 
Mr. Srnvenson asked whether this should apply to the transactions 
of the entire meeting. At the start of the meeting, he pointed out, 
the Delegation had discussed Committee meetings of the previous 
evening and the newspaper people were certain to know of these Com- 
mittee: medtings and would press for information. Tur Srcrerary 
reiterated that there should be no comment whatsoever on anything 
that. had. occurred in this meeting. Commanper Strassen stated that 
if a draft were to leak out, he was going to say that no position had 
been taken. Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that that was the factual situa- 
tion—no position had been taken. 

| RESPECT FOR TREATIES 

Mr. Rocwersiuer asked that the Delegation consider a problem 
which was going to arise in the 10: 30 meeting of his Committee." The 
question as to whether a provision: concerning respect. for treaties 
shouldbe included in the Chapter.on Principles or in. the Preamble, 
was going to be voted on at. 10:30. Mr. Pasvorsxy observed that 
it had been agreed in the Committee of Five that the words “respect 
for treaties” should appear in the Preamble. Tue Secrerary asked 
what difference it would make—if the proposal were to appear in 
the Preamble, why was there insistence that, it should appear in the 
Principles? a 
Mr, RockEFELzer replied that the problem arose because of the legal 

interpretation that the incorporation of the proposal in the Preamble 
would not be,kinding. Dean Giupersteeve reported that the Latin 
Americans were pressing for inclusion of this provision in the Chap- 
ter on Principles, and. Tux Srcrerary asked what opposition there 
was to the acceptance of such a position... Mr. Duniszs replied that if 
this provision were included in the Principles, the United States 
would be bound to respect all treaties. Senator Vanppnsere asked 
whether the United States did not have the intention of respecting 
all treaties. Mr. Duxxes asked, in return, whether this country was 

‘subcommittee I/1/A agreed at its tenth meeting, May 26, 10:30 a. m., 
without. dissent, to the inclusion in the Charter of a statement on “respect: for 
treaties”; the decision whether the. statement should be included in the pre- 
amble or the body of the Charter was to be taken up at the next meeting (US 
1/1/A Doc. 10, May 26, not printed).
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actually anxious to insure respect for the treaty of Russia with Japan. 
Mr. VANDENBERG replied that our respect for a treaty should continue 
unless it were changed under the terms of the treaty. ~~ Of 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that the United States could not take an 
independent position on this matter unless it first consulted with the 
other members of the Big Five. After considerable debate, the French 
had agreed to withdraw from their original position and had agreed 
that the proposals should be incorporated in the Preamble. Mr. 
RocKeEFetLer declared that the proposal had originated ‘with Chile 
and Colombia,!8 but added that all the South American states seemed 

to be in favor of it. | - 
Mr. Norrer declared that the two-thirds. vote requirement: was the 

cause of our difficulty and that this would need adjustment soon. Mar. 
Pasvoisky agreed that the South American countries had adopted an 
obstructionist position—but not on this issue. He declared that there 
had been disagreement among the Latin American ‘countries on this 
question in Washington before the Conference started. 2: 

Mr. Rockereititer asked where the Delegation would: stand on a 
matter which was related, namely, the introduction of wording in 
Chapter V,:to bind the General Assembly to adhére to the principles 
of the Organization established in ChaptersIandII. = 

Mr. Pasvotsxy asked whether these amendments had been definitely 
proposed as amendments, or whether they were merely in the specula- 
tive stage. If they had not been proposed definitely, he was of the 
opinion that this should be done before consideration be given:to them. 
Mr. RockeEFreLteR answered that there was no point in proposing 
amendments if the United States Delegation was going to oppose 
them. Srcrerary Sterrinivs asked whether the Delegation would 
be satisfied with incorporating this proposal in the Preamble, but 
Dran GILDERSLEEVE remarked that she did not believe we could hold 
that position. Representative Broom thought that the only place 
for this proposal was in the Preamble. Senator VANDENBERG re- 
marked that he would favor the incorporation of the proposal in the 
Principles, but would accept the Preamble. Representative .KAaTon 
said that he favored the Preamble, while CommManper StassEN said that 
either was acceptable to him. | 

Mr. Norrer expressed the view that the United States was being 
victimized because of the two-thirds rule, but Mz. Rockereier said 
that that was not the case because the United States had not taken 
@ position. Once the position of the United States 1° was established, 

* Doe. 215, 1/1/10, May 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, pp. 528 and 586. 
* U.S. Gen. 216 and 217 on respect for treaties (letter from Mr. Armstrong to 

pring and memorandum from Mr. Dulles to the Secretary), neither
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Mr. RocKEFELLER was certain that he could handle the South American 
countries. = a 

Mr. Armstrone declared that it would be difficult to tell the United 
States people that the United States Delegation did not support re- 
spect for treaties. - a : . oo 
'- Mr. Dutzes declared that the proposal was a scheme to nullify Sen- 
ator Vandenberg’s: Resolution. This proposal would pervert Senator 
Vandenberg’s proposal—instead ‘of making possible: the revision of 
treaties as they became inconsistent with the objectives of the Orga- 
nization, it would establish the sanctity of all treaties. Mr. Rocks- 
FELLER indicated that he favored establishing respect for treaties in 
the Preamble. He asked, however, if it would be acceptable to the 
Delegation to insert the words concerning the obligation of the 

General Assembly to adhere to the principles established in Chapters 
Land Ii. Mr. Armstrone declared that the Vandenberg proposal was, 
in effect, asking the Latin American countries to give up their terri- 
torial integrity; if he were in their position, he said; he would not 
accept such a proposal. : Secretary STertinivs declared that the Dele- 
gation seemed to indicate a preference for inclusion of this proposal 
in the Preamble. Mr. Rocxrrsruzre declared that he could handle the 
situation and observed that if the other words were inserted in the 
Chapter, it would aid psychologically in insuring acceptance of the 
Charter by the Legislatures of the South American countries. 

Mr. Pasvotsky asked where it was intended to insert these provi- 
sions—in paragraph 6 or paragraph 1 of Chapter V. It was, he 
declared, preposterous for the Assembly to be bound in such a manner 
and Mr: Duties agreed and declared that the Assembly could only 
recommend and did not have any greater powers. THe SECRETARY 
remarked that this provision did not seem to have any real meaning. 
Mr. Rockrreiier suggested that if the proposal was not definitely 
objectionable, it should be adopted if only to assist the South Amer- 
ican countries in their domestic situations. , 

Tue SEecrerary asked why, if the proposal did not have any real 
meaning, the South American countries pressed it.. Mr. RocKEFELLER 
replied that they had just emerged from an era of border disputes 
and wanted to preserve their gains by a statement that the Organiza- 
tion would respect existing treaties. - 

.. Secretary Srerrinivs suggested that Mr. Rockefeller discuss this 
question with the Delegation’s Advisers and prepare a recommendation 
to be presented at the 2:30 p. m: meeting in the penthouse. 

FRENCH TREATY QUESTION _ _ 

, Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that this matter was the only question 
outstanding before Senator Vandenberg’s Committee.” The sug- 

* Committee III/4 (Regional Arrangements).
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gestion was'to include new language in Chapter VIII, Section C, 
paragraph'2. Mr. PasvoisKky declared: that the instructions of the 
Delegation were not clear. He was‘of the opinion that the Delega- 
tion was in favor of deleting the word “enforcement”. Mr. Pas- 
votsky declared that the French were in favor of using the word 
“request” instead of “consent”; they wanted to go home and 
say that they had proposed a change in the wording of this Chapter 
which had been ‘accepted. Tue Sxrcrerary asked Mr. Pasvolsky 
what his opinion was and the latter indicated that he would accept it. 
Mr. Dunn also supported the change. Dr. Bowman asked what 
support the French had. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the British, 
who had:been the authors of the original phraseology, had indicated 
a willingness to accept a new terminology as being superior. Mr. 
Armsrrone declared that he favored “by consent”, as originally 
‘agreed upon, and Mr. Duties agreed, declaring that it would be 

dangerous for the Big Four to open up’ possibility of further change 
in this provision. He said he would favor the change if it was cer- 

tain that this would be the last one proposed, but Mr. Dutzes was 
fearful that if reopening of the clause were permitted, Russia might 
try to “weasel out”. The Russians were of the opinion that the 
United States had the advantage of this situation, in view of the 
regional set-up, and Mr. Dunes was in agreement with the Russian 
position’ on that point. This pointed to the possibility that the 
Russians might be using the French as an opening wedge to reopen 

the whole paragraph. 
REPRESENTATIVE Buioom asked whether it ‘would be possible to use 

both words “consent” and “request”. Mr. Duxxxs declared that the 
main question at issue was whether or not the paragraph should be 
reopened and REPRESENTATIVE Bioom agreed to his contention. Mr. 
PasvoisKy remarked, however, that the only suggestion received from 
the USSR was to drop the whole clause. Srcrerary Srerrinius 
remarked that this would seem'to indicate that it would be a mistake 
to reopen the question. Mx. Pasvorsxy declared that the French 
were of the opinion that they could return with the wording “by 
request”, and he went on to say that the French had behaved admir- 
ably throughout the Conference. Srcrerary Sterrinius was of the 
opinion that the United States had been better to them than they 
had been to us} and Mr. Dunn remarked that the Secretary had been 
better to the French than he had expected. Commanprr Strassen 
declared that the Delegation ought to-stand by the Four Power agree- 

ment...‘To open up the paragraph would be unfortunate, he thought. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked whether the Delegation was willing 

to agree even to this one change: He thought it was & question of
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yes or no, Black or White. Tse Sxcretary declared that the senti- 
ment of the Delegation seemed to-be that no change should be made. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared, however, that he thought that the mat- 
ter ought to go before the Big Five. The French had brought the 
matter up and there had been no recommendation from the Subcom- 
mittee in which three states had favored the proposal, one nation 
had opposed it, and one was undecided. It would be difficult to get 
the French to withdraw their proposal. Perhaps the matter could 
best be discussed outside the Committee. a : 
_ Mr. Dunn was of the opinion that no procedure would work. No 
French Government could, stand, he declared, unless it was certain 
that the existing treaty structure would be preserved. This was essen- 
tially a domestic political situation. The French had to feel that 
they had a guarantee against the Germans in addition to the guarantee 

provided by the United Nations Organization.: The. French, he 
declared, would not change. their position and Mr. Dunn.could see 
no reason for the United States pressing the matter. . 

Tue Secretary asked whether the other three members of the Big 
Four would vote with us.on this question. ,.Mr. PasvousKy replied 
that we would undoubtedly have to vote.the French down on the 
matter. Tue Srecrerary asked what reason we could offer, and Com- 
MANDER STASSEN said that we could argue that by accepting the 
amendment the paragraph would -be opened up to future change. 
Mr. Dunn added, as a possible further argument, that the United 
States was of the opinion that the French were adequately protected 
by the existing provision. Mx. Pasvousxy. declared that he thought 
the Delegation was making a mistake. The French proposal would 
not weaken the document and the French argument was that the 
result would be the same no matter what the phraseology was. Mr. 
Duyn said that he would like to have it arranged so that the United 
States was not the only nation opposing the French. : 

Tue Secretary asked whether the Russians had taken any position 
on this question and Mr. Pasvorsky expressed ‘the opinion that the 
USSR would go along with us. Mr. Dunn declared that the other 
nations were waiting for the United States to reconsider and Mr. 

ARMSTRONG observed that the change would be advantageous to the 
USSR. Tue Secretary suggested that the United States would have 
to stall on this issue but Senaror VANDENBERG pointed. out that there 
could not be much more stalling. 
_ Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that the matter be taken up in the Big 

Five meeting and Tur Srcrerary agreed that that would be the best 
solution. | 

_ The meeting was adjourned at 11:08 a. m.
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States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 26, 1945, 
2:30 p.m. ° pe | : 

Oo [Informal Notes] 7 

[Here follows list of persons (27) present at meeting. ] | 

Tuer Sxcretary convened the meeting at 2:30 p. m. and called on 
Mr. Pasvolsky, to present the statement prepared at the morning 
meeting of the Deputies of Five. = ss 

Vorina PRocEDURE 

Mr. Pasvoisxy presented to the Delegation the proposed statement 
of May 26, 1945.21. He read for the Delegation the various changes 
that had been made. The first one occurred in paragraph 1 where 
the words “the fact” were dropped out and “responsibility” was 
substituted for “responsibilities”. The second sentence was changed 
by dropping out the words “the provisions of” and by substituting 
“will have to make decisions” for “will be confronted with the need 
of making decisions”. This last substitution was also made in the 
third sentence. In the third line from the end of the paragraph as 
it stood originally, the words “involved in” were deleted and “under” 
was substituted. The original second paragraph of the first numbered 
section was added to the first paragraph with the result that there 
was only one paragraph in the section.. The next to the last sentence 
in the section was revised to read: “The Security Council will also 
be charged with many other functions”. | 

The second section of the draft was revised as follows: The words 
“for example” were inserted at the beginning of the paragraph, and 
the words “and under several other provisions of the Charter” were 
dropped at the end of the sentence. Everything that followed the 
semi-colon at the top of page 2 was deleted and a new sentence: “It 
is likely that several other important decisions of the Council will 
also be governed by a procedural vote” was inserted. 

- The second sentence of the third paragraph was revised to tead: 

“Nor can parties to such disputes be prevented by these means from be- 
ing heard by the Council”. In paragraph 4, the words “with respect” 
were deleted from the last sentence. Mr. Pasvotsky reported that 
there had been strong objection from all the other members of the 
Committee to omitting paragraph 5, as had been suggested by Com- 
mander Stassen at ‘the morning’s meeting of the Delegation. All 
he had been able to do was to cut-out the last sentence, and to add in the 
next to the last sentence “or to call upon parties to a dispute to fulfill 
their obligations under the-Charter”, 

7 Not printed.
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Paragraph 6 had been changed to give a more-accurate statement. 
of the voting requirements.under the League of Nations. .. , 

Paragraph 7 had been changed at the request of the Chinese, who 
had asked that the second sentence be revised to read: “Under this 
system, non-permanent members of the Security Council individually 
would have no ‘veto’”. The Chinese revision went on in the follow- 
ing sentence as follows: “As regards the permanent members, there 
is no question under the Yalta formula of investing them with a new 
right, namely, the right to veto, a right which the permanent members 
of the League Covenant always had”. Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that 
no substantial change was mvolved here. ~ 

Mr. Pasvotsxy. added that.the addition in paragraph 8 had also 
been proposed by. the Chinese and was merely a verbose expression 
of the original phraseology. The change, in paragraph 9 had also 
been the result of Chinese insistence. :“Concurred” was substituted 

for “approved”, and “in respect of non-procedural decisions” had been. 
inserted in the last sentence. The Chinese had also proposed that “at 
least two” be substituted for “some” in the last sentence... 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that he had attempted to delete paragraph 
10. At first the British had agreed to this, but then, had reversed 
their position. The French and the Chinese had indicated that they 
favored strengthening the paragraph. It would, Mr. Pasvorsxy 
thought, be possible to accept a new wording which he thought met 
Commander Stassen’s objections raised during the morning meeting. 
The British and the Chinese, he declared, had accepted for their 
Delegations. The French were not parties to.the statement. -At the 

meeting Mr. Pasvorsxy said he had made it clear. that the declaration 
would not emerge from a meeting of the Deputies to the Heads of 
Delegations, but would have to be presented by a Big Five statement. 

During the course of the meeting a question had arisen on the 
question of making specific.answers to the questionnaire ?? which had 
been prepared by the sub-Committee. Tur Srcrerary asked what 
was the source of this questionnaire. Mr. Pasvoitsky replied that 
the demand for a questionnaire had arisen out of a badly considered re- 
mark of the Russian Delegation.22 The Russians had reversed their 

position and were now willing to present only the broad statement 
under consideration. It had been, Mr. Pasvoisxy thought, a device 

to postpone discussion of the voting formula. However, the British 
were unwilling to refuse to answer the questions in as much as they 
felt themselves to be committed to answering the questionnaire specifi- 
cally. As a result, Mr. Pasvorsxy declared, his committee; had de- 

Draft replies to questions, not printed (US Doc. Und. 44); see Doc. 855, 
IIT/1/B/2(a), June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 699. 

* Doc. 459, III/1/22, May 21, ibid., p. 382. oe
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cided that the British should draft a summary of answers. Some 
of the questions, it had been decided, would not be answered.and there 
would be presented, in each case, a reason for that decision. The 
others, however, should be answered in the British draft. The draft, 
he declared, would become a joint statement. The Committee was 
to meet again at four o’clock and at that time both the answers to 
the questionnaire and the Four-Power statement would be considered. 
Both papers would eventually go to the Heads of Delegations. That 
meeting, he declared, could not be held at six o’clock as had been hoped, 
because of the fact that Lord Halifax was giving a reception. He 
urged that this meeting be held later in the evening because the Brit- 
ish were anxious to clear up this question today. His Committee, he 
declared, could go no further. The matter was now up to the Heads 
of the Delegations. | 

Tuer Secretary asked if there were any questions on the new draft 
statement. CoMMANDER StasseN asked if Mr. Pasvolsky could ac- 
quaint the Delegation with the background underlying the decision to 
drop the provision concerning the power of the Council to call a spe- 
cial session of the General Assembly. Mr. Pasvonsxy replied that 
this question had not yet come up before the Conference. There 
were nine questions altogether, which had been postponed, and the 
Soviet Delegation wanted them all to be considered at one time. Mr. 
PasvoisKy voiced the opinion that if the recent decisions of Chapter 
VI of Section B were adhered to there would be no need for any fur- 
ther statement. a | | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked if this statement were to be accepted 
what would be its power—would it, he wanted to know, bind the United 
States for all times? Secrerary Srerrinivs replied that that was 
the case. Representative Bioom replied that this was merely a Four- 
Power statement. There could still be a majority vote over-riding 
them. What, he wanted to know, was the strength of this document? 
Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that presumably the statement would be incor- 
porated in the report of the Committee dealing with the question, 
and would serve to indicate the interpretation of the Committee. 
However, the Committee might decide to use the statement in some 

other way or to adopt some other procedure. However, the imme- 
diate objective of this Four-Power statement was to answer the ques- 
tionnaire presented by the sub-Committee. : 

_ Representative Buioom adhered to the opinion that the document 
would only be binding on the Four Powers. The value of the de- 
cisions made here, he thought, lay in the fact that the Organization 

could decide against the Four Powers, despite the fact the United 
States was rendering a decision which was binding on us. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY said that he imagined the consequences of this paper might 
be incorporated in the Charter as a definition of procedural matters.
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| Representative BLoom declared that he would like to analyze what 
thé United States had to gain, and what it had to lose by this 
statement, and that he would like to base his vote on this analysis. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy declared that by this statement the four major powers 
were taking the position that the Yalta formula ought to be incor- 
porated in the Charter of the proposed Organization. This paper 
explains our reasons for this decision. It was an attempt to answer 
the challenge made by some of the other Delegations. It was neces- 
sary in the paper to reveal the whole picture. The statement, he 
said, indicated that the Yalta formula implied certain assumptions 
which were taken into account here. The statement pointed out the 

three possible voting arrangements: 

- (1) Unanimity, as under the League of Nations, 
(2) Majority vote, and 
(8) A qualified majority which would safeguard the interest of 

the Big Powers which would have the primary responsibility for 
enforcing the peace. | 

As a matter of practical politics, the only alternative to the third 
alternative, embodied in the Yalta formula, would be alternative (1) 
a unanimity requirement. This, Mr. Pasvorsxy declared, would 
stymie the Organization. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky was satisfied 
to accept the Yalta formula, and Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that he was 
“thoroughly satisfied”. SmnaTor VANDENBERG declared that he would 
accept Yalta only because he was forced to accept it. 

The Cuarrman asked whether any of the advisers had any com- 
ments to make. Dr. Bowman said he thought that the issues had 
been clearly stated in the morning meeting, especially in Senator 
Connally’s remarks. It was important, he said, to distinguish the 
parliamentary question from the substantive issue. Dr. Bowman 
suggested that equal weight be given to the parliamentary situation. 

We would have to take some action in the matter. It was an insoluble 
problem, but the decision had been taken for us. We would soon be 

forced to take a position in the Committee. Dr. Bowman asked 
whether a better argument could be made for the other two alterna- 
tives. Senaror VANDENBERG replied that they were not the only alter- 
natives. But Dr. Bowman observed that the door was locked in that 
regard. Mr. Pasvotsky agreed with Dr. Bowman that there were 
only three alternatives possible. One of the members of the Delega- 
tion, however, remarked that there were several other combinations. 
-. Senator VANDENBERG asked why it was necessary to make the 

unanimity rule applicable to the investigatory functions of the Se- 
curity Council. Mr. Pasvousxy replied that this had been answered
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by the three other sponsoring nations and France. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG remarked that we were not freetodoaswewished. _—_. : 
Commanper Strassen declared that he had given this question 

considerable study after this morning’s meeting, and he had prepared 
a memorandum entitled Suggested Changes to Yalta Voting Formula 
Interpretation, draft of May 26, 1945,% which he presented for 

distribution among the members of the Delegation. He-was of the 
opinion that a great deal of: progress. had been made between. yes- 
terday and today. His greatest difficulty lay, Commanper StassEn 
declared, in accepting those parts of the statement which were argu- 
mentative rather than interpretative. CoMMANDER STassEN indicated 
that he was largely satisfied with the changes that had been made 
since this morning. We had Jost ground on some issues which re- 
mained unsettled, but he was of the opinion that it was best to leave 

these questions open if we were going to loseanyhow. . 
CoMMANDER SrassEn regretted that paragraph 3.of the new draft 

was not as good as Under-Secretary Grew’s.statement some time ago.”® 
Mr. PasvoitsKy thought that there. was not very much difference, 
and declared that the change had been made on British insistence 
that the new wording was clearer. Mr. Pasvousxy asked whether 
Commander Stassen would accept “having a hearing”. : 
Commanprr Strassen said he thought that paragraph 5 was an 

argument rather than an interpretation and he was, unable to follow 
it very well. He also suggested a better wording for paragraph 8 as 
follows: “It must be assumed that neither the permanent members 
nor the non-permanent members will use their voting or veto power 
willfully or arbitrarily to obstruct the operation of the Council”. — 

The reason given for this proposed change appeared in Commander 
Stassen’s memorandum. It was that the goodwill of the great powers 
should be recognized as being essential to the future peace and security 

of the world, even if an Organization is established. . | 
CoMMANDER Strassen also thought the first sentence of paragraph 

9 was too sweeping, and suggested, in his memorandum, that the 
words “in so serious a matter as a dispute which threatens interna- 
tional peace and, security” be added at the end of the first sentence. 
Mr. PasvotsKy commented that it might be worthwhile to have this 
new wording added, and Secrerary Srerrinivs added that he thought 
it could be done. | De 3 my 

CoMMANDER Srassen declared that he .could-not agree with. para- 
graph 10 and proposed that consideration should be given to the 
wording of his draft.. Mr. Pasvotsky asked whether Commander 
Stassen would be satisfied by beginning the paragraph with the words 

* Memorandum not printed. | OO | 
* Department of State Bulletin, March 25, 1945, p. 479. -
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“The sponsoring governments agree .. .”, and CoMMANDER STASSEN 
indicated that he would but he also urged that the word “most” be 

removed. : : | | 
> Mr. Norrer commented that the United States must be careful of 
making possible the accusation that the Big Powers were delivering 
an ultimatum to the rest of the participating governments. Mr. Pas- 
‘VoLsKy, however, thought that this would be necessary. There seemed 
to be no other way out. ‘ However, he did think that the word “most” 
could be deleted from paragraph 10. Commanprr Srassen explained 
that he was opposed to any attempt to justify the provisions of the 
Yalta Agreement. He said it was possible for him to agree to some- 
thing he did not believe in, but he would not say he did believe in it. 
‘Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that “agree” was a poor word because it 
implied that there had been disagreement. He wondered if Com- 
mander Stassen would accept instead “propose”, and CoMMANDER 
STASSEN indicated that that was acceptable to him. 

Mr. ArmstRona wondered whether it would be best to attempt to 
complete ‘the discussion in Mr. Pasvolsky’s Committee, or whether it 
should be taken up for consideration by the Big Five. To attempt 
the latter course, he said, might: mean starting from the beginning. 
Mr. Armsrrone was of the opinion that the United States had lost 
some overnight and might lose more if the question were reopened. 
He did not voice any opinion one way or the other and declared it 
was a matter of judgment. 
-’ Mr. Duxiss remarked that Commander Stassen had suggested an 
‘important approach. The Yalta formula forced the Delegation to 
face two questions. One was the question of interpretation. The 
second. was that of possible change in the existing agreement. The 
statement under consideration, he declared, had been precipitated by 
‘a request for interpretation. It did not ask for a justification of the 
substance of the Yalta proposal. This statement: implied substantial 
agreement on the meaning of the Yalta formula. Apparently, how- 
ever, there was disagreement on how the formula could be defended. 
Mr. Duties wondered why an attempt should be made to present a 
joint defense. He was of the opinion that it was no matter for a joint 
defense, especially since some of the members of the Delegation did 
not believe in the Yalta formula. He suggested that the statement 
under consideration be confined to a presentation of the meaning of 
the Yalta formula as it was understood by the four powers. He 
thought that the defense of the formula could be made elsewhere, 
perhaps on the floor of the Conference.- It would be difficult, he 
thought, to get agreement on the merits of the formula. 
CoMMANDER SrassEn declared that the statement was acceptable to 

him up to and including paragraph 4. After that point, however, it
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became difficult for him to accept the presentation. He declared that 
he wanted a statement’ on ‘which he could agree sentence by seiitence. 

Tue Cuaiman asked how Mr. Dulles would amend the statement. 
‘The latter declared that he could not present ‘an amendment extenipo- 
raneously, but he thought that he would cut out about one-third of the 
document. He asked for Mr. Pasvolsky’s opinion on this and pointed 
out that it was only when an attempt was made to justify the Yalta 
Agreement that the Delegation would get into hot water. Mr. Pas- 
voLsKy declared that the British approach on this question was repre- 
sented in a paper which had erroneously been attributed to the United 
States. The proposed statement, he declared, was justified by the 
position of the major powers, whereby it would be their responsibility 
to provide the forces to be used by the Organization, The other 
approach would be to insist that the Yalta formula represents the 
most that could be obtainable. But he did not think that the other 
members of the Big Five would accept a mere interpretation. It had 
been a victory, he thought, in view of the United States position to 
get the other powers to agree that they would not impose their will 
on the other delegations at the Conference. He pointed out that there 
was a special responsibility attaching to the United States because 
it was President Roosévelt who had originally proposed the Yalta 
formula.” He asked whether the Delegation was of the opinion that 
this government could refuse to present a justification for the Yalta 
‘Agreement in view of its position as the chief sponsor. CoMMANDER 
Srassen declared that any written defense must be big enough to 
leave room for all the different views.. Mr. Pasvorsky agreed and 
pointed out that the statement would have been greatly different if 
it had been drafted by any one of the other Five Powers. 
‘Mr. Rockereiier pointed out that the position of the small powers 

had been expressed to him by the Brazilian delegate, Sefior Velloso, 
who had taken the position that President Roosevelt’s commitment 
‘would be supported by Brazil if the United States Delegation indi- 
cated its backing. Mr. Rocxerrrizr was of the opinion that it was 
impossible to justify the application of a unanimity rule to procedures 
for peaceful settlement, and that the Four Powers would gain far more 
respect if they presented’a completely honest statement. SrcreTary 
‘Srerrinius asked whether the Latin Americans would unanimously 
support Yalta. Mr. Rocxsreiuer replied that he thought he could 
get allthe votesof the Latin Americanstates... 00 
' Mr. Hackworrn remarked that it was not an unusual procedure 
‘to adopt statements of protocol interpreting conventions. He did not, 
however, know whether it would be convincing merely to interpret 

* Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 58 and 661. -
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the. Yalta formula and stop at that. It was, he declared, a matter of 

approach, and he had no definite opinion.on, the matter... | 
Senator Connaiy, who was in the Chair during the Seecretary’s 

absence to make a phone call, asked whether there was any further 
comment. Mr. Buatspev said that he would like to raise a question 
at the appropriate time-concerning the procedure to be adopted for 
dealing with this matter in the Committee and sub-Committee. 

Senator VANDENBERG observed that, Mr. Rockefeller had touched 
the heart and core of the problem. He-wondered why, in reciting the 
facts affecting the Delegation’s decision, there had been omitted the 
chief reason, the fact that the agreement. had been made by the late 
President. Roosevelt. It had been an agreement made by. the Four 
Powers unanimously, and could be only changed unanimously. This 
was the major fact he declared, the controlling issue. In the last 
analysis, Senator. Vandenberg’s answer. to any question on the Yalta 
formula would be just that. He agreed with Mr. Rockefeller that an 
appeal to.the Latin American countries on the basis of candor would 
be more effective than any..other approach. Senator ConnaLLy 
pointed out, however, that this was to be a joint statement and that 
other interested parties might not be in agreement with this reasoning. 
Mr. Pasvousky remarked that there was probably not full agreement 
on this even in the Delegation and was of the. opinion that the reason 
cited wasnot theonlyone. .. .. - 
_' At this point Secrerary Sterrrnqus returned and told the Delega- 
tion that he had a ray of sunshine.to offer. He had just been informed 
in his phone call to Washington that the House of Representatives 
had passed the Trade Agreements Act.2® a 

Senator VaNDENBERG suggested a sentence be inserted in the state- 
ment along the lines of his last remarks. This statement, he said, 
should stress the commitment. involved in the Four Power Agreement 

_- Srcrprary Srerrinivs declared that he should like the Delegation 
to clarify one question. It had. been guggested to him, he said, that 
one last appeal for the sake of the record be made either to Foreign 
Commissar Molotov or. to Premier Stalin. He. was of the opinion 
that the Delegation was committed to the existing formula. Further- 
more, he remarked that, any. appeal to Moscow might well endanger 
the progress of theentire Conference. © =. 

At this point Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that he would like to meet 
the point raised by Senator Vandenberg and Commander: Stassen 
by presenting a revised wording of paragraph 10. The new wording 

* For statement by the Acting Secretaty of State on the vote on the trade 
agreements program in the House of Representatives, see Department of State 
Bulletin, May 27, 1945, p. 955. pS : ye
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was: “For all these reasons, the four sponsoring governments agree 
to the Yalta formula and have presented it to the Conference as essen- 
tial 1f an international program is to be created through which all 
peace-loving nations can most effectively discharge their: common 
responsibilities for the maintenance of. international peace and se- 
curity.” This proposed draft was received very favorably by the 
Delegation. Commanper Srassen asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky 
thought it would be possible to gain acceptance to further modification 
of the proposal for paragraph 9 and Mr. Pasvorsky replied in the 
affirmative. | oo | SO 

Tue Seoretary declared that he wanted an answer to his question 
concerning referral of the voting power provision to Moscow. Mr. 
Duties, Mr. Pasvorsky and Senator Connatly agreed that the 

matter should not be referred. Commanprr Strassen declared that if 

the voting procedure were the only question involved he would favor 
doing something strong. However, under the existing circumstances 
he declared that he would leave it to the Secretary’s decision. Tur 
SrcrETARY remarked that the President had left the entire matter 
in the hands of the Delegation. Senator Connatuy asked whether 
Secretary Stettinius thought that Stalin would not interpret the 
referral of the question to him as an attempt to evade the commitment 
undertaken at Yalta. Secrerary Srerrinivus indicated that he had 
been informed by both Molotov and Ambassador Gromyko that they 
looked on the Yalta formula as a definite agreement on the part of 
our deceased President. Any attempt to alter the existing formula, 
he said, would be looked upon as a breach of faith. Mr. Pasvorsky 
agreed with this observation. -. a 

Senator VanpEenBerc remarked that a Venezuelan asked how long 
the Four Powers would be bound by the commitment made at Yalta. 
Tux Secretary replied that once the Organization is launched, all 
such commitments come to an,end. Represenrative Karon declared 
that he would vote for the agreement because of the fact that it had 
been arrived at.in “solemn conclave and by solemn agreement”. Sxc- 
RETARY STerrinius pointed out that the President had not rushed 
into this formula. It had been developed gradually from August 

. . Fi: ’ 

until it was agreed upon in January... THe Preswwenr understood 

the question thoroughly and thought out the formula himself. The 
existing formula was a preferred American position. in President 
Roosevelt’s mind. He had. finally succeeded in convincing Prime 
Minister Churchill and Premier Stalin. Churchill had almost agreed 
with the Russian desire for a complete veto. Roosevelt had won a 

great victory in winning over the British to the United States position. 
Mr. Duties declared that Ambassador Gromyko had observed that 

the Yalta formula could not be touched. It was already a com- 

723-681—67—62
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promise on the part of:the Russians and they would not compromise 
any further. Senator Connat.ty declared that considerable work had 
been done:on the question of voting in the Department of State and 
THE SEcREFARY remarked that Cordell Hull had discussed the matter 

with Senator Connally and other members of the Senate. Mr. Norrer 
observed that agreement on this formula alone had made possible 
the present Conference. Tur Srcrerary agreed that the Conference 
could not have been held without this agreement and went on to say 
that there was nothing to be gained by submitting the question to a 
higher level. Representative Eaton remarked that it had already 
been on the highest level. Secrerary Srerrinius agreed and declared 
that he had been considering the question on 'the highest-level ‘for’ the 
past few days and reiterated that the President had left the matter 
in the hands of the Delegation. Senator ConNALLy voiced the view 
that the Delegation could not recede on this matter except with na- 
tional dishonor. Tur Sxcrerary then formally moved the question 
and it was unanimously agreed that the question should not be pre- 
sented on a higher level. GrnuraL Farrcuitp agreed with what had 
been said. The formula now under discussion, he declared, had been 
recommended by the military authorities prior to the Dumbarton 
Maks Conversations. ==> ’ —— 

SENATOR ConNALLY declared that the formula would work for the 
United States as well as for any other nation. The biggest difficulty 
faced during the fight for the League of Nations, he pointed out, was 
the fact that a nation could be committed, without its approval. This 
formula, he said, was not altogether against. the interest of this country. 
It gave the United States some discretion in the decisions of the 
Organization. Mr. Jounson suggested that a statement incorporat- 
ing the points made by the Secretary and General Fairchild could 
profitably be released to the press. ... Mr. Srerrinrus asked Mr. 
Yost whether he could give an indication as to how the European 
countries would be expected to vote. Mr. Yost replied that he thought 
they would line up rather well and Mr. Biatspexu said that Norway, 

Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia had indicated their support. Mr. 
Pasvotsxy added that the Ukraine would undoubtedly favor the 
Yalta formula. Tue Srecrerary asked what the situation was with 
respect to Belgium and Holland and Mr. Dutzzs voiced the opinion 
that Belgium would vote with the Big Four. . 

ComMmanper SrassEn returned to the draft statement. He thought 

that the middle sentence of paragraph 4 should be deleted. If this 
were impossible he suggested that the word “usually” be inserted. He 

also favored deleting paragraph 5, and if this proved to be impossible, 
suggested the insertion of the words “may be” instead of “would be”
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in the third sentence. Secretary STertinius asked whether Mr. Pas- 
volsky would go back to his Committee and suggest these changes and 
the latter replied that he thought any further consideration of. para- 
graph 5 was closed. If it were brought up again‘he thought that the 
other powers would retreat along other lines. He was, however, will- 
ing to reopen paragraphs 9 and 10. Srecrerary STETrTinivs remarked 

that if Mr. Pasvolsky would put through the suggested change in 
paragraph 10’it would ease the situation. Mr. Pasvoisxy declared 

that he thought he could get the changes in paragraphs 9 and 10 
accepted if he were able to promise that the United States would 

accept the revised draft. © ce 
Mr. Duties remarked that he had spoken with Prime Minister 

Fraser and that the latter had seemed discouraged because of the 
recent amendments which, he declared, relieved the Security Council 
of the obligation to take further steps after ordering an investigation. 
If this were true, Mr. Dutxes said there would be good grounds for 
deleting paragraph 6 because of its lack of finality. Mr. Pasvotsky 

voiced the opinion that Mr. Fraser’s interpretation had been incorrect. 
The trouble was that the British and the Dominions had been intro- 
ducing a number of changes: without understanding the full 

implications. | : 

Senator Connatiy asked if Commander Stassen would accept 
paragraph 5 if paragraphs 9 and 10 were amended. ComMMANDER 
SrassEn reiterated that the word “usually” should be inserted in para- 
graph 4. Mr. Pasvousxy remarked that he thought that: objeétion 
was covered by the alternative possibilities included in this sentence. 
SenatTor VANDENBERG remarked that the chain may begin but does 
not always have to finish. Mr. Duties remarked that the undertaking 
of an investigation might not always lead to force but that, on the 
other hand, it sometimes might. ComMANDER STASSEN reiterated his 
desire to have “may” substituted for “would” in paragraph 5. If 
paragraphs 9 and 10 were straightened out he declared he would leave 
it to Mr. Pagvolsky’s ability as a negotiator to work on paragraphs 
4 and 5. Dean GILDERSLEEVE indicated that she was very strongly 
in favor of Mr. Pasvolsky’s last version of paragraph 10. 

FrencH AMENDMENTS : 

GenrkaL Farrcuizp replied that the French’ had been trying to | 
push through amendments to paragraphs 5, 6 and 9 of Chapter VIII, 
Section B.” These amendments would come up for discussion in 
Monday’s meeting of Committee IIT/3.° The military advisers of 
the Five Powers had wanted discussions with the idea of establishing 

” Doc. 2, G/7(0), March 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 386-387. 
* Doe. 649, III/3/84, May 28, ibid., vol. 12, p. 391.



922 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

a united position. It.seemed important to get agreement on this issue 
beeause if the Five Powers were to argue in Committee about the 
Military Staff Committee it might make people wonder whether that 
body could function effectively. The United States had succeeded 
in knocking out one amendment to paragraph 9 and might possibly 

_ succeed in having the French withdraw the other amendment te that 
paragraph., However, the French were adamant in their insistence 
on amending paragraphs 5 and 6. He thought that the matter should 
be taken up in Mr. Pasvolsky’s Committee. Tue Secretary indicated 
that it seemed appropriate to him for Mr. Pasvolsky to take it up 
at a meeting of the Committee of Five. Mr. Pasvorsxy asked whether 
it was necessary for him to have all the headaches and expressed the 
opinion that this would be very closely tied by the French to their 
other amendment. Mr. Pasvoisky suggested that Mr. Dulles hold 
a conversation with the French in order to attempt to have them with- 
draw their amendments. | | 

SmNATOR CoNNALLY asked whether the military representatives of 
the United States were opposed to these amendments. GENERAL Fatr- 
CHILD replied that the amendments seemed to be inadvisable polit- 
ically. In the view of the Military, reference to the right of passage,. 
for example, seemed undesirable because no one could tell -what the 
future requirements might be. Srcrerary Srerrinivs said that it 
seemed to be wise to have Mr. Dulles take the question up with the: 
French and the Delegation agreed with this course of action. 7 

EXPULSION AND QUESTION oF DrrpuTy SECRETARIES-GENERAL 

Mr. Norrer declared that he was faced with a similar problem with 
respect to the two questions of expulsion and provision for five Deputy 
Secretaries-General. The problem he faced here arose out of the fact 
that the United States would probably be out-voted on both of these 
matters. The problem specifically was whether or not he should at- 
tempt to line up the necessary votes or whether the Delegation should 

accept the free decision of the Committee. Mr. Norrer declared that 
on the question of the five Deputy Secretaries-General he would recom- 
mend accepting the vote as it might occur. He also favored this pro- 
cedure for the expulsion provision, despite the fact that the Russians. 

seemed to feel very strongly about it. | 

At this point Senator VANDENBERG asked what the situation was on 
the French treaty question. Mr. Pasvoxsxy replied that this matter 
would be discussed at the meeting of the Big Five that evening. He 
had been told that if the matter were not settled by midnight the 
French would be in trouble with their government. Smcrerary 
STETTINIUS suggested that the meeting be held at nine o’clock and 
the Delegation agreed tothis proposal. = = |
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Mr. Norrer asked again what the Delegation’s view was on the 
two questions he had proposed a few minutes previously. He declared 
that the United States would be voted down on the question of the 
five Deputy Secretaries-General. The small powers apparently did 
not want to give the Big Five this control over the Organization: 
Mr. Norrer inquired whether he should try to line up the votes neces- 
sary to carry the proposal, or whether he should merely try to dis- 
charge this government’s obligation by voting for the measure. “Mr. 
Pasvotsky remarked that the British appeared to be waveriig and 
seemed to want to duck out. Apparently they had changed their 
minds and favored selection of the Deputies by the Secretary General. 
Mr. Pasvousky was not in complete agreement with this position be- 
cause he thought the various bodies of the Organization should pass 
on appointments. Mr. Norrer recommended that the United States 
vote for this provision, but go no further. "TH Secrerary remarked 
that there was not much time to line up the necessary votes anyhow. 
The Delegation agreed that this course of action shouldbe followed. 

Mr. Norrer replied that the same problem existed with respect to 
the expulsion provision and added that Ambassador Gromyko him- 
self had appeared at the meeting recently.*1 Mr. Pasvorsxy declared 
that he thought the provision should be maintained. It was, he de- 
clared, in the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. REPRESENTATIVE 
Eaton observed that in that case only a one-third vote was necessary. 
Mr. Norter, however, declared that this was hard to get because of the 
opposition of the Latin American countries. SEcRETARY STETTINIUS 
suggested that Mr. Notter present a note to Mr. Rockefeller, outlining 
the existing alignment of powers on this question and stated that he 
assumed the Delegation would want everything possible attempted in 
order to keep the provision in the document. - 

Score oF GENERAL ASSEMBLY — 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that the Australians had introduced 
a proposal that would empower the General Assembly to inquire into 
any “sphere of international relations”? It had been brought up asa 
matter of principle in the Committee and an affirmative answer had 
been impossible to avoid. In the drafting Committee the Australian 
representative had demanded a change of phraseology supporting this 

principle and had threatened to take the matter to the floor of a plenary 

session if it were not included. Senator VANDENBERG declared that 

1 Ambassador Gromyko accompanied the Soviet representative (Zarapkin) to 
the thirteenth meeting of Committee I/2, May 25, 8:45 p.m. (Doc. 604, 1/2/42; 
May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p.118). sity a, 

* Doe. 2, G/14(1), May 5, ibid., vol. 3, p. 544; Doc. 176, 11/2/7(1), May 9, 
idid., vol. 9, p. 265. Memorandum entitled “The American Position on. the Right 
of the General Assembly to Discuss Any Matter Within the Sphere of Interna; 
tional Relations” (U.S. Gen. 267); not printed. -
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the Committee was stymied. Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that he thought 
the existing phraseology should be maintained. -Mr. Grrie remarked 
that the other states considered the existing wording to constitute a 
limitation on the powers of the Assembly. The question was, Mr. 
Grrie thought, whether the United States should allow itself to go 
down. to defeat with the Russians or not. Mr. Pasvorsky thought 
that the question could be taken through other channels if the need 
arose. Mr. Pasvotsxy explained that it was Dr. Evatt’s intention to 
inject the World Organization into the internal affairs of the member 

states. This, he declared, was not conjecture, but had been told to 
him face to face by representatives of Australia and New Zealand 
on several occasions. The full employment argument, he said, was 
based on the theory that if a nation did not maintain full employment. 
it would upset world peace. Mr. Pasvoisky indicated that he thought 
this was the most dangerous theory with which the United States had 
ever been diplomatically confronted. This Delegation should not be 
stampeded into accepting a vague phraseology in this connection. This 
was especially important, in view of the orientation of the Australian 

and New Zealand Delegations. | 
Mr. Dues agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky and declared that a number 

of nations seemed to think that the United States had been the cause 
of the war because of its failure to maintain a sound economic struc- 
ture. Mr. Fraser had indicated that the greatest thing accomplished 
in the Conference was the pledge of each nation to undertake to guar- 
antee full employment. Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the next 
step would probably be to have the Assembly pass a convention 
obligating each nation to maintain full employment and giving the 
Assembly full power to investigate. Mr. Pasvotsxy urged that the 
United States stand against the suggested change and expressed the 
opinion that it would be possible to organize the vote. 

Mr, Dorizs remarked that this was much the same situation that 
had arisen with respect to the French treaty situation which had arisen 
at the Delegation’s meeting that morning. If once the door were 
opened to a change, no matter what it was, in the existing wording, it 
was possible for “everything to come in”. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked 
how the Delegation would instruct him. He would be out-voted he 
declared, and would probably muster only five votes unless somebody 
“runs the convention”. Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the Delegation 
had not used that sort of tactics enough. Sxrcrerary STETTINIUS in- 
dicated that as soon as the voting arrangements were satisfactorily 

settled there would be less difficulty in future deliberations. Drawn 
GILDERSLEEVE said that she was in agreement with the sentiment: ex- 
pressed thus far, but wondered what action should be taken if the 

United States were to be voted down. ComMmanpER STassEN sug-
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gested that the United States representative reserve the position of 
this Delegation in order that the matter might be taken up in the 
Executive Committee. : _ | , : 

. STATEMENT TO THE Press oe 

Trusteeship oe 

CoMMANDER STASsEN reported to the Committee on the Trusteeship 
question. Committee II/4 had taken considerable action * but had 
not been able to settle the questions of independence, composition of 
the Trusteeship Council, and powers of inspection, visits and petition 
because no word had been received from Moscow on these matters. 
The Five Powers had agreed on these questions in their discussions ** 
but no confirmation had been received from the Russians and the 
Committee had been waiting since Tuesday. The Russians had pro- 
posed considering the other matters in Committee and reserving the 
question of independence until confirmation arrived, but Commander 
Stassen had opposed this move. _ BC 

CommaNprER Strassen declared that the Iraquis had pressed for 
some reference to Article 22, paragraph 4 of the League Covenant * 

and had given as an excuse the need to satisfy the Iraquis population. 
Paragraph 4 of Article 22 dealt with the A Mandates. The Egyptian 
representative had also expressed a desire to incorporate something 
to which he could point in the Chapter on Trusteeship.26 ComMANDER 
StrassEN wanted to know whether the Delegation favored working 
out language that would suit these people. Tur Secretary inquired 
whether there would be any harm in taking such an action and Com- 
MANDER STASSEN replied that the question of Palestine was involved. 
SECRETARY STETTINIUS said that the Palestine question was dangerous. 
A combination of Palestine and the Arab League was dynamite 
ready to explode. Commannrr Stassen suggested that Secretary 
Stettinius talk the situation over with Mr. Alling and work out a 
policy. 

“For text of working paper as approved and amended in full Committee 
through May 24, see WD 33, II/4/A/1, May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 701. 

* Record of Five-Power meetings on trusteeship not printed; at the meeting of 
May 23, the Chairman, Commander Stassen, pointed out that Mr. Sobolev was 
not in position to make a definite agreement on any part of the Exploratory 
Working Paper on Trusteeship, but that it was apparent that the group was on 
the verge of agreement on all parts of the document: (PCT Minutes 6). 

*° Article 22, paragraph 4, reads as follows: “4. Certain communities formerly 
belonging to the Turkish Empire have reached a stage of development where 
their existence as independent nations can be provisionally recognized subject 
to the rendering of administrative advice and assistance by a Mandatory until 
such time as they are able to stand alone. The wishes'of these communities must 
be a principal consideration in the selection of the Mandatory.” 

For text of Iraqui proposal, see Doc..877, II/4/35, June 9, UNCIO Documents, 
vol. 10, p. 515. my ele 

* Doc. 552, II/4/23, May 24, and Doc. 580, II/4/24, May 26, idid., pp. 477 and 
486, respectively. :
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There had been some Australian amendments proposing an obli- 
gation to report on the part of states with responsibility for the ad- 
ministration of dependent territories but these did not s#ffect the 

United States. Commanpsr Strassen declared that once the Russians 
came through that the Committee would finish its work in one meeting. 

Frencu Treaty 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what the situation was with respect to 
the French treaty question and Mr. Pasvolsky replied that conver- 
sations: were in progress. CoMMANDER STasseN advised that no 
change be allowed in this provision and THE Srecrerary remarked that 
we might have to vote the French down. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224. Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 9 

Minutes of the Ninth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 
Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, May 
26, 1945, 9:15 p.m. 

{Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (15); United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 

Union (4); and China (4).] 
Mr. Sterrinius opened the meeting and stated that attempts to 

reach Monsieur Boncour and the members of his staff to tell them 
of this meeting had been unsuccessful. He noted that, since the topic 
of discussion was the statement on voting procedure by the Big Four, 
the presence of the French was not required, although of course they 
had been invited. 

Mr. Srerrinivs stated that, the purpose of the meeting was to con- 
sider the report of the Subcommittee of Five on its discussions on 
the voting problem. He called on Mr. Pasvolsky to outline what had 
taken place on this question in the meetings of the Subcommittee 
of Five. 

Mr. Pasvotsky presented proposed texts which members of the 

Subcommittee had agreed should be laid before the heads of the 
delegations for their consideration (Statement by the Delegations 
of the Four Sponsoring Governments on Voting Procedure in the 
Security Council, May 26, 1945; Draft Replies to the Questions, May 
26, 1945; copies attached).** Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that the proposed 
statement was the result of strenuous work in the Subcommittee and 
had come through a number of drafting revisions. Mr. Srerrinivs 

Doe. 2, G/14(1), May 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 548; Doc. 575, 11/4/12 

(a), May 25, ibid., vol. 10, p. 695. | 
*8 None printed. : .
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suggested that Mr. Pasvolsky explain the specific changes made in 
the draft at the afternoon meeting of the Subcommittee. Mr. Pas- 
VOLsKY replied that only a few changes had been made following 
the consultations in the respective delegations. a 

Mr. Srerrinius asked whether this statement represented the unan- 
imous recommendation of the representatives of the Five Powers. 
Mr. Sosotev indicated that the statement was recommended by the 
representatives of the Four Powers only and that France was not 
associating herself with the statement. Mr. Srerrinius said he would 

like to determine whether the Subcommittee was unanimous in rec- 
ommending this statement to this meeting. Mr. Jess replied in the 
affirmative, indicating that.the statement was of course subject to the 

approval of the heads of the delegations. 
Ampassapor Gromyxko said he had received a [the?] statement just 

that afternoon, and that his first impression of it was favorable. 
However, he felt that he should be frank and say that he would have 
to study it further. 7 : 

Mr. Srerrinius said that the statement appeared adequate to the 

United States Delegation. Dr. Soong said this was also the position 

of the Chinese Delegation. | | 

- Mr. Strerrinivs noted that when the consultations among the Four 
Powers were completed it would be important to submit the statement 
as promptly as possible to Committee III/1. Senator ConNnaLiy 

suggested that the statement should go first to the Subcommittee. He 
thought it would form a basis for the discussion in the Subcommittee 
and might be useful in the preparation by the Subcommittee of 
answers to the questions on voting. 

Mr. Srerrinrus asked whether the proposed statement would take 
the place of the answers to the questionnaire on the exercise of the 
veto in the Security Council (copy attached *). Senator ConNALLY 
replied in the affirmative, indicating that the proposed statement 
would be submitted to the Subcommittee with the statement that it 
constituted our answer to the questionnaire. 

Mr. Pasvoisky said that the Subcommittee had tried its hand at 
tentatively answering the questions included in the questionnaire, 
and that a great deal of difficulty had been encountered in the attempt 
to answer specific questions. He recommended that we present the 
proposed statement and stand on that. He felt that this statement 
was adequate, and that specific answers did not need to be given to 
the questions. Mr. Srerrmnrus asked what countries would be 
offended if the course of action recommended by Mr. Pasvolsky was 
taken. | Sir ALzxANDER CapoGAN questioned whether: any countries 

© Not printed. : | a
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would be offended, but he thought that there would be a request for 
elucidation of our position on. the specific questions.. AMBASSADOR 
Gromyxo asked whether the answers were not already included in the 

statement. a CC 

_ Srr Anexanper Capocan then referred to paragraph 3, page 2 of 
the proposed statement, reading the first sentence as follows: “Since 
the Council has the right by a procedural vote to decide its own rules 

of procedure, it follows that no individual member of the Council can 
alone prevent a consideration and discussion by the Council of a dis- 
pute or situation brought to its attention”. Sir ALEXANDER pointed 
out that the reason given in this sentence that no one power could stop 
the Council from considering and discussing a dispute brought before 
it was that the Council had the right by a procedural vote to decide 
its own rules of procedure. He pointed out, however, that the ques- 
tion as to the character of the vote required in deciding whether a 
matter was procedural or not had been left open with no answer 
suggested to question 19. With this question left unanswered by the 

Committee, the whole matter was left up-in-the-air. He suggested 
that a state might bring a matter to the Council’s attention. The 
Council would then be faced with the question whether or not it 
would consider the matter. One power on the Council might say 
that this question was a procedural one, another might say that this 
was not a procedural one. A decision would have to be made. When 
put to the vote, if the rule applied that the great powers retained a 
veto in determining what constituted a procedural question, then it 
would not be true that no member of the Council could prevent con- 
sideration and discussion by the Council of a dispute. Sir Alexander 
stated that the proposals in paragraph 3 would be true only if the 
decision on whether matters were procedural or not was taken by a 
vote of 7 out of 11. He felt this was the crucial point, and that it 

was on this question of the right of the Council to consider and 
discuss disputes or situations, without a single state being able to 
prevent it, that the smaller states would continue to put up their fight. 

Mr. Duties remarked that what Sir Alexander had said with re- 
spect to. paragraph 3 did not fully fit the case. — 

Sm ALEXANDER replied that it would fit the case if a major power 
had a veto over what constituted a procedural matter. Mr. DuLuxs 

felt that Sir Alexander’s statement would not be true if it was agreed 
that the Security Council had a right to determine its rules of pro- 
cedure by a procedural vote. : | Co 

Mr. Pasvoisxy said that the intention was to state ¢learly in the 

Charter that a-decision with respect to discussion and consideration 

of a dispute by the Security Council under paragraph 3 would take 

place by a procedural vote under paragraph 2 of the voting formula.
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Mr. Jess indicated that, if this was stated clearly in the Charter, 
then the matter would be satisfactorily taken care of. on 
- Mr. Pasvotsxy said that it would have to be stated in the Charter. 
An indieation.would be given that the procedural vote governs this 
part of the Council’s procedure.. The problem would: still remain, 
however, of indicating a procedural vote for a number of. other items. 
He indicated that there were approximately nine other functions of 
the Council derived from Chapter VI, Chapter VIII, and the Four- 
Power amendments on which a decision would have to.be made as to 
the character of the vote. Some of these would presumably be by a 
procedural vote, others by a. qualified vote. Those decisions to. be 
taken by a procedural vote that we can.decide upon at this time would 
be stated in the Charter. and we would have to provide also in the 
Charter the method for deciding how other questions would be settled 
that would arise in the course of the life of the Organization. =»: 

Sir ALEXANDER Capoean stated that he thought it would be satis- 
factory if it was perfectly clear from the Charter what vote was re- 
quired in the decision to consider or discuss a dispute. He was sure 
the question would be asked whether paragraph 3 as now drafted 
meant that the decision to discuss and consider a. dispute would:be 
taken by a vote of seven out of eleven. If that was definitely stated 

then he would be satisfied. | | a | 
Mr. Pasvotsky indicated that that is what we had said, and added 

that the point where the non-procedural vote begins was quite clearly 
established. | : CS , - 

Sir ALEXANDER CapoGan suggested that one way of handling the 
matter, which however would involve a change in the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals, would be to revise slightly the language of Chapter 
VIII, Section A, paragraph 1. That paragraph could: begin “The 
Security Council shall consider or discuss . . .” and then nothing more 

need be said. | Fo a 
Mr. Sosorev indicated that we could now foresee that some ques- 

tions were clearly procedural and could give affirmative answers to 
them in response to the questionnaire. When we answer the question 
of the right of the Council to consider or discuss a dispute we would 
give a definite answer. We must, however, foresee certain questions, 
certain types of decisions, with respect to which we cannot now define 
the vote. Therefore, some provision must be made for the vote which 
the Council would .take in deciding the preliminary question as to 
whether a matter required a procedural or a substantive vote. - This 
was the problem of question 19, which in the document before the 
committee (Draft Replies to the Questions, May 26, 1945) was left 
blank. We should, he said, make-a statement in: answer to this ques- 
tion that left no doubt but that this question was one of substance
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and that it required a vote of seven members, including the concur- 
ring votes of the permanent members. 3 
Sm Arexanprr Capoean commented that the first sentenee of para- 

graph 3 of the statement of May 26, 1945, was then untrue. Mr. 
SOBOLEV indicated that the vote on consideration or discussion of a 
dispute conld:be decided now. a | 
Sm ALExanpeR Capocan asked what would happen if a state said 

that this matter was not a procedural question. By its veto it could 
prevent consideration of a dispute from the very outset. | | 

Mr. Pasvoisxy asked Mr. Sobolev if he did not agree with him 
that it was perfectly clear the procedure that we were following. 
There would be one group of questions which would be settled by a 
procedural vote and these would be specified in the Charter. Also 
specified in the Charter would be those questions requiring a non- 
procedural vote. In the third-category would be the unforeseen 
questions. With respect to the:question whether the Council could 
consider and discuss a dispute, our interpretation would be written 
into the Charter and!we would. not ‘leave this matter to the future: _ 
Sm Aexanper Capogan said it was simply a matter of knowing 

what we were trying to say in paragraph 3. If we agreed that the 
discussion and consideration of a dispute should not be subject to the 
veto power, then we should not complicate the statement by reference 
to the right of the Council to “decide its own rules of procedure”. 
By changing three words in the Dumbarton Oaks text as he had sug- 
gested earlier the matter would be clear and all abstruse argument. 
could be avoided. 

Mr. Sterrinivs indicated that we do mean that discussion of a dis- 
pute is not subject to the veto power. This, he said, was clear from the 
discussions at Dumbarton Oaks and at Yalta. It was always held 
that any matter could be discussed by the Security Council. Sir 
ALEXANDER CaDOGAN agreed that, while the permanent members re- 
tained the right of veto on enforcement action, it was understood that. 

they could not shut the door on discussion. 
AmpassaDor Gromyko said that there were two very important 

questions that remained to be answered. The first was whether the 
decision of the Council relating to the question of discussing such and 
such a matter brought to its attention by a state or group of states 
would be adopted by a vote of seven, including the five permanent 
members, or by a procedural] vote. He said the Soviet Delegation was 
thinking over and studying this whole question. The second problem 
was whether the Council would act by a procedural vote or a sub- 
stantive vote in deciding whether a question brought before it was of 
a procedural character. His answer to that, he said, was that the 
Soviet Delegation believed that such a decision should be made by a 
vote of seven, including the five permanent members.
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Mr. Sterrintus commented that it looked as though the Subcom- 
mittee of Five had after ali not reached. complete agreement. 
- Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that as far as paragraph 3 of the state- 
ment went it wad clear that the question of the consideration and dis- 
cussion of a dispute would be settled by a procedural vote. The real 
decisions of the Council started after:discussion had begun, or. took 
place during the discussion, and these decisions of course would require 
a qualified majority. Mn. Pasvotsky said he would like to see his 
understanding of the matter either confirmed or not. a, 
Ampassapor Hauirax said that his mind was less verséd in these 

matters:than Sir Alexander’s. One point, however, was clear to him, 
that it-would be difficult to make progress until the question was settled 
whether or not it was agreed that the Security Council should have the 
right of considering or discussing a matter by an unqualified majority 
vote. He:indicated that this matter was apparently perfectly clear 
to Mr. Pasvolsky, but was not equally clear to his Soviet colleagues. 
Amepassapor Hanirax said he had ‘not been at Yalta but that his 
understanding was that the Security Council could not be debarred 
from considering a dispute. He thought that, if this group was 
divided on this question, we were going to be in for some trouble. 

AmpassaDor GroMYko stated that at Dumbarton Oaks it had been 
agreed that the Council could discuss all matters, but that the character 
of the vote had not been discussed. At Yalta, when the categories of 
procedural and qualified: votes were established, no. sting was pre- 
pared of matters requiring a-procedural vote or requiring a: qualified 
vote. The decision, he said, had been eritirely of a general character, 
that the Seeurity Council could diseuss all matters brought to its 
attention. ps, ae es 

Mr. Srerrinrus asked whether it had not been agreed: that no 
country would have a veto on discussion. AmBassaDor GROMYKO re- 
plied that the question ef a veto had not been discussed in this. con4 
nection. Ampassapor Hatirax noted that, +f the: ¥alta formula said 
that no party had a right to block discussion of a dispute, it would 
seem to follow that one could not bloek the discussion of a dispute to 
which one was not a party. Mr. Srerrinrus-agreed that that. was the 
interpretation of the United States Delegation also. 0 

Mr. Dutxxs states that he did not think the cireumstances warranted 
such a serious and grave, view of the situation. What we want,-he 
said, flows from the text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. ; There 
was no doubt about it, and in his view there was no need to alter either 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals or the Yalta agreement. He did. not 
think it was necessary to go into all the abstruse questions..raised in 
this questionnaire and quoted the saying: “A. fool can,ask more ques- 
tions than ten wise men can answer’. If all. these questions: were



932 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

discussed, he said we would be here way beyond the date on which it 
was scheduled that the President would join us. oe 

Mr. Dotzes explained that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals provide 
that a state may bring any dispute to the Council. The Council would 
have to listen to it. There would be no way of stopping discussion: 
Perhaps the wording raised the question.unnecessarily, but, since any 
state had the right to bring a matter before the Couneil, there was no 
legal way in which the Council could be stopped from. discussing it 
or hearing observations:on it. He thought the matter was a perfectly 
simple one-and that the essential point was the right of states to 
present their views to the Council. After a dispute was talked over, 
of course, any decision to investigate it or to call upon the parties 
would require a qualified majority. Senator VANDENBERG questioned 
whether any vote was needed, on the question of discussing or con- 
sidering any dispute. Mr. -Srerrinrus commented that Mr. Dulles’ 
statement had been most clarifying. _ | | 

Sir ALEXANDER CaboGan said he did not mean to cause any trouble 
but he was sure that others would raise this matter. He said it seemed 
to have: been assumed that a decision was necessary for discussion to 
take place in the Council. There was some danger that, unless this 
matter was clarified, we would be accused of gross deception. From 
his point of view there was no intellectual difficulty involved, only 
a practical one. os | - 

Mr. JeBs suggested that a slight alteration in Section A would 
really take care of the question. It could be provided that “The 
Security Council shall consider .. .” | 
Mr. Sterrinrus asked whether this would affect the Yalta formula 

and Mr. JEss replied in the negative. Mr. Strassen indicated that 
the matter boiled down to the fact that a procedural vote was needed 
to get a question onto the Council’s agenda. Mr. Pasvoisxy said that 
this was all that paragraph 3 in the statement provided. He thought 
that paragraph 3 was perfectly clear and meant: simply that no action 
would be taken by a qualified vote to prevent discussion of a question 
brought before the Council. This, he said; would be indicated in 
the Charter. At the next step in the chain of events, when a decision 
was taken, the qualified vote would begin to operate. Mr. Pasvotsxy 

urged that we air this matter out at the present time. 
Sir ALEXANDER CapogAn asked whether the Soviet Delegation ac- 

cepted paragraph 3. | | 
- Ampassapor GromyxKo remarked that he did not understand what it 
meant. He would prefer personally and from a drafting point of view 
that the sentence begin with the words: “No individual member of the 
Council can alone prevent a consideration and discussion .. .” He 
said, however, he would have to refrain from taking any final posi-
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tion on this question, and would: have to ask that time be given to 
him to study it. . SO : OT 

Mr. JEBB commented that some fool had already put the question 
and that the joker question was number 19 (Memorandum on Ques- 
tionnaire on Exercise of Veto in Security Council, UNCIO, May 22, 
1945 42).- That question was: “In-case a:decision has to. be taken as 
to whether a certain point is a procedural matter, is that preliminary 
question to be. considered in itself as a procedural matter or is the veto 
applicable to such preliminary question?” . Mr. Jebb said that he had 
replied that. the veto was not. applicable, whereas the Soviet Govern- 
ment had said the veto was applicable. — oo | : 

Mr. Srerrrnius asked whether Ambassador Halifax would like to 
discuss this matter further with his Delegation. AmBassapor Hati- 
FAx replied that he would like a further opportunity to consider it and 
particularly the statement made by Mr. Dulles. He thought it might 
be possible to redraft paragraph 3. Mr. Srerrinius felt that a de- 
cision must be reached by Monday and suggested that the group meet. 
again the following afternoon.. AmBassapor GromyKko suggested 
that he might not have anything to say on this question before Tues- 
day. AmsBassapor Hatirax suggested that the Subcommittee meet 
the following day and that this group provisionally agree to meet at. 
9: 30 in the evening. es 

AmBassapor GROMYKO indicated that the question was now properly 
before the heads of the delegations. There had been no disagreement 
in the Subcommittee, but now it was up to this ‘group to discuss the 
question thoroughly. = Oe ee - 

AmpBassaDor Hatrrax stated that this group had had particular 
difficulty with paragraph 3 and that it might be well to see whether 
this paragraph could not be clarified’ by some redrafting. We could 
then discuss the work of the Subcommittee on this paragraph. Dr. 
Soone suggested a Monday morning meeting for this group with prior 
discussion in the Subcommittee. Mr. Srerrrnius said he-would like to 
appeal to the members of the group to reach a decision on this question. 

SENATOR CONNALLY agreed that it was of the highest importance to 
reach a decision or otherwise we could expect an uprising and a re- 
bellion of the smaller states. a oe 
Senator VAnpENzERG urged that a meeting be held promptly to 

settle the question of the French amendment to paragraph 2, Section 
C, Chapter VIII. Mr. Srerrrnius agreed that this question should 
be brought. up and that another meeting ‘should beheld promptly. 

Amepassapor Hatirax suggested that Mr. Dulles had presented a 
rnost coherent argument, and that, if the Subcommittee could ‘meet 
and clarify paragraph’3, it might be possible to reach agreement in 

” Doe. 855, III/1/B/2(0), June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 707.
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this group. Senator ConNALLy indicated that paragraph. 3 could 
be redrafted to make it perfectly clear that a state can present. its 
case and be heard. Mr. Srassen agreed that paragraph 3 could be 
greatly clarified. Mr. Pasvotsky suggested that the sentence might 
very well begin: “No individual member of the Council can alone 
prevent ...” He wondered whether we could not agree.on this 
formula now. - | | ae 

Ampassabor Gromyko replied that it would be difficult: since he 
did not understand the meaning of the first lines in paragraph 3. 

Ampassapor Harirax indicated that he had been impressed by. Mr. 
Dulles’ argument and he wondered whether paragraph 3 might not 
be revised to bring in the point made by Mr. Dulles. It might read: 
“Since any state may bring any dispute to the attention of the Secu- 
rity Council, 1t follows that no individual member can alone ‘prevent 
a consideration and discussion by the Council of a dispute or situation 
brought to its attention.” He thought something along this line 
would serve our purpose. Oo 

Mr. Pasvotsxy thought the meaning of paragraph 3 was clear as 
it stood. He questioned whether it was necessary to take the matter 
up with the Subcommittee again and thought. agreement could be 
reached upon a draft now. oe 

Sm ALExanprr Capocan suggested that the Subcommittee consider 
making the draft clearer. Mr. Pasvotsky commented that.the simple 
statement. could be made that: “It is our understanding of the voting 
formula that no individual state can prevent a matter from being 
brought before the Security Council and that no individual state can 
prevent consideration and discussion of that matter.” | 

_ Mr. Strerrinius suggested that the Subcommittee could meet on 
this problem and that this group could reconvene during the after- 

noon or evening. a | - | 
Mr. Sosotzv asked what answer was going to be given to question 

19. Srr ALExAanDER Capo@an replied that this question could wait 

since it was not so urgent. a | 

. Mr. PasvorsKy thought that the two. questions should be separated. 
On the one hand, we needed to clarify our minds as to the, functions 
to be specified in the Charter that would require a procedural yote. 
There would still, however, be question 19 to which an answer would 
have to be given. Ampassapor Gromyko asked when an answer would 
be fortheoming to this question. Sm ALEXANDER Capocan did not 
think the two. questions were bound together. AmBassapor: (FROMYKO 
asked when. it would be-possible to reach agreement on question 19. 

_ Mr. Pasvousxy replied that the American, Delegation had not: yet 

considered this problem and that he felt it was not as serious a question 
as it would be if it was not possible to specify in the Charter the ques- 
tions requiring a procedural vote. ‘The Subcommittee’ had talked
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about this question but was not yet prepared to report on it. In the 
course of these discussions it had been pointed out that the League 
of Nations had never really answered this question. Mr. PasvouskKy 
suggested that it would be possible for the Subcommittee to meet at 
eleven o’clock the next day. Mr. Sterrinius suggested that the heads 
of the delegations could then meet in the evening. : | 

Mr. Srerrinius asked whether any statement could be made to the 
press on this matter. Ampassapor. GrRoMy«O replied that. he wished 
to study the question of paragraph 3 but that he had already said 
he was ready to talk on question 19. Ampassapdor Hairax thought 

there would be a bad effect if the discussions were in any way made 
public property. Mr. Srerrrnius felt, however, that the delay was 
causing considerable confusion and that some statement would have 
to be made soon. Mr. Dunn commented that it was more important 
to have agreement on this question and that we would have to take 
the time.that was necessary to get agreement. He did not.think we 
should set any particular time for a statement, but should see what 
the Subcommittee could accomplish and then decide the next step. 
Mr. Srerrinius agreed that no time would be set, but he did feel 
that something should be said to the press over the weekend to avoid 
harmful speculation. Mr. Sosorrv thought it was best to say nothing. 
Mr. Stretrinivus thought it was better to say something in order to 
avoid confusion. AmBassapor GRomyYKO said that a statement could 
be made that we were discussing these questions, but he did not feel 
that anything should be said on the substance of the questions. Mr. 

STETTINIUS said it was essential that he be authorized to say some- 
thing after this meeting. 
Ampassapor Harirax suggested that the Chairman should say that 

we had met and: had a full discussion and that there was a large 
measure of agreement. Other points were still under discussion, and 
this discussion would be continued. Tur Ampassapor said that, if 
this brief statement satisfied the press, the press was very easily 
satisfied. 

Mr. Srertinius suggested that at the next meeting the members 
should be prepared to discuss the French treaty amendment. 

The meeting was adjourned by the Chairman at 10:30 p. m. — 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96:US Cr Min 56 | — a 

Minutes of the Fifty-Sixth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Monday, May 28,1945, 9 a.m. 

| a4 [Informal Notes] _ . 7 

[Here*follows list of names of persons. (36) ‘present at meeting. ] | 

_ The Secretary convened the meeting at9:00a;m. - 
723-681—67—— 63
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SecreTsry’s Rapio SraTemMenr “4 | 

Vortine Procepure iv Securrry Counc. 

Tue Secretary asked Mr. Pasvolsky to report to the Delegation om 
the progress made in the Committee of Deputies to the Heads of Dele- 
gations. Mr. Pasvoisxy presented three documents for the considera- 
tion of the Delegation. They were: - 

1. The May 27, 1945 draft of a new paragraph 8 to be incorporated 
in the Four-Power statement. | 

2. The May 27[26?], 1945 draft of a new section to be added to the 
statement setting forth the view of the sponsoring governments that 
the Charter itself should “contain an indication of:the application of 
the voting procedures to the various functions of the Council specified. 
in the Charter.” — . - | | 

8. A sample of the type of clarification which should be included 
in the Charter itself entitled To Insert Somewhere In The Charter 
Proper Language To Express The Following Idea. _ 

Mr. Pasvoisky turned first to the new paragraph 38, which reads as. 

follows: —_ | 

_ “3, It is clear from paragraph 2.of Section A of Chapter VIII that 
any state may bring to the attention of the Security Council any dis- 
pute, or any situation, which may lead to international friction or give 
rise to a dispute. The Council can discuss and consider any such dis- 
pute or situation and, in deciding whether or not to discuss a particular 
dispute or situation, the Council should obviously operate by a pro- 
cedural vote which does not require unanimity of the permanent 
members. It follows that no individual member of the Council can 
prevent a consideration and discussion by the Council of such dispute: 
or situation. Nor can parties to such a dispute be prevented in this 
manner from receiving a hearing before the Council. Likewise, the 
requirement for unanimity of the permanent members cannot prevent 
any, member of the Council from reminding the members of the Orga- 
nization of their general, obligations assumed under the Charter as: 
regards peaceful settlement of international disputes.” © 

Mr. Pasvorsky. was of the opinion that the new, paragraph was 2 
great deal clearer than the origmal which had caused the British: 
difficulty as to exactly which matters were to be considered by a pro- 

cedural vote. Tur Srecrerary asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky would 
present to the Delegation a picture as to exactly what the entire situa- 
tion was at that time. Mr. Pasvousky declared that at the meeting of 
‘his Committee on the previous day there had been no doubt as to the 
interpretation that should be given to the Yalta formula. There had 

“Text of radio address by Mr. Stettinius to be delivered Monday, May 28, at 
7: 30 p. m,, PWT, at the funted. fy Hotel, was transmitted to the Department in: 
telegram 4, May 28, not printed; for printed text of the address, see Department: 
of State Bulletin, June 3, 1945, p. 1007-: . | Ley cok
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been no vagueness in the meeting on Sunday. The entire draft had 
been approved in principle although final word had not arrived from 
the Chairman of the Russian Delegation which was still studying the 
matter. However, the Russian representative on Mr. Pasvolsky’s 
Committee, Mr. Sobolev, had left no doubt in the minds of the other 
members as to his support for the draft. | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy reported that the Committee had discussed a second 
point in its meeting on Sunday, namely the practical effect, of the dec- 
laration under consideration. There had been raised again the prob- 
lem of whether or not the effects of this statement should be embodied 
in the Charter itself. The decision of the Committee had been that 
the implications of the statement should be incorporated in the 
Charter. The second paper that Mr. Pasvolsky had presented to 
the Delegation was the result of this decision. This paper was in- 
tended to constitute a second part of the Four-Power statement and 
read as follows: | | 

“In the light. of the considerations set forth in Part I of this 
statement, the answers to the questions submitted by the Subcommittee 
should be clear, with the exception of Question 19. The answer to 
that question is as follows: oe 

1.-In the opinion of the Delegations of sponsoring governments, 
the Charter itself should contain an indication of the application of 
the voting procedures to the various functions of the Council specified 
in the Charter. | ae . 

2. In this case, it will be unlikely that there will arise in the future 
any questions of great importance on which a decision will have to 
be made as to whether a procedural vote would apply. Should how- 
ever, such a question arise, it must obviously be settled by a vote of 
seven members of the Security Council, including the concurring 
votes of the permanent members.” | | 

‘Part II of the statement was intended to supply the answers to 
some of the questions which were not covered in the ‘broad statement 
6f interpretation. A'miong these was question 19 of the questionnaire: 
“In case a decision has to‘be taken as to whether a certain point is a 
procedural matte, is that preliminary question to be considered in 
itself‘a procedural matter, or is the veto applicable to such preliminary 
questions?” The answer to this question, Mr. Pasvotsxy said, is pro- 
vided in’ Part II. — ee ee 

. Mr. PasvorsKy turned’ next to the third pdper he had placed before 
the Delegation and‘reported that this was a British suggestion for 
insertion in #f& Charter. It read as follows: 7” a PN 

“If a dispute or situation is brought before the Security Council 
under the terms of paragraph 2 of Section A of Chapter VIII, the 
question whether the Security Council shall consider and discuss that 
dispute or situation shall be settled by a procedural vote.”
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Tue Secrerary asked whether the Delegation would agree to accept 
these three papers. SENATOR CoNNALLyY declared that he had one 
question to ask concerning the new paragraph 3-of the draft Four- 
Power statement. He wondered what was the significance of the 
second sentence concerning the necessity to operate by procedural vote 
when the Council intended to “discuss and consider any such dispute 

or situation.” Senator ConNnauiy was of the opinion that this was 
an automatic procedure and could not understand why there was a 
‘provision in this sentence concerning the Council’s not discussing 

a particular dispute or situation. ‘Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that the 
point of that sentence was that the Security Council could not be 
prevented from taking this action by the veto of any one power. 

Such action could, of course, be blocked by the votes of any six powers. 
‘He further declared that any action which was mandatory upon the 

Council could effectively be stymied by the intrusion of the time 
element. The decision referred to in the sentence under consideration 
was whether or not to discuss a particular dispute at any one time. 

Senator ConNALLY expressed the opinion that too much emphasis 
on procedural matters was confusing anyhow. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
agreed and declared that he could not see the differeneé between this 
paragraph and the third document submitted to the Delegation. Mr. 
PasvousKy explained that the latter paper was a sample of language 

actually to be included in the Charter. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN declared that he-thought an excellent solutidn 

had been reached. The Four-Power statement provided a clear in- 
terpretation of the formula, and he was in agreement with the decision 
to outline the effects of the statement in the Charter itself. Srnaror 
CoNnNALLY said that it was also his impression that the Five Powers 
had agreed to this in their meeting on the previous day. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY replied that they had agreed to recommend this to the Heads 
of their Delegations and that that was what he was doing. THE 

Secretary declared that he was greatly impressed with the work that 
had been accomplished. Mr. Dutxes observed, however, that. the 
words: “should be clear” in the first sentence of the draft Part IT of 
the Four-Power statement should be changed to “are clear.” 

Mr. Kane asked how this interpretation would affect the voting 
arrangements under paragraph 8 of the Chapter on Trusteeship. 
This paragraph provided for the unanimous vote of the permanent 
members of the Security Council on certain issues concerning trus- 
teeship. He asked how these two parts of the Charter, would tie 
together. Ture Secretary replied that the voting procedure on trus- 
teeship was spelled out separately and was really an independent 
and separate question. Mr. Kane declared that despite the unique 
characteristics this was, nevertheless, a voting matter. Srnator Con-
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NALLY stated that it was his opinion that the unanimity rule would 

apply in the Trusteeship Chapter and Mr. Pasvorsky replied that 

there could be no question on that. SrcrETARY.STETTINIUS was in 

agreement. | . . : - 

SENATOR ConnaLzy declared that he expected to run into difficulty 
in future negotiations because Ambassador Gromyko wanted an an- 
swer to Question 19 before his Delegation would agree on any inter- 
pretation of the entire Yalta formula. Mr. Pasvorsky remarked 
that this matter would probably require reference to Moscow. THE 
SECRETARY inquired if the matter had not already been referred to 
Premier Stalin. Mr. Pasvotsky said that he was not sure of that 
and observed that the definition of procedural matters had not yet 
been referred to Moscow. Question 19, he said, would be easy to 
answer once procedural matters had been properly defined. There 
were other questions which had not been answered, among them the 
procedure on electing a Secretary General and choosing the J udges 
of the Permanent Court. The whole matter, he thought, would take 
several more days before a final ‘solution could be achieved. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy reported that the Chinese had indicated a desire to 

delete the final sentence of the new paragraph 3. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG remarked that it was “a funny sentence.” Tue Sxcrerary asked 
Mr. Pasvotsxy what his recommendation was, and the latter declared 
that he had wanted to have adopted some wording of the order of 
“cannot prevent the Council from reminding”; the other powers, how- 
ever, had insisted on the insertion of the words “any. member of” 
which was not so acceptable to this Government. Tae Secretary 
asked what Mr. Pasvorsxy would recommend, and he replied that he 
favored dropping the entire sentence. Tur Derxcarion agreed unani- 
mously that the last sentence should be omitted. | | 
‘Senator Conna.y expressed the hope that the action taken by the 

Delegation would not in any way weaken the attitude that had been 
taken with respect to the various phases of discussion up to the in- 
vestigatory phase. 

Mr. Hackworrtu raised an objection to the insertion proposed by 
the British. Including this memorandum by itself, he thought, 
would serve to weaken the entire memorandum designed to answer 
the questions prepared by the Subcommittee of the Committee on 

Security. Mr. Hackworru asserted that he would favor leaving the 
memorandum as it was without any effort to insert this paragraph 
in the Charter—unless further insertions were made. Mr. PasvoisKy 
explained that this paragraph was only a sample of the insertions 
that would have to be made in order to carry out in the Charter the 
implications of the Four-Power statement. The Charter would fi- 
nally include, he said, a statement of which matters were procedural
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and would also outline those on which decisions would be taken by a 
qualified majority. He said that the importance of having a spe- 
cific delineation of procedural matters in the Charter itself lay not 
so much in the clarification of the unanimity rule as in the fact that 
such a distinction would eliminate the possibility of the Organization 
being stymied. If there were specific language on procedural matters 
in the Charter, the Big Five would be unable to force non-procedural 

matters into the sphere of procedural matters. 
CoMMANDER Strassen asked if he were right in his understanding 

that the idea was so far as possible to spell out procedural matters 
now. In the future a concurring vote by the permanent members 
would be necessary to transfer any matter from a procedural to a 

non-procedural vote, or vice-versa. _ | 
Tue Secretary asked the Delegation to take a position on the 

acceptance of the draft as presented by Mr. Pasvolsky. Senator 
Conna.ty declared that he accepted the paper To Insert Somewhere 
In The Charter Language To Express The Following Idea as being 
a sample of thé type of insertion which would be made to fulfill the 
implications of the Four-Power statement. Mr. Pasvorsxy added 
that this single paragraph grew out of the decision taken by the Big 
Five in the draft Part II of the Four-Power statement. | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy asked whether the rearrangement of the paragraphs 
of Chapter VIII, Section A, proposed by Mr. Dunn at an earlier meet- 
ing, was precluded by. the recent decisions. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that 
nothing was precluded by these new papers and that they involved 
merely a specification of procedural matters. Mr. Rockrreiier asked 
whether there would be any change from the position taken by Mr. 
Dulles that paragraphs 2 and 8 should be considered. procedural 
matters. Mr. Pasvousry replied that this would not deny Mr. Dulles’ 
suggestion. Mr. Dunn clarified the situation by declaring that in 
his opinion the power of the Security Council outlined in paragraph 
3 to “call upon the parties” would not have any great significance. 
His rearrangement would present a clear picture of full discussion 
involving only voluntary obligation to settle disputes. Mr. Rocxsr- 
FELLER asked whether the recent decisions precluded settlement by 
the member states themselves, and Mr. Dunn replied that such a solu- 
tion was not precluded. , 

Mr. Rockrretier objected to the use of the word “obviously” in 
paragraph 2.of the draft Part IT of the Four-Power statement. He 
declared that it would not be so clear to the smaller nations as it would 
be to the Big Five and therefore would have the connotation of the 
imposition of the views of the Big Powers. The Delegation agreed 

to delete the word “obviously.”
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The Delegation agreed unanimously to accept the entire solution 
of the voting problems as had. been presented by Mr. Pasvolsky. Mr. 
Dunn, however, wanted to point out that, although there was agree- 
ment in spirit on the part of the USSR, the actual wording of the 

‘draft statement and of the new portions of the Charter would prob- 
ably have to go to Moscow for approval. 
CoMMANDER StTassEN asked if he was.right in understanding that 

it would be impossible to get Russian approval of language modifica- 

dions without instructions coming from Moscow, and Mr. Dunn re- 
plied that this interpretation was correct. Mr. Hackwortu urged 
that it be borne in mind that in attempting to incorporate language 
into the Charter there would be necessary a great deal of negotiation 
on the exact phraseology. He thought that for this reason the Four- 
Power statement should be attached to the Charter, more or less as 
a protocol. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the British would not ac- 
cept this solution. .. oo Oo So 

bie :>Frenco AMENDMENT ON NEUTRALITY =. > 

Tue SecreTary announced that Mr. Pasvolsky had‘ teport to make 
on other problems soon to arise, but he expressed the ‘hope that it 
would not be necessary to consider them at this time. Mr, PAsvorsxy, 
howéver, insisted that he had ‘séveral important matters to discuss, 
the first being the proposed French amendment ¢dncerning neu- 
érality.* | The ‘French, he declared, were thinking about proposing 
an amendment to the effect that neutrality was inconsistent with’ the 
responsibilities incurred in the Charter. However, in conversation 
with the French, he had convinced them that the proposed amend- 
ment was not a very good idea. The French had countered with a 
proposal that they should introduce the amendment in the Committee 
and should be supported by one of the other big powers, whereupon 
the French would “gracefully, withdraw” their. amendment. The 
representative of the other member of the Big Five should agree with 
the principle underlying the French amendment but should express 
the view that the situation was adequately covered in the existing pro- 
visions in the Charter, and that the French amendment was worded 
too narrowly. . 

Mr. Pasvorsky thought that this was a good idea, and the Delega- 
tion was unanimously agreed. _ a | 

_. Procepure on AGREEMENTS FOR SUPPLY OF Forces 

Mr. Pasvotsky reported that the Committee dealing with security 
questions had considered the problem of making possible the conclu- 
sion of agreements for the supply forces to the Security Council, 

“ Doc. 423, 1/1/20, May 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 312, .
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instead of merely among the member states.*® Specifically, it had 
been proposed to substitute the words “by them” for “among thém- 

selves” in paragraph 5 of Section B, Chapter VIII of the Dumbar- 

ton Oaks proposals. The Committee had agreed that these 
agreements for the supply of forces should be negotiated on the initia- 

tive of the Security Council. However, the Chinese had taken the posi- 

tion that the Security Council could not negotiate or be a party to 
an agreement without specific authorization. Consequently, the 

Chinese had been unwilling to accept the new words “by them.” Mr. 
Pasvotsxy declared that he understood the United States position was 

to adopt phraseology which would leave the matter open to future 

decision. He said that he had mentioned in the Committee that the 
United States would favor conclusion of the agreements by the Secu- 
rity Council. | : 7 

SENATOR Connauuy declared ‘that he had always agreed that the 
Security Council should be a party to agreements for the supply of 
forces. He pointed out, however,.that the objection had been raised 

that such a policy on the part of the Security Council, would give the 

Organization the appearance of a world super-state., However, Sen- 
ator ConnaLiy was of the opinion that the Council’s power to use 
the forces placed at its disposal under the agreements had the same 
effect in the long run. He thought that the Security Council should 
make the agreements with the member states in order to eliminate 
confusion. Senator VANDENBERG asked how this question had been 
treated in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, and Mr. PasvorsKy re- 
marked that the matter had been left open.*? Senator ConNALLY 

reiterated that in his opinion the Council should sign the agreements 

for support of forces. | 
Mr. Hickerson remarked that Admiral Rodionov had asked him 

whether Senator Connally would speak against the Australian amend- 

ment to substitute the words “by them” for “among themselves.” Mr. 
Hickerson said that he had replied that the United States could not 

speak against this proposal but would adhere to its obligation and 

would vote with Russia. | 

Mr. Pasvorsky reiterated that the Chinese had held the position 

that the Council would have no power to be a party to an agreement 

of any nature unless it was granted specific authority. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY suggested that the matter be referred to the “hard working” 

jurists. This same question, he said, had come up at’ Dumbarton 

Oaks. Mr. Hacxk'worru declared that:there was no doubt in his mind 
that. the Council could be a party to an_ agreement if the signatory 

“Doc. 628, III/3/38, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 382; Doc. 289, 
III/3/11, May 18, ibid., p. 608. 

‘7 See memorandum by Messrs. Gerig and Yost, November 20, 1944, Foreign 
Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 901.
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powers were in favor of this procedure. When asked by, Rerresent- 
ative Eaton if he thought it would be advisable to vest this power 
in the Security Council, Mr. Hackwortu replied that this would make 
for an easier and much better situation. SENATOR VANDENBERG de- 
clared that any realist would see that these special agreements for 
the support of forces were the stumbling block of the Organization. 
Someone, he said, would have to be charged with the initiation of 
these agreements. He added that these agreements would have to 
be approved by the United States Senate, and it would be adding 
another difficulty to require Senate approval for initiating the agree- 
ments. SENaTOR CoNNALLY voiced the opinion that this function 
should devolve upon the Security Council, and Mr. Hackworti 
remarked that this question should be finally settled “here and now.” 
Senator VANDENBERG agreed with Senator Connally. 
«Mr. Pasvorsxy remarked that he had a legal question for the Dele- 

gates to consider. If the words “by them” were to be included in 
the Charter, would that in itself constitute sufficient authority for 
the Security Council to become a party to the agreements for the sup- 
port of forces? Mr. Hackworru declared that the answer to that 
question was very clear. The League of Nations had been entering 
into contracts since its inception, and the new Organization would un- 
doubtedly have to do the same. Srnatror CoNNALLY asked whether 
the Charter would not establish the Security Council as an entity, 
and Mr. Hackworru replied that that was correct. Senator VAN- 
DENBERG asked whether Mr. Dulles cared to express his opinion on 
the legal aspects of this question, and the latter replied that there 
was no doubt that the Organization would have the authority to make 

treaties. a : 

Mr. Hicxerrson asked what position Senator Connally should take 
in the 10:30 meeting.*® He pointed out that the Delegation had al- 
ready decided at the previous meeting *® that the phraseology should 
be changed but that it appeared as if the United States was in dis- 
agreement with the other members of the Sub-Committee of Five. 
Mr. PasvotsKy replied that he had never reported to the Delegation 
that the Sub-Committee of Five had turned down this suggested re- 
vision. He had reported, he declared, that the Sub-Committee had 
not reached a decision. ‘The United States, he said, had been accused 
of getting out on a limb, and it was essential that the position of this 
country be made clear. Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that Senator Con- 
nally get together with the representatives of the other four major 
powers on his Committee in order to reach an understanding on this 
matter in view of the fact that there would be no time before the 10: 30 

*8 Doc. 649, III/3/34, May 28, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 391. | 
“ Minutes of meeting of United States delegation, May 24, 9:05 a. m,, p. 862.
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meeting to have a decision by the Committee of Five. Mr. Hickerson 
declared that he would try to get a postponement on this question. 
~ Senator ConnaLzy, who was in the chair because the Secretary had 
had to leave the meeting, asked whether the Delegation wished to ex- 
press its opinion on the question at issue. SrNnator VANDENBERG pro- 

posed a formal motion that the Delegation support phraseology which 
would permit the Council to be a party to the agreements for the sup- 
ply of forces to the Organization. The Delegation unanimously ac- 
cepted this motion. Mr. Pasvorsky emphasized that the wording 
suggested would leave the matter open and would merely make par- 
ticipation of the Council in these agreements possible. _ | 

- Mr. Hicxerson remarked that he had promised the Russian dele- 
gates that the United States would not vote for the Australian amend- 
ment. Senator Connatiy declared that he would try to postpone 
the question, but if he were maneuvered into casting a vote he would 
vote according to the Delegation’s wishes as expressed in their de- 
cisions of a few meetings earlier. This, he declared, was a realistic 
situation. The Security Council had the actual authority to make 
war and take other important steps. It was foolish, he said, to leave 
it to the states to take the initiative in supplying forces to the 
Organization. 

Mr. PasvorsKy suggested that Senator Connally try to leave the 
situation flexible. It was necessary, he declared, to reach an under- 
standing’ with the other four powers. Mr. Pasvotsxy urged that Sen- 
ator Connally attempt to work out some arrangement at the meeting. 
Mr. Hicxerson observed that the Russians appeared to be in opposi- 
tion to the Australian amendment while the British favored it. He 
had not spoken with the Chinese representatives on this matter. 

Senator Connatuy declared that he would accept the wording “by 
them with the approval of the Security Council.” Mr. Pasvorsxy 
asked why Senator Connally would not stand on the more advanced 
position which the Delegation had taken. Mr. Jonnson suggested 
that, 1f necessary, the solution might be to delete the words “concluded 
among themselves,” but Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that it would be im- 
possible to achieve acceptance for this change. Mr. ArmsTRONG 
asked what was the real reason for the Russian opposition to the Aus- 
tralian amendment, and Mr. Hickerson replied that he was unable to 
answer that question. Senator Connatty declared that the opposi- 
tion was derived from the unwillingness of a number of “little old 
countries” to supply troops to the Organization. Mr. Hickrrson re- 
plied, however, that Russia could hardly be called a “little old coun- 
try.” Mr. Pasvorsxy reiterated that the Chinese opposition was based 
on legal grounds, and Representative Eaton interpolated that the 
opposition of the U.S.S.R. was based on Russian grounds. Mr. Pas-
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vorsKy declared that the Russians had suggested the phraseology 

“by some or all” but Mr. Pasvotsxy was of the opinion that this was 
a very dangerous wording because under it some states could claim 
exemption from the requirement for the supply of forces. 

Mr. Hicxerson suggested that the Delegation devote some time to 
the question of the French amendments to Chapter VIII, Section B, 
paragraphs 5, 6, and 9. Drawn GitprrsLerve declared that she also 
had some important business to discuss with the Delegation concerning 
the Australian “pledge” amendment. Senaror ConNnatiy suggested 
that Dean Gildersleeve speak first in view of her senior position. 

a _ AustraLiaN “PLepce” AMENDMENT | | 

Dean GiILDERSLEEVE reported that she had objected to the Australian 
amendment °° that “all members undertake to cooperate with the Or- 
ganization and with each other and to take separate action by (politi- 
cal and economic) methods of their own choice for the achievement of 
these purposes.” The Australians had introduced two alternative 
wordings as follows: 

1, “All members pledge themselves to take separate action and to 
cooperate with the Organization and with each other to achieve these 
purposes. Insofar as separate action is concerned each member shall 
be entitled to pursue these purposes by political and economic methods 
of its own choice.” 

2, “All members pledge themselves to take action within their own 
territories by methods of their own choice to achieve these purposes; 
and, where appropriate, to collaborate with the Organization and with 
each other in seeking joint measures directed toward their universal 
realization.” 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE reported that she had countered * with the 
- following wording: | 

“All members undertake to cooperate with the Organization and 
with each other and to take separate action, consistent with their own 
political and economic institutions, fot the achievement of the purposes 
stated above.” : | 

The Canadians had submitted a fifth draft as follows: 

_ “All members undertake to cooperate with the Organization and 
with each other and to take separate action in accordance with their 
respective constitutional processes to achieve these purposes.” ; 

Dan GILDERSLEEVE reported that the Russians would probably sup- 
port the United States draft but that it was fairly certain that the 
Canadians would not. CommaAnper Stassen urged that the Canadian 
wording “constitutional processes” would not include within its scope 

"60 Doc. 599, 11/3/31, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 99. | 
Summary report of meeting of Committee II/3/A, May 26,3 p. m., not printed.
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the economic institutions of the member states, It was not necessary, 
he declared, to alter constitutional arrangements in order to change 
economic institutions. Dean GILpersLeeve declared that the Cana- 
dian wording could probably be voted down. Commanprr STASsEN 
remarked that it would indeed be interesting to discover whether this 

Committee was interested in voting down the United States amend- 
ment which proposed proceeding according to existing institutions. 
Mr. Rockerexter said that he would be glad to appear at the Drafting 

Committee meeting in order to. assist Dean GiLpDERSLEEVE. .The latter 
remarked that she had reserved the position of this Government pend- 
ing clarification of the issues involved. a 

Mr. Duties restated the position he had taken at an earlier meeting 
that this amendment was not within the scope of the Conference. 
He thought that Dean Gildersleeve should raise in Committee the 
question of whether the Conference was competent to consider a 
pledge for individual action. To admit that this amendment was 
within the scope of the Conference’s powers, he thought, would be 
to open the door to many more similar amendments. Senator Con- 
NALLY agreed with this position and Dean GitpERSLEEVE also declared 
that she favored Mr. Dulles’ position but that she was afraid that 
the other members of the Committee would not accept this argument. 
Mr. Duturs declared, however, that this was something on which 

we could uot legally be outvoted. As an example, he said that the 
United States might be outvoted 48 to ft on a proposal obligating 
this country to grant lend-lease aid to Kurope for a period of ten 
years but that the United States would not be legally bound because 
the question was not within the scope of the Conference. 
_ ComMANDER STASSEN was of the opinion that this Government 
should not oppose this measure without sufficient justification. It 
was important, he thought, to keep the alternative proposal of the 
Delegation in the fore so that the press could not twist the intentions 
of the United States. Representative Bioom was of the opinion, 

however, that the submission of an alternative proposal would not be 
consistent with Mr. Dulles’ proposition. An amendment by the 

United States would be a tacit admission that the matter was actu- 
ally within the terms of reference of the Conference. ComMMANDER 

Srassen declared that what had gone before pointed to a need for 
political and legal assistance for Dean GILDERSLEEVE in Committee 
IT/3 and he suggested that Mr. Rockefeller and Mr. Dulles attend the 
meetings of this body. 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE asked whether the Delegation would want 
her to have Mr. Stinebower continue to press the United States amend- 
ment or whether he should continue to reserve the United States posi- 

tion. She remarked that it would be easier to gain acceptance for the
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Canadian amendment involving “constitutional processes.” Mr. 

RocKkEFeLLER thought that some of the ‘members of the Organization 

did not have constitutions and thus could not have constitutional 

processes. : | 
Mr. Douxixs declared that the wording involved in the Canadian 

proposal that the member states pledge to act according to their con- 
stitutional processes was contrary to what the United States was at- 
tempting to avoid in this section. Mr. RockEFeLire suggested that the 
two wordings involved in the United States and Canadian amend- 

ments be combined. Dean GriipEeRsLEEve asked Mr. Stinebower what 
the chances were of gaining acceptance for support of a combination. 
Mr. Srrnesower was of the opinion that the chief opposition for such 
a proposal would come from the Chairman of the Committee who 
seemed to think that the wording “institutions” was subject to mis- 
interpretation. Mr. Srinesower pointed out that “institutions” could 
mean broad sociological phenomena as in the present discussion and 
might be limited to organizations such as a “banking institution.” 
Furthermore, the Chairman of the Committee pointed out that in- 
stitutions changed from time to time. Mr. Stinesower pointed out 
that the Australians had proposed a substitute amendment which used 
the phraseology “by (political and economic) methods of their own 
choice.” Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested the wording “where appropriate, 
take separate action of their own choice.” Mr. RocKEFELLER re- 
miirked that this would not eliminate the opposition of the Canadians 
and suggested “consistent with their political and economic institu- 
tions and in accordance with their constitutional processes.” ; 

- ComMmaAnperR Strassen remarked that the word “pledge” had been 
eliminated in the United States draft; but Mr. Srrnrpower expressed 
the fear that the substitution of the word “undertake” which appeared 
in the United States proposal would be voted down in the Commit- 
tee. Mr. Rockere.ier asked Mr. StrneBower to give the Delegation 
the background of the Australian proposal with specific reference to 
the attempts of the Australian government to avoid their constitu- 
tional processes by treaty commitments. Mr. SrrnepoweEr replied to 
the Delegation that the Australians had been trying to get the neces- 
sary authority to carry through domestic reforms. An international 
cbligation that they could point to would give them the necessary 
springboard. ComMANpER Srassen remarked that it boiled down to 
the fact that the Australians were trying to use the international 
Charter to force a change in their own country, and COMMANDER 

STAssEN pointed out that this weapon could be used elsewhere. 

- Mr. Duties pointed to the wording in the invitation by the four 
sponsoring governments to the other members of the United Nations 
to attend the Conference. He pointed out that the invitation stated
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that the purpose of the Conference was “to prepare a charter for a 
general international organization for the maintenance of interna- 
tional peace and security.” Mr. Dunixs asked what a proposal for 
individual obligations could possibly have to do with the preparation 

of such a Charter. This amendment, he thought, was outside the 
competence of the present Conference. Dran GitpersiErve thought 
that the meaning of the amendment was that the members undertook 
to cooperate with the Organization by separate and joint action, 
and Mr. Duttuss declared if this were so the amendment would fall 
within the competency of the Conference. However, Mr. StrnEBOWER 
declared that the Chairman of the Drafting Committee II/3/A would 
move against the United States if he were to press this position. Mr. 
StrnecowEr thought that legally the Chairman would have grounds 
for objecting to this position of the United States because the amend- 
ment had been accepted in principle in the full Committee, and the 
Drafting Committee had no authority other than to carry out the 
wishes of the full Committee. | 

Mr. Hackworts urged that the Delegation adhere to the line estab- 
lished by Mr. Dulles. He thought it was the safest approach and 
urged that great pressure would develop if the United States at- 
tempted to temporize. This, he thought, was a dangerous proposition. 
Mr. Duuzs voiced the opinion that this amendment was tied in with 
Chapter II.. If the United States did not carry out the pledge sug- 
gested for inclusion in Chapter IX Section Aj.pararaph 1, it would 
forfeit: its rights under the Charter. Snaror ConNauiy asked what 
course of action Mr. Duties would suggest, and: the latter replied he 
thought Dean Gildersleeve should reserve the position of this govern- 
ment in order that the matter might be taken up in the Steering 
Committee. Mr. Srrnesower asked whether he should assist in per- 
fecting the language of the amendment or reserve the United States 
position completely and not formulate any language at all. Repre- 
SENTATIVE Broom was of the opinion that it was impossible to take two 
positions. Mr. Dutxes said the United States could not consistently 
make an alternate proposal. Dan GitprrsLEsEve declared that she had 
reserved the United States position pending clarification of the issue. 
Now that the matter was clarified she understood clearly that the Dele- 
gation was opposed to the amendment, | 

Mr. Du.tes pointed out that ratification of a document containing 

a clause with provision for the bringing into operation, of constitu- 
tional processes provided a somewhat similar situation. If the opera- 
tion of constitutional processes blocked the carrying out of the obli- 
gations.incurred in the document, the state involved would still have 
an international obligation with respect to its pledge incurred at the 

time of ratification, «ee oo.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE _ 949 

Mr. Hicxerson remarked that in this event the reference to consti- 
tutional processes was only a matter of procedure. Mr. ST1nEBOWER 
urged that no obligations would be broken if a treaty having a clause 
providing for the operation of constitutional processes failed of ratifi- 
cation by reason of these processes. ss. | a 

Commanper SrassEn declared that Australia was trying to do some- 
thing which the Conference could not do. It was obvious that political 
and economic assistance was needed in Committee II/3. He stated 
emphatically that Dean Gildersleeve had been doing an outstanding 
job in a difficult situation. The Australians had been trying to ac- 
complish something not germane to the Conference. 

Mr. Dunn declared that he thought the matter should be handled 
in the Penthouse in a special meeting of the interested parties. Mr. 
RockereLter declared that he had received instructions from Mr. 
‘Tomlinson that this course should not be followed because the matter 

was being handled in another way. Mr. Norrer declared that Mr. 
‘Tomlinson had called on the question of expulsion, and Mr. Rocxs- 
FELLER agreed that he had been in error. 

Mr. STinrsower remarked that the Australians had been forced on 
the defensive by the presentation of the United Statés draft “consist- 
ent with their own political and economic institutions.” REPREsENTA- 
t1vE Boom urged that the Delegation stand.on the legal position taken 
by Mr. Dulles. He thought that Dean Gildersleeve should. rise on a 
point. of order. Representative Bioom was of the opinion that the 
United States would not get anywhere by pressing separate proposals. 
This, he thought, would recognize, the legality of. the Australian 
amendment, but Commanper Strassen declared that: his. proposal was 
that the United States suggest language which would bring the amend- 
ment within the legitimate scope-ef the Conference.. Mr. STINEBOWER 
declared that the only part of this amendment which was acceptable 
to the United States was the first part ending “and with each. other.” 
Mr. Norrer suggested that Mr. Hackworth and Mr. Dunn attend the 
meeting in order to assist Dean Gildersleeve. Otherwise, he thought 
the United States was certain to be outvoted. | 

‘French AMENDMENTS Recarpine Miuirary AGREEMENTS 

Mr. Pasvorsxy remarked that General Fairchild had something to 
bring before the Delegation.  —_— _ OO 
Genera Faircuip reported that a discussion had been held con- 

cerning the French amendments to Paragraphs 5, 6, and 9 of Chapter 
VIII, Section B. He presented the paper, French Amendments Re- 

garding Military Agreements; U.S. Gen 188,” which he declared toned 
down the original French language... ‘This, he declared, was satisfac- 

-®Net printed: 2. Seton cb dvd Go Ne ee
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tory to all the military advisors and would probably be cleared by 
the U.S.S.R. Mr. Hicxerson declared that the French were certain 
to accept this new wording and that the Russians would also un- 

doubtedly be willing to accept it. | 
GENERAL Farrcouip declared that Admiral Rodionov had asked that 

the decision on this question be postponed until clearance was ob- 
tained by the Russians. | : 

The Delegation agreed unanimously to accept the new wording. — 

OO TRUSTEESHIP - 

CoMMANDER STAssEN declared that there was a tense situation 
with respect to the efforts of the Arab League. The representatives of 
the Arab League had told him that they thought that the Trusteeship 
draft must prejudice their interest in some way. Therefore,. they 
were strongly urging the inclusion of Paragraph 4 of Article XXII 

of the Covenant of the League of Nations. The amendment they 
proposed read as follows: | : | 

“The rights referred to in Paragraph 5 of this Chapter would in- 
clude the rights indicated in paragraph 4 of Article 22 of the League 
of Nations Covenant, which specifically states that. ‘Certain com- 
munities... have reached a stage of development where their existence 
as independent nations can be provisionally recognized subject to the 
rendering of. administrative advice and assistance by a Mandatory 
until suéh time as they are able to stand alone. The wishes of these 
communities must be a principal consideration in the selection:of the 
Mandatory.’ ” | ns 

CoMMANDER SrassEN remarked that he was aware that it was not 
good form to refér to another document, but he favored acceptance 
of this paragraph if it would satisfy the Arabs. He thought that 
the new wording would not materially affect the document. Repre- 
SENTATIVE BLoom strongly opposed the inclusion of this new wording 
because he said he was afraid of the opposition of the Jewish popula- 
tion of this country who were just’ biding their time waiting for an 
opportunity to express their opposition to the Arab policy. The Jews 
of the United States would charge that the Delegation was giving in 
to the Arab position. RepresenraTIVE Bioom was further afraid 
that there might be some further implications in paragraph 4 of 
Article XXII of which the Delegation might not be aware. He 
reiterated that the Jewish element of this country would be up in 
arms charging abdication to the Arabs. ComMmanprER STassEN de- 

clared that he had successfully beaten down all the amendments pro- 
posed by members of the Arab League. He said that he had been as- 
suring the Arabs that the United States was not trying to take any- 
thing away from them. Representative Bioom declared that he 
understood the situation but that he knew what the Jewish reaction
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would be. ComMANDER STassen urged that Representative Bloom 
present this'clause to the Jewish leaders and discuss it with them, but 
the latter replied that each and every Jew was a leader and that they 
would raise a big disturbance if this were considered. REPRESENTATIVE 
Broom declared that if a provision should be necessary he would 
accept it but that he would not favor incorporation of Paragraph 4 
of Article X XII in the Trusteeship Chapter unless it were absolutely 
necessary. REpresENTATIVE Bioom pointed to the attacks that had 
been made on him by the Jewish press, and he declared that he was not 
attempting to protect any one group but was working for all groups. 
He thought that the Arab and Jewish questions should be left alone 
and that they had gotten along all right until agitators moved in. 

- COMMANDER STAssEN reminded the Delegation that the British had 
insisted that Committee II/4 must listen to the Iraqui proposal.® 
CoMMANDER STASssEN declared that he did not want to antagonize any 
group but did not want to give the Arabs anything which they did 
not deserve. RepresenTATIVE Broom declared that the British had 
their‘ reasons for urging that consideration be given to the Iraqi 
proposals. He said‘that he did not want the entire question of Pales- 
tine and the: Jews and the Arabs imposed upon this Conference. 
Mr. Rockrrerter' declared: that he wanted to report to the Delega- 
tion on’a confidential conversatioa ‘he had had with President Roose- 
velt.after the latter had received ‘Rabbi Stephen Wise. Rabbi Wise 
and the Arab leaders whom the President had seen during his trip 

to Yalta ** indicated that they were ready to go to war over this situ- 
ation. The Arabs were insistent that they wanted no change in the 
immigration policy and had indicated that they were willing to fight 
to preserve the existing situation. Mr. Rockrretier stated that he 
had mentioned this conversation in order to emphasize the tension 
that existed with respect to the whole question of Palestine. 
Commanprr Srassen declared that he wanted to insure that no 

rights were altered’ The Arab leaders had declared that Palestine 
was “a, sick patient” and they were afraid of an “operation.” Com- 
MANDER STASSEN had assured. them that there would be no “operation.” 
He was of the opinion that the silence of the Jewish elements on this 
question had caused the Arabs to take the position that if the Jews 
were satisfied they, the Arabs, should be dissatisfied. RepresENTATIVE 
Buioom declared that he had been a Jew for 75 years and therefore 
knew what to expect. ” oo 

Doc. 580, 11/4/24, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, pp. 486-87 (Iraqi 
interest in paragraph B,5). —_ . 

58 On his return from the Conference at Yalta President Roosevelt met at Great 
Bitter Lake, Egypt, on February 13-14, 1945, with King Farouk of Egypt, 
Emperor Haile Selassie of Ethiopia, and King Abdul Aziz al-Saud of Saudi 
Arabia; for documentation, see vol. vir, pp. 1 ff.: 

723-681—67—_64
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Mr. Dunn declared that it had been the intention of the State 
Department and continued to be the intention to maintain the status 
quo. There was one thing, he thought, that seemed to stick in the 
mind of the Arabs and that was the phraseology in Paragraph 8 of 
the Trusteeship draft which left. open the way for future agreement 
in the individual trusteeship arrangements. He thought that it was 
this exception that worried them. Mr. Grrie declared that it did look 
as if future arrangements might change the status guo. CoMMANDER 
STasspn declared that the subsequent agreements were to be purely 
voluntary, and Mr. Dunn declared that all the states concerned would 
be parties to them. ComMaANDER STASSEN was of the opinion that as 
a matter of strategy it might be best to assure the Arabs on the basis 
of national policy rather than on the basis of the international Charter. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom referred to the last sentence of the new 
draft which referred to the wishes of the communities in question. 
CoMMANDER Strassen declared that, this was quoted word for word 
from the League Covenant. Represenrative Bioom wondered 

whether these wishes might not be the majority wishes and pointed 
out that in Palestine the Arabs were in a substantial majority. He 
declared that according to the Treaty of 1925 * no changes could be 
made in:the mandated status of Palestine without the consent of 
the United States. The British White Paper was illegal according 
to the terms of the mandate.. The Arabs, he declared, were trying 
to obtain something for their own protection. The Jews in Palestine 
were in the minority, and with immigration stopped the Arabs were 
trying to keep them in the same ratio. Mr. Dunn agreed that this 
was the correct interpretation. REpresENTATIVE Bioom declared that 
the Arabs had no right to take this position according to the mandate 
and the treaty with the United States.’ He declared that he had been 
successful in maintaining.a friendly relationship with the Arabs and 
had never fought with them. Mr. Dunn was of the opinion that 
there would be no disturbance from either quarter if both sides were 
assured that there would be no change in the status. CoMMANDER 

Strassen was of the opinion that either Mr. Dunn or Secretary Stet- 
tinius should meet with the Arabs and give them the necessary assur- 
ance. Mr. Dunn declared that he had met with some of the Arab 
leaders at a luncheon a few days earlier and had maintained the posi- 

tion that no change would be made in the status.quo. . Everybody, 
he said, was satisfied with the existing situation but.were demanding 

_** Convention between the United States and Great Britain relating to rights 
in Palestine, signed at London, December 3, 1924, Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 
ll, :p. 212. For text of mandate for Palestine, assigned to the United Kingdom 
at Sah Remo, April.25, 1920, and approved by the Council.of. the .League of 
Nations, July -24, 1922, see ibid., p. 2138. =-. — - oa. or - 

* British Cmd. 6019: Palestine, Statement of. Policy, May 1939. | -
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assurance in the Charter that no changes would be made. Repre- 
SENTATIVE Broom declared that he had no strong opinion one way or 
the other and that he understood everyone’s desires. 

Mr. Dunn suggested that the phraseology of Paragraph 8 of the 
Trusteeship Chapter should be changed so that the maintenance of 
the status guo would be mandatory and so that the paragraph would 
not constitute an exception to the general principle laid down. Repr- 
RESENTATIVE Bioom remarked, however, that an exception had al- 
ready been made in the White Paper. Commanperr Strassen declared 
that if the Delegation were agreed that the special clause should be 
included in the Charter it might open up-questions related to other 
territories. Mr. Dunn declared that he thought the wording should 
be changed to get away from the exception established. He sug- 
gested that it be made mandatory that the trusteeship arrangements 
maintain the existing situation. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom declared that the Arabs were not fools and 
would construe any phraseology according to their own interests. 
CoMMANDER STAssEN urged once more that if the United States was 
willing to assure both the Jews and the Arabs that the trusteeship ar- 
rangements would insure carrying over the League situation the 
whole matter could be separated from the Charter. Mr. Dunn re- 
marked that this should not be a unilateral affair and that the other 
interested governments should also sponsor the assurance. Repre- 
SENTATIVE Boom was of the opinion that no mention of either the 
Jews or the Arabs should be included in the Charter. He replied to 
the suggestion that the matter should be taken up with Jewish lead- 
ers by pointing out that there were two opposing factions and that 
some of the chief leaders had already left San Francisco. No steps 

- could be taken without fullagreement. Mr. Dunn asked what should 
be done about the exception established and urged that it would raise 
objections from both sides. Representative Broom remarked that 
he was opposed to changing the idea of the mandate and was just 
trying to keep out of trouble. 
CoMMANDER StassEn observed that this was essentially a problem 

of the political relationship of the United States to the Arabs, and 

he thought that someone from the State Department should see the 
Arab groups. Mr. Dunn wondered what position the British and 
Russians would take on this issue, and Representative Broom replied 
that it was the British who were the important factor. He went on 
to say that the matter was still open because it had been agreed in the 
Committee on Trusteeship that the Iraqi representative should be 
permitted to present his case. Commanper STAssEN indicated that 
he was sure that he would be able to. outvote any. amendments. pro- 
posed by Iraq.’ Representative Bioom declared that the inicorpora:



954 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME 1 

tion of this paragraph of Article XXII might be equally dangerous 
with respect to other territories than Palestine. Mr. Dunn reiter- 
ated that no change should be made. Representative Bioom agreed 
and declared that there should be no changes whatsoever. The Jew- 
ish groups, he declared, had no. right to come to San Francisco, and 
he had not wanted them to'come. He pointed to his experience with 
respect to the Bermuda Conference on Refugees ** and declared that 
that had been a failure in the eyes of the Jewish population before 
he left La Guardia Field. Commanpgr Strassen urged that the mat- 
ter be held over until representatives of the State Department should 
have a chance to consult on the political situation involved. 

COMMANDER STAssEN reported that Russian approval of the issues 
still facing the Committee had not been received at that time. The 
next meeting of Committee II/4 was to be at 8:30 p. m. Tuesday 
evening. - | 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96:US Cr Min 570 | | - 
Minutes of the Fifty-Seventh Meeting of the United States Delega- 

_ tion, Held at Sanfrancisco, Tuesday, May 29, 1945, 9 a.m. 

Se [Informal Notes—Extracts] : 

_ [Here follows list of names of persons (35) , present at meeting. ] 
Tre Secretary convened the meeting at 9:00 a: m. : | 

| Norwecian Proposau For Inviting DENMARK 

Tur Secretary brought to the attention of the Delegation the fact 
that, for several weeks, the question of inviting Denmark to partici- 
pate in the Conference had been under consideration by certain officials’ 
of the Department of State. This Government had maintained the 
position that no nation which had not'signed the United Nations Dec- 
laration could be invited to the Conference.*? | - 

Mr. Dunn related for the Delegation the history of the Danish 
situation. Early in 1942 Prime Minister Churchill, together with 
President Roosevelt, asked the Danish Minister to the United States 
to sign the United Nations Declaration. The latter felt that he could 
not take this action because there was actually no Danish government, 
and he wrote a letter in which he signified adherence to the United 

Nations Declaration on behalf of the Danish people, and in which he 
declared that as soon as a Government was established, Denmark 

For documentation on the Anglo-American Conference on Refugees. held 
at Bermuda, April 19-28, 1943, see Foreign Relations, 1943, vol. 1, pp. 134 ff. 

See telegram 3192, April 23, 1 p. m., to London, p. 361.
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would adhere to the Declaration.®® One of the first acts of the new 
Danish Government was to declare that the letter to Churchill and 
Roosevelt was a valid adherence to the United Nations Declaration, 
such adherence being retroactive to January 2, 1942. 

.. . SECRETARY StTettTinius thought that the Delegation was in- 
dulging in a lot of unnecessary talk because it would be impossible, in 
any event, to stop the Norwegians from acting. THE Srcrerary 
asked the Delegation for instructions on how to act. CoMMANDER 
SrassEn moved that the United States should vote in favor in the 
Steering Committee of an invitation being tendered to the Danish 
to come to the Conference. Representative Eaton seconded the 
motion, and it was carried unanimously. 

a Time SCHEDULE 

Tue Secrerary declared that he should like to consider for a few 

moments the question of the time schedule for the rest of the 
Conference.... «© - a 7 | 

Mr. PasvoisKy indicated that he wanted to speak for the Coordi- 
nating Committee, of which he was Chairman. That Committee, 
he stated, would need at least a week after the other Committees 
had finished their work. There were, Mr. Pasvorsky pointed out, 
one hundred articles, each of which would have to be gone over to 
make sure that it was consistent with the rest of the Charter. Then 
he thought that each article would have to go back to the technical 
committees for their approval. Tse Srcrerary observed that such 
a procedure could not possibly be adopted, because it would take far 
too much time, and Mr. Duties concurred. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared 
that if this step were to be avoided, the Coordinating Committee must 
get authority from the Steering Committee to make the final decision 
on the various articles. 

. .. [ae Secrerary inquired whether there was any objection to 
his holding a short meeting with the Heads of the Delegations to ex- 

press his disappointment at the slow tempo with which the Confer- 
ence had been progressing. ComMANDER StassEN declared that the 
answer given to the Secretary would be that the big powers were hold- 
ing up progress. Mr. Hickrrson pointed out that Senator Connal- 
ly’s committee on security problems was one of the slowest, but that 
it was almost finished with its work and was being held up only by 
the necessity for Big Five confirmation of agreements reached. THs 

5 See Foreign Relations, 1942, vol. 1, pp. 27 and 29.
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SECRETARY suggested that he would get to work on the Chairmen 
of the Rig Five Delegations. .. . : 

| Frencu TREATY QUESTION 

-Tuer Secretary observed that there would be a meeting at 11:00 
o’clock to discuss the French Amendment to Chapter VITI, Section C, 
Paragraph 2. In the Secretary’s opinion, it was a simple matter of 
the word “request” or “consent”. He asked what the sentiment of 
the Delegation was on this matter. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that it did not make any great dif- 
ference to him one way or another. He said he was in sympathy with 
the French and he pointed out that the United States also had domestic 
problems which cause the Delegation to be highly insistent on some 
matters. Representative Broom asked whether the advisers would 
care to express their opinions on this matter. Mr. Dunn declared 
that he would favor the change, provided that it did not entail any 
other changes in the paragraph. Senator VaNDENBERG declared that 
he was in favor of at first attempting to maintain the existing word- 
ing. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that this would be impossible because 
the French could not go home without a change. They would, he 
declared, take the matter all the way up through the machinery of the 
Conference to the final plenary session, if necessary. ‘THE SECRETARY 
asked whether it was possible to change this one word without re- 
opening the whole question of regional arrangements. COMMANDER 
STASsEN asked whether Russia would permit the change of only one 
word. He said he favored leaving the wording as it was. In any 
event, COMMANDER StTAssEN thought that the United States should be 
the last of the Big Five to take a position on this matter. If the 
other four agreed that this was to be the only change in the paragraph, 
he would favor accepting the revision. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that 
Russia would accept the change as it was, and he declared that the 
United Kingdom, which had submitted the original wording, was 
pleased with the new language. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that he was opposed to accepting 
the complete amendment, as proposed by the French, and Commander 
Stassen was in agreement. Mr. Pasvorsky expressed the opinion 
that the French would accept the change of only one word, “request” 
in place of “consent”. Tse Cuarrman asked whether the Delega- 

tion agreed with Commander Stassen’s position that the change 
should be accepted only if it were first made certain that no other 
changes would be proposed, and the Delegation was unanimous in 

supporting this proposal. | |
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QuESTION oF ACCEPTANCE oF IraLy Into THE Unitep Nations 

SECRETARY STErrinius read to the Delegation the two resolutions 
proposed by Representative Marcantonio. The first asked that an 
invitation be extended to Italy to adhere to the United Nations Dec- 
laration. The second requested that Italy be recognized as a “full 
and equal ally”.°® Representative Broom remarked that this would 
be a troublesome issue, and S—NAToR VANDENBERG was of the opinion 
that the resolutions would be passed in Congress if they came to a 

vote. | BS re 

Tue Secretary asked. Mr. Dunn what action he would suggest: 
Mr. Dunn thought that he should take this matter up with the spon- 
soring governments and ask them if.it would be possible for Italy to 

come to the Conference. He thought that the United Kingdom 
should be asked first, inasmuch as they were opposed to accepting 
Italy on the basis of equality. Furthermore, the United States and 

Great Britain had the joint responsibility for administering Italy on 
the behalf of the United Nations. If the United Kingdom turned 
down the proposal, as was to be expected, the United States could be 
satisfied with having taken the initiative. Srcrerary STetrrnius 
urged that this would not be a consistent position for the United 
States to take, inasmuch as the surrender terms for Italy had not yet 
been arranged. But Mr. Dunn thought that this did not make any 
difference because Ambassadors had been exchanged and the United 
States was trying to reconstitute Italy on a democratic basis. Fur- 
thermore, President Roosevelt had conceded to Italy the status of a 
co-belligerent. Tur Cuatrman asked whether the Delegation fa- 
vored this procedure. Senator ConNALLY announced that he was 
opposed to making any concessions to Italy. They had been our 
enemy in this war and were responsible for the death of many Ameri- 
can fighting men. Mr. Duwn replied to this that we would be deal- 
ing with an entirely new government, but Sznator ConNALLY asked 
why they had not been invited previously. He thought that this was 
a matter of high policy and should be taken up with the President. 

SECRETARY STETTINIus agreed. | 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked what the Greeks, the Yugoslavs and 

any other countries which had been oppressed by Italy would say to 

Italy’s acceptance into the. United Nations, and Mr. Dunn declared 
that they would be certain, to object, and he himself was of the opinion 
that the proposal would not get very far. In fact, he thought that 

it would be stopped initially by Great Britain. Tum Szcrerary asked 
whether the Delegation was agreed that Mr. Dunn should conduct 

*° For text of the second resolution arid further discussion of these two reso- 
lutions, see minutes of sixty-eighth meeting of the United States delegation, 
June 11, 12:06 p. m., p. 1236. ’
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conversations with the British on this matter. ComMMANDER STASSEN 
said that he would favor this proposal, if it were clearly understood 
that no commitment were implied on the part of this Government. 
Mr. Dunn declared that he would take just one step—mention the 
matter to the British, and then report back to the Delegation. The 
Delegation agreed on this procedure. | 

PREAMBLE . 

DEAN. GILDERSLEEVE reported that Subeommittee I/1/A had decided 
at the beginning of its work that there should be a Preamble for the 

Charter, using Marshal Smuts’ draft asa basis.°° Dean Guitper- 
SLEEVE declared that she had suggested beginning the Preamble with 
the words “we the peoples”, in place of “the high contracting parties”. 
This had been received enthusiastically and had been tentatively 
approved by the Drafting Committee. However, Dzan GrtpEr- 
sLEEVE had discovered that theré seemed to bé some disagreement in 
the Delegation itself concerning this phraseology. Dean Gu_pER- 
SLEEVE understood that it was a legal question which should receive 
consideration from the jurists of the Delegation. 

Dr. Bowman urged that a great deal of time could be spent con- 
sidering the Preamble without getting anywhere. He had a sug- 
gestion to make. However,-Dran GILDERSLEEVE interjected that the 

Chairman of the Drafting Committee had asked each nation to draft 
a Preamble on the basis of Marshal Smuts’ proposal. Dran GiLpEr- 
SLEEVE declared that she had drafted a Preamble which she had labeled, 
“Tentative, Unofficial Draft, by V. C. Gildersleeve”’.+ By combining 
the drafts submitted, Dran GiLprRsLEEVE supposed that a final draft 
would be prepared which would be submitted to the Delegations for 
their approval. 

Mr. Duties remarked that the wording “we the peoples” was in- 
adequate because “peoples” could not legally enter into international 
conventions. COMMANDER StassEN thought that “we the peoples” 
constituted a good beginning, but that there must be included a proper 
agency which could legitimately enter into conventions. Mr. DuLuzs 
proposed the addition of the words “dealing through our representa- 
tive governments” to “we the peoples”. 

Dr. Bowman submitted that. the Preamble be handled in a special 
manner. It should, he thought, be the subject of discussion among 
the Big Five. He was of the opinion also that the Preamble could 
be cut in half because at present, it was “too windy”. The second 
half could probably be eliminated because its substance appeared in 

©“ Wor draft text of preamble submitted by the South African delegation, see 
Doe. 2, G/14(d) (1), May 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, p. 476; Subcommittee 
1/1/A began discussion of the draft on May 28. 

* Not printed.
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the Principles of the Organization. The Preamble, he thought, 
should appropriately strike a sentimental note, but this sentimentality 
should not be repetitive. Dan GILDERSLEEVE reported that she had 
been making an effort to cut the Preamble and had marked the repeti- 
tions in the margins of her copy. 

Tuer Secretary declared that Commander Stassen had an emer- 
gency item to consider on the subject of trusteeship, and Mr. Hack- 
worth had to have the opinion of the Delegation on the subject of 
compulsory jurisdiction. Consequently, THe Secretary urged that 
the discussion be made as brief as possible. He called on Mr. 

Pasvolsky. : - 
~ Mr. Pasvorsky remarked that the Charter would have to be signed 
and asked ‘whd ‘would be the signatories thereto. SrcreTary STET- 
TINIUS replied that the various governments represented at San 
Francisco would have to be the signatories, and Mr. PasvorsKy indi- 
cated that that was correct. Tue Secrerary charged Mr. Hackworth 
and Mr. Dulles to give careful considerdtion_to this question, together 
with Dean Gildersleeve and Dr! Bowman, for the purpose of prepar- 
ing a specific recommendation ‘to be presented to the Delegation at 
the following day’s meeting. The Delegation was in complete agree- 
ment on this procedure. © | | a ve OC 

TRUSTEESHIP no ta 

COMMANDER STASSEN presented to the Delegation a document en-. 
titled Proposed Soviet-Amendments of May 29, 1945.2 ComMMANDER 
Srassen remarked that the Soviet. Delegation had presented to Com- 
mittee IT/4, five amendments, to the Trusteeship Chapter. 

_ The first Soviet: amendment added to Paragraph B,2, the phrase 
“ii accordance with the main purposes-of the Organization provided 
in (the) Chapter I of the Charter,” to follow the words “trusteeship 
system.’ CoMMANDER STAssEN declared that this tied in the trustee- 

ship system with the guiding principles of the Organization estab- 
lished elsewhere in the Charter. ComMMANDsER StassEN thought that 
this amendment was unnecessary, and he could see no need to incor- 
porate it. On the other hand, Commander Stassen could see no 

objection to it. OO : 
COMMANDER STASSEN declared that the second amendment, to insert 

after “people” in line 6 of Paragraph B, 2(6), the words “in accord- 
ance with its right for self-determination” would cause the United 

States no difficulty. However, he expressed the opinion that this 

?’ The seventh Five-Power preliminary consultative meeting on trusteeship, 
May 29, 1:30 p. m.. was called to discuss the five Soviet amendments to the 
Working Paper which had been submitted at 9:30 p. m. on the previous night. 
For the original amendments proposed by the Soviet delegation to the United 
States arate on trusteeship system, see Doc. 2, G/26(f), UNCIO Documents,
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change would cause the British and the French quite a bit of difficulty. 
COMMANDER STASSEN declared that the only position the United States 
should take on the question was that self-determination should be 
established according to the individual circumstances of the terri- 
tories involved. There were some areas, he remarked, which could 
never govern themselves and, hence, could not, for their own welfare, 
be allowed to determine their own political status. 

The third Soviet amendment would add to the last sentence of 
Paragraph B, 3, the words “relationship among which should be 

established with (the) respect of the principle of sovereign equality.” 
This, ComMANDER STASSEN declared, dealt with areas which would 
not.be included under the.scope of the trusteeship system. Para- 
graph 8, he declared, had already been agreed upon by the Committee 
and.could not be reopened. _ . | : | 

The fourth amendment proposed by the Soviet Union would add, 
after the word “strategic” in line 3 of Paragraph B, 10, the words 
“including the approval of the trusteeship, arrangements and their 
alteration or amendment.” CommaNnper;SrassEN could see no objec- 
tion to this addition inasmuch as it.merely spelled out the United 
States position. - . an | 

The fifth Soviet amendment was to drop Paragraph 5 completely. 
COMMANDER STAssEN urged that this paragraph was essential and 
since it had already been approved by ‘Committee II/4, could not be 
dropped.: | - me ee 

. Commannver SrassEn declared ‘that it was necessary for the Delega- 
tion to instruct him prior to the 1:30 meeting with the Big Five, 
which was to be followed by a meeting of Committee II/4 at 8:30 
p.m. THe Secretary declared that he had every confidence in Com- 
mander Stassen and thought that no instructions were necessary. Dr. 
Bowman asked why tlie Russians wanted to exclude Paragraph 5, to 
which ComMANDER StassEn replied that the Russian position was that 
this paragraph would freeze for ali.time the existing arrangements. 
ComMMANDER StTAsseN reported that he had replied to the Russians 
that this paragraph merely maintained the status guo for the interim 
period until the trusteeship arrangements could be concluded. Sxcre- 
TARY STETTINIuS declared once more that he was content to leave the 
matter completely in Commander Stassen’s hands. ComMMANDER STASs- 
sen asked whether the Delegation was agreed that Paragraph 5 must 
be retained‘in the document, and the Delegation was unanimous in its 
approval of this position. | 

° Record of Five-Power meeting on trusteeship, May 29, 1: 30 p. m., not printed. 
ane Scheduled meeting of Committee II/4 at 8:30-p. m., was postponed until 

o For a statement by the United States delegate on the purposes of paragraph 
B 5, see Doc. 580, I1/4/24, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 4886.
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Senator Connatiy asked Commander Stassen what was the situa- 
tion with respect to Paragraph 11 of the Trusteeship Chapter, to which 
Tue Commanner replied that this had been approved by the Big Five. 

At this point, 10:05 a. m., Secretary Srerrinivs left the meeting, 
and Senator Connally assumed the chairmanship. - 

Senator Connatiy thought that the word “main” in the first Rus- 
sian amendment, the addition to Paragraph B, 2, should be dropped; 
and ComMaNnDER SrassEn replied that there would probably be draft- 
ing changes to bring these provisions in line with the rest of the 
document. 

Mr. Norrer pointed out that the second Russian amendment dealing 
with self-determination could be used to attempt to drive out a. defin1- 

tion of the phrase. Mr. Dunn also was of the opinion that this addi- 
tion could be used as food for agitation. ComMmMANDER SrassEN pointed 

out, however, that this phraseology concerning self-determination had. 
been approved by the four pewers in their amendments to the Chapter 

on Principles. Mr. Norrrer urged, however, that there had been no 
definition attempted with respect to the use of this phrase in Chapter 
II. Senator Connauuy asked whether the Delegation would agree 

to leave the matter to Commander Stassen’s discretion. - Oy, 

_ Dran-Gi-pDgrsLEEVE was in agreement, but CommMaNbER STASsEN der 
clared that he wanted support from the Delegation. -: These questions, 

he said, were “hot potatoes,”: and he wanted to:be certain that he 

reflected the opinion of the Delegation. ComMaNnprEr SrassEN sug- 

gested that the difficulty with respect to the matter of self-determina- 
tion could be resolved by substituting the words “with the principle 
of” for “its rights for,” and the Delegation was. unanimously agreed 
that this would make the phrase consistent with the-earlier phrase- 

ology. Mr. Grrig remarked that the Soviet amendment on self- 
determination did not depart from the declaration of principles ap- 
proved in Washington before the Conference. He read a paragraph 
from this document concerning the rights of dependent peoples to 
self-determination. This wording, he declared, had interdepartmental 
approval in Washington, and the Russian wording did not add to the 
original.. Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that the difficulty was caused by 
the use of the word “right” which differed from United States 
interpretation, but Dr. Bowman indicated that this question was re- 
solved by the use of the word “principle” which would drive it back 
to the United States position. , : 
CoMMANDER STassEN urged that the amendment proposed to Para- 

graph 3, B, was redundant and should be opposed by the United States. 
Mr. Pasvoitsky remarked that the moment a state became a member 

of the United Nations, it automatically was placed on the basis of 
sovereign equality with the other members of the United Nations.
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This amendment, in Mr. Pasvotsky’s opinion, was unnecessary, and 
he thought that Commander Stassen should ask the Russians why 
they had proposed it. | : | 
CoMMANDER STASSEN indicated that, in his opinion, the amendment 

to Paragraph 10 was acceptable inasmuch as it merely clarified the 
powers of the General Assembly. The Delegation was agreed on this 
interpretation. ComMANDER StrassEN then thanked the Delegation for 
making its position known to him. 

CoMPULSORY JURISDICTION | 

Mr. Hackworrtu reported that there had been considerable debate 
in Committee IV/1 on the subject of compulsory jurisdiction for the 

Court.” There had been a strong sentiment favoring compulsory 
jurisdiction. The drafting committee was to meet at 10:30 a. m., 
and the matter would presumably be disposed of in the meeting of 
the full committee that evening.®® Most of the Latin American coun- 
tries, the smaller European countries, and China had indicated their 

support for compulsory jurisdiction. 
SENATOR V ANDENBERG asked what this phrase meant, and Mr. Hacx- 

worTH replied that it signified that the United Statés could be sued 

in Court without its approval. Senator VanpENnperG ‘asked whether 
this would apply to any subject, and Mr. Hackxworrs replied that 
there were four categories of disputes to which compulsory: jurisdic- 
tion would be applicable. The four categories; taken from the Statute 
of the Permanent Court of International Justice, were disputes 
concerning : : 

a. The interpretation of the treaties; . | . 
6. Any question of international law; oe : | 
c. The existence of any fact which, if established, would constitute 

a breach of an international obligation; and os 
d. The nature or extent of the reparation to be made for the breach 

of an international obligation. 

Mr. Hackworru reported that the United States, Great Britain, and 
Russia had spoken against compulsory jurisdiction. He himself 
pointed out that under the Statute as originally proposed, any state 
could accept compulsory jurisdiction; and he had asked the Com- 
mittee what reason there was to attempt to force the matter. He 
had pointed out to the other nations that they were likely to end up 
with a weaker Court if they pressed the matter, because the big powers 

© Doc. 661, IV/1/50, May 20, UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 224. 
“Reports of first and second meetings of Subcommittee IV/1/D, May 29, 11 

a.m. and 8:30 p. m., not printed. Committee IV/1 began its discussion of arti- 
cle 36 of the Statute on May 28, 3:30 p. m. (Doc. 661, IV/1/50, May 29). The 
next Committee discussion of this subject took place June 1, 3:45 p.m. (Doce. 
759, IV/1/59, June 2, ibid., p. 246). oo,
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were not likely to find compulsory jurisdiction acceptable to them. 
However, Mr. Hackwortu had to admit that he did not think that 
the majority of the members of Committee II/4 were pleased by his 
statement. He thought, however, that he might be able to get the 
other nations to accept the optional clause in the present Statute. 

Mr. Hackwortu declared that two states, Canada being one, had 

indicated their understanding of the importance of having the United 
States and Russia as parties to the Court Statute. For this reason, 
Canada had indicated its willingness to vote for the optional clause 
if it should prove to be necessary, and Mr. Hackworrs thought that 
Nicaragua and several other states would go along. Mr. Hackworru 
expressed the opinion that if the Subcommittee were to report back 
a.compromise to the full Committee, the larger body would probably 
accept it. | | 

Mr. Hackworrs declared that if the Delegation wanted to accept 
the proposal for compulsory jurisdiction, it could do so with reserva- 
tions. Mr. Hacxworru said that he had prepared a memorandum 
incorporating three reservations which might save the Statute in the 

Senate. He read from a document entitled Reservations of Article 36 

of the Statute of the Court of International Justice as follows: | 

“Any member of the United Nations may. at the time of giving 
its approval to this Statute except from the provisions of Article 36 
thereof | : ee a | 

. - “(1) Disputes which arose prior to the coming into force of 
the Statute and of the Charter. to which it is annexed; 

- “(2) Disputes involving a matter which under international 
law is solely within the domestic jurisdiction of that State; or 

“(3) It may condition its reference of cases to the Court upon 
, a prior agreement, general or special, with the other party or 

_ parties to such dispute accepting the jurisdiction of the Court 
-  for- its solution. , a 

“Any reservation of the character referred to above may be with- 
drawn at any time by filing a notice of ‘such withdrawal with the 
Registrar. of the Court,” ab ee 7 oy 

~ Mr. Hacxworrn explained that the advantage of this suggestion 
wis that it wéuld' placate those states which favored compulsory 
jurisdiction and at the same time would allow those states which were 
opposed to compulsory jurisdiction the opportunity to safeguard 
their vital interests. Mr. Dunn declared that this would be an ac- 
ceptance of compulsory jurisdiction in principle. ae 

Mr. Hacxwortn observed that a decision on what constituted do- 
mestic jurisdiction would fall under the jurisdiction of the proposed 
Court. Senator ConnAuiy' remarked that the small nations were 
not interested in the application of compulsory jurisdiction to them-



964 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

selves but were trying to apply compulsory jurisdiction to the United 
States and other large powers. Mr. Hackworru observed that those 
countries which were clamoring the loudest for the compulsory juris- 
diction clause were the very ones which were the least inclined to ob- 
serve their international obligations. Concressman Broom asked 

whether the Court would have the power to determine whether the 
reservations mace would be applicable, in any instance, and Mr. Hack- 
worth replied that this was so, especially with reference to domestic 
jurisdiction. Mr. Duiies remarked that in the introduction to the 
reservations proposed by Mr. Hackworth the reference to a state giv- 
ing its approval to the Statute seemed to him to be inconsistent with 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, which had declared that member- 
ship in the United Nations Organization would automatically carry 
with it membership in the World Court. Mr. Hacxworrs explained, 
however, that there would be two kinds of members of the Court, 
those who were initial signatories and those who would adhere at a 
later date. Mr. Duties urged that the Court would constitute part 
of the United Nations Charter and that no separate ratification would 
be necessary. Mr. Hackwortu agreed with this and suggested that 
the word “Charter” might be substituted for “Statute.” Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY commented that this phraseology would eliminate the right 
of non-members to adhere to the Charter. ans 

Mr. Duties remarked that a memorandum from the President had 
indicated that the latter was inclined to accept compulsory jurisdic- 
tion. CoMMANDER STAssEN suggested a compromise. He thought 
that compulsory jurisdiction might be accepted with the qualifica- 
tion that there should be a later decision as to which nations were to 
adhere. Srnator VANDENBERG commented that in any event the 
Court would have the final say as to what constituted a matter falling 
within the domestic jurisdiction of the member states. Mr. Dunn 
asked whether the reservations would be written into the Statute, and 
‘Mr. Hackworrtu replied in the affirmative. REprREsENTATIVE BLoom 
declared that he did not see how the reservations would accomplish 
much toward the objectives. of the United States inasmuqh as the 

Court would still have jurisdiction in determining what was a do- 
mestic matter. Mr. Hagxworrn said that he was of the opinion that 
somebady had to decide what was a domestic question, and he thought 
that the Delegation would not be strongly opposed to Jurisdiction of 
the Court on this matter. Senator VANDENBERG declared that he was 
not so sure, especially since the economi¢ and social functions of the 
Organization had beeen so greatly strengthened. Mr: Norrer pointed 
out, however, that that section of the document had been left vague 
with respect to the domestic jurisdiction clause. This, however, was 
a specific matter. Mr. Sanprrer observed that the authority of the
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Court would extend only to those matters which were placed before 
it. Mr. Hackworrs was of the opinion that it would be impossible 
to avoid all the possible dangers and at the same time show the proper 
spirit of cooperation. | 

Senator ConNALLY asked whether the United States could claim 
exemption from the compulsory jurisdiction clause by inserting res- 
ervations. He wondered whether such a course would be accepted 
by the other states, and Mr. Hackworts replied in the affirmative. 
Senator ConwaLty urged that the matter be left to Mr. Hackworth’s 
discretion. He said that he favored adopting the reservations in view 
‘of the tenderness of the Senate on the question of domestic jurisdiction. 
- Representative Broom referred to a statement that Mr. Hackworth 
had made concerning the application of compulsory jurisdiction to 
the question of immigration. This, he maintained, was a most serious 
matter in both Houses of the Congress. He asked whether any coun- 
try could have an immigration policy which was not a matter of 
domestic concern alone. Mr. Hackworrn replied that most coun- 
tries did have immigration policies, which were solely domestic’ in 
nature. ConaressmMAN Broom asked how this matter could be han- 
dled in order to safeguard the interests of the United States, and Mr. 
Hackwortn replied that all our treaties on immigration contained 
a safeguard to the effect that this was a matter for domestic regula- 
tion only. Concressman Broom repeated, however, that Mr. Hack- 
worth had indicated that immigration might be considered a matter 
of international concern. In that case, the question would be brought 
before the Court. CoNcrressmANn Buioom repeated that this was a most 
ticklish question in the eyes of the Congress. : oo 
Senator Connauiy asked how the Delegation stood on this ques- 

tion. Specifically, Senator ConnaLLy wanted to know whether the 
Delegation approved Mr. Hackworth’s reservations. REprksENTATIVE 
Buoom indicated. that, in his opinion, the reservations did not go far 
enough. Mr. Armsrrone indicated that the question was largely a 
matter of tactics. The problem,was whether or not the Delegation 
should write in the reservations at the present time or have the Senate 
incorporate the reservations when it considered the draft Statute. 

Senator Connatty declared that he personally favored as much com- 
pulsory ‘jurisdiction as was possible.’ However, he did ‘nét want to 
approach the Senate only to have'the signature of the United States 
hemmed in by reservations. He thought that the Delegation should 
be frank on the question in the first instance. He was of the’opinion 
that the most effective way to achieve compulsory jurisdiction in the 
jong run was to undertake an evolutionary process. , If the United 
States were to become a member of the Court in the near future, Szn- 
ATOR CéNNALLY thought that it would develop -by .an evolutionary
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process. Concressman Broom remarked that he understood that un- 
der the rules of procedure of the Senate it would be possible to amend 
or make reservations to the Charter by a majority vote but that the 
final ratification would have to be by a two-thirds vote. This, he 
thought, might lead to difficulty. | | 

Mr. PasvoitsKy indicated support for Senator Connally’s position 
with respect to an evolutionary development. He favored accepting 
the optional clause now and allowing the Court to grow in function. 
Mr. Hackworru remarked that under the optional clause it would be 
possible for a member of the Court to withdraw from its obligation. 
Mr. Hackwortu thought that it might be possible to defeat the com- 
pulsory jurisdiction clause. He was of the opinion that the United 
States should become a member of the Court on an optional basis and 
feel its way in to, ascertain, what would be the best final solution. 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that under the optional clause each case to be 
submitted to the Court would require the approval of the executive 
branch of the Government with the consent of the Senate. Mr. Sanpr- 
FER pointed out that the optional clause would have the advantage of 
general adherence. It would be, he declared, a general international 
treaty. A clause for compulsory jurisdiction would apply only among 
those states which would have accepted it. | a | 

CaNaDIAN AMENDMENT re! 

Mr. Pasvorsxy presented to the Delegation the New Paragraph to 
be Inserted Between Paragraphs 5 and 6, Section B, Chapter VIII, 
as follows: | i re 

“When a decision to use force has been taken by the Security Council, 
it shall, before calling upon any Member not represented on it to pro- 
vide armed forces in fulfilment of its obligations under the preceding 
paragraph, invite such Member, if it so request, to send a representa- 
tive to participate in the decisions of the Security Council concerning 
the employment of contingents of its armed forces.” 

This Cariadian amendment had been ‘accepted by the Big Five on 

the condition that the Canadians withdraw their three amendments to 
Chapter VI. | | ; oe 

7 AUSTRALIAN AMENDMENT i | 

Mr. Hickerson asked what results had been achieved with respect 
to the question of the Australian amendment which would make pos- 
sible the participation of the Security Council in the conclusion of 
agreements for the supply of forces to the Organization.” Mr. Pas- 

VOLSKY disclosed that the discussions had not been completed. Great 

“For summary report of discussion by the Committee III/3 regarding the 
Australian amendment, May 28, 10:45 a. m., see Doc. 649, III/3/34, May: 28, 
UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, pp. 391-392. Record of discussions by Subeommit- 
tee of Five not printed.
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Britain had supported the Australian amendment, while Russia had 
opposed it. The Subcommittee of Five had discussed the possibility 
of establishing a flexible system under which it would be possible for 
the agreements to be concluded with the Security Council or among 
the member states, as had been agreed upon by this Delegation. Rus- 
sia had taken the position that it did not want to foreclose the pos- 
sibility of agreement among the member states. Mr. Pasvotsky was 
of the opinion that some wording might be worked out. -He thought 
that the Soviet Delegation was moving in the direction of the United 
States position. Senator Connatty declared that he hoped that the 
Subcommittee of Five would speed up its negotiation in order that 
his Committee IV/3 [//7/3], might conclude its business. 

| REFERENCE TO FRANCE IN CHAPTER XTIT | 

Mr. Hicxerson asked whether the Delegation had any views on the 
question of permitting France to participate in the interim arrange- 
ments for maintaining peace. Mr. Pasvotsxy suggested that the 
words “permanent members” be substituted for “states parties to that 
Declaration” in Paragraph 1 of Chapter XII. The Delegation 
agreed to this substitution. | 

Be CoMPULSORY JURISDICTION . | 

Mr. SanpiFer submitted that the question of compulsory jurisdic- 
tion had been sidetracked. Srnaror ConNALLY moved that the mat- 
ter be left in Mr. Hackworth’s hands. Mr. Dutizs declared that he 
favored the optional clause as it stood rather than the system in- 
volving reservations. Mr. Armstrone remarked that the Senators on 
the Delegation could not oppose the acceptance of reservations to the 
compulsory jurisdiction clause if it was certain that reservations would 
have to be adopted. Senator VANDENBERG suggested that Mr. Hack- 
worth lay down the law to the smaller nations and tell them that 
the United States could accept only the optional clause. He asked 
whether they might not accept the optional clause under those condi- 
tions. Mr. Hackworru declared that he would be glad to take that 
position in Committee ITV/1. Senator Connariy declared that he 
had favored the adoption of reservations only because he had been 
led to believe that the United States would be defeated if it pressed 
for the optional clause. Mr. Norrer indicated that it would be neces- 
sary to line up the Latin American vote. Mr. Hackworrn ven- 
tured the opinion that if the United States were to declare that it would 

not join the Court under a compulsory jurisdiction clause, the other 
states would change their minds. 

Mr. SAanpirer suggested that a provision be inserted making possible 
review after a period of years so that, if it proved acceptable, com- 
pulsory jurisdiction might be adepted. Senator VaNnpENBERG pointed 

723-681—67——65 | : :
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out that Mr. Dulles had been able the previous day to reverse the vote 
in another committee by laying down the law. A vote that had been 
10 to 1 against the United States became 10 to 1 in favor of the United 
States. SENATOR CoNNALLY was in agreement with Senator. Van- 
denberg that Mr. Hackworth should adopt an aggressive policy, and 
SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that Mr. Hackworth might profitably 
quote Senator Connally and himself as being opposed to compulsory 
jurisdiction. a 
So AMERICAN PROCEDURE - : 

Mr. Norrer raised the question of amendments. He asked whether 
he should attempt to line up sufficient votes to carry the American 
position. He was asked by Congressman Eaton what the issue was, 
and Mr. Norrer-replied that it was in essence whether an amendment 

could be forced through without the approval of the Big Five. Sxrn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG asked whether this had been involved in the Yalta 
decision, and Mr. Norrer said “no.” Senator VANDENBERG reported 
that he had attended‘a meeting of consultants on the previous Satur- 
day with Commander Stassen. At first, the consultants had favored 
liberalization of the amendment procedure. Commanprr Strassen 
and Senator VANDENBERG had both told the consultants that it would 
be impossible to allow the United States to be forced into additional 
obligations without its consent, and the consultants had appeared to 
be satisfied. Mr. Norrer asked. whether the Delegation would-have 
him line up votes in advance or depend on the force of argument on 
the floor of the committee.: The Delegation was agreed: that. Mr. 
Notter should take every possible step, including lining up votes, 
to insure acceptance,of the United States position. =. . .. 

. The meeting was adjourned at 10:45a.m 0: ) 2) | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons FiveMin 1000 

Minutes of the, Tenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting on 
Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, May 29, 1946, 

sy, a [Informal Notes] _ a Co | 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (16) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (8); China (3); and France '(5); and the International Secre- 
tariat (1).J > me pe fee 
<> Tue Secretary or Srare opened the meeting at 11: 10a. m., stating 
that it had been called to consider the French modification ‘of the Four- 
Power amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2.°° How- 

~ ® Proposed change in Sponsoring Governments’ amendment to chapter VIII, 
section C, paragraph 2 (U.S. Gen. 167) not printed ; this text was prepared in the 
18th meeting of the Five-Power Deputies, May 23. |
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ever, before taking up the main business’ of the meeting he desired to 
take up a problem affecting the work of the Conference. Although 
the end of committee work by Saturday night had been set as a target, 
the proceedings were dragging in the committees and action to speed 
them up was necessary. It was a mistake to think that the fault was 
entirely with the middle or small powers. Some of the responsibility 
for the delay was with the big powers, since several of the technical 
committees were waiting for them to speak. There was need for a 
frank discussion of the problem. Perhaps a deadline could be estab- 
lished for committee work and if it was not completed in time, all 
unfinished work would go direct to the Steering Committee. <A sug- 
gestion along this line could come from a middle or small country. 
However, for.this to be done it was necessary first to discuss when the 
delegations represented at this meeting could end their discussion on 
major pending problems. | 

Lorp Hatirax said he had not had time to think the matter through 
but was wondering to what extent the delay was due to the five powers 
or to the committees. Also he doubted that the transfer of the work 
to the Steering Committee would expedite matters since it would create 
a bottle-neck and a concentration of the work in that Committee which 
could very well outweigh the advantage of'a: good chairman. Mr. 
Pavut-Boncour agreed with the Chairman but also with Lord Halifax. 
He thought that the responsibility for delay lay both in the Five 
Powers and in dilatory tactics in the committees. co 
_ At the request-of the Chairman, Mr. Hiss reported that the work 
of seven out of the twelve committees was being held up by disctis- 
sions among the Big Five. This was true of all four committees of 
Commission III; a decision taken by II/1 had ‘been reopened at the 
request of the United States; the work of I/2:' was delayed because 
of procedural discussions opened by the Five Powers. Mr. Hiss rec- 
ommended that the latter agree with the Chairman of Committee I/2 
on issues which could come to a vote. If.the issues’ were lost then 
the matter could be referred to the Steering Committee. Mr. ‘Hiss 
thought that an agreement could be reached today, perhaps after 
the meeting, on the questions which could be voted upon and’ men- 
tioned specifically expulsion and the Secretary General and the Dep- 
uties. Lorp Haxzirax thought that none of the Five Powers were 
responsible for the delay in I/2 but that nevertheless he would im- 
press on the British representatives on that Committee to get in touch 
with the representatives of the other. great powers so that the work 
could be expedited... rs pt 

Mr. Hiss. continued with his summary of the status of committee 
work, He said that Committee II/3 was bogged down because of a 
United States effort to change a decision on full employment and
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that of II/4 was held up by consultations among the Big Five in 
respect to several trusteeship issues. Lorp Haurrax said that in this 
Committee there was a clear road except for waiting to hear from 
the Russian Government on certain questions and also because of 
points raised by the Delegation of Iran [/rag]. Tur Cuatrman 
said that Commander Stassen had reported good progress and that 
he expected considerable accomplishment at today’s meeting. 

Mr. Hiss continued saying that Five Power consultations were 
holding up the work of all four committees of Commission III. Szn- 
ATOR ConNALLY referred to the discussions on the voting formula in 
III/1 and Tue Cuarr said that here the Conference was waiting to 
hear from the Russian Government. Ampassapor Gromyko said 
that there were also certain discussions with the United States Gov- 
ernment and Lorp Harirax recalled that the voting formula had been 
remitted to the Committee of Experts, which had agreed on a rec- 
ommendation and that we were merely now waiting for confirmation 
from the governments. He said that the Government of Great Brit- 
ain was prepared to approve the recommendation of the experts and 
that he understood that the American Delegation was in the same 
position. AmpassaDor Gromyko said that he was ready to discuss 
whether a given question should be procedural or not but was waiting 
for instructions on the recommendation with respect to question 19. 
(This was a reference to the recommendation in the Draft IT of May 
28.°?) 

SENATOR CoNNALLY said that there was no inclination to change 
the Yalta formula with respect to action. The only issue was whether 
the submission of a complaint brought by any state before the Secu- 
rity Council should be subject to the veto. That was the limit of the 
proposed recommendation of the Committee of Five. He saw no 
reason why any state should be deprived of the opportunity of sub- 
mitting a complaint and discussing it since any action would require 
unanimity among the permanent members. This did not involve any 
real change in Yalta. He thought the Five Powers would be out- 
voted if they insisted on any other interpretation of the Yalta form- 
ula. He did not feel that a real concession was being made and looked 
upon the recommendation of the Committee of Experts as a simple 
clarification, Tue CHatrman agreed that the recommendation in- 
volved no real change in the Yalta formula. 

(At this point THe Cuarr declared a brief recess to permit photog- 
raphers to take still pictures of the meeting.) 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO inquired if the United States was ready to 
vote on the decision of whether an issue is procedural or substantive. 
He said that at the last meeting the Delegation was not ready to take 

© Not printed.
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a position. Sir ALexanppr Capocan remarked that he understood 
the officials were ready to vote on the whole problem; that the issue 
raised by Ambassador Gromyko is part of the whole agreement; 
that it is not possible to proceed until the Russian Delegation hears 
from Moscow. He stressed that the two questions raised in the docu- 
ment IT of May 28 are tied together. 

At the Chairman’s request Mr. Pasvotsky made a statement in 
which he said that the Committee of Experts had agreed Sunday 
on a new draft of paragraph 3 in the document dated May 28. It 
also worked out a statement to take care of possible specific questions 
as well as a statement on question 19. After reading the first two 
paragraphs of Document II of May 28, Mr. Pasvoisxy said that this 
was an attempt to segregate out the issues on which the procedural vote 
would apply as against those requiring a qualified vote. He thought 

that an additional statement as in paragraph 2 of the document would 
take care of situations which might arise in so far as they could not be 
foreseen. The United States Delegation was prepared to accept this 
solution with [the] understanding that the question raised in the first 
part of the document can be worked out satisfactorily. Under this 
approach, there would be a statement in the text of the Charter on the 
application of the voting procedures to the various functions of the 
Council specified in the Charter and a statement on the procedure to 
be followed in the future to determine whether or not a given question 
should be treated as procedural or substantive. He did not see in this 
any departure from the Yalta formula and considered it a simple way 
of dealing with the problem. Assassapor Koo understood that the 
Five Powers would approve the three documents as a unit. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO agreed with the desired speeding up of the 
work of the Conference but not if it was going to impair the quality 
of the work. He thought that the transfer of some of the work of the 
technical committees to the Steering Committee would create addi- 
tional difficulties. He thought perhaps other devices could be used 
‘to expedite the work, such as the strict application of the decisions 
of the Steering Committee with respect to parliamentary procedure, 
particularly on the length of speeches. He mentioned examples of 
the “chaos” brought about in some of the committees through a com- 
plete disregard of these rules. 

Tue CuHair agreed with Ambassador Gromyko and recalled that 
the Five Powers had previously discussed this question in great detail 
and that it had been agreed that the Secretary General would take 
the necessary measures to see that the rules were applied. He thought, 

however, that the issue before the present meeting was as to the time 
the Five Powers should take to adopt decisions. Ampassapor GRo- 
myYko thought that in the long run time would be saved if the Five
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Powers first reached complete agreement on principal points. Tue 
CHAR inquired as to how much time this should take. AmsBassapor 
Gromyxo did not know. _. | 7 : 
Tue Cuair stated that the Five Powers would consequently wait 

to be notified by the Russian Delegation when it had heard from 
Moscow, and that the meeting would now take up the question raised 
by the French Delegation. 

Mr. Pavuu-Boncour said that the French Delegation had accepted the 
Four-Power amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2 
before the United States formula on collective self-defense had been 
approved.” He thought the latter formula satisfied those who wish 
regional action in emergency situations before the Security Council 
had had an opportunity to take a decision. With respect to action 

under mutual assistance treaties, France wanted it understood that 
the parties to such treaties-could take preventive action as well as 
the repressive action covered by the United States formula. 
. Lorp Hatirax accepted the French text subject to minor points of 
drafting which he did not believe would cause difficulties. Am- 
BASSADOR GRoMYKO said that the French amendment was acceptable 
to the Russian Delegation. He thought it was a good draft and saw 
no reason for changes of style. He specifically considered that the 
final sentence of the French proposal was an improvement over the 
previous amendment. Mr. Pasvousxy said that a draft containing the 
old and new language was available. Lorp Harirax inquired as to 
which text the Soviet Delegation approved and Ampassapor GromMYKO 
replied that the Russian Delegation approved the text as distributed 
with the exception of the second “enforcement” in the latter part of 
the second sentence. : : 

At this point a typewritten text brought to the meeting by the French 
Delegation was read.* Since this draft differed from the mimeo- 
graphed draft of the May 23rd prepared by the American Delegation, 
the question was raised as to which of the two drafts was approved 
by the Russian Delegation. Ampassapor Gromyko made it clear that 
he approved the mimeographed draft of May 23rd without the second 

“enforcement” in the second sentence. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG inquired if the Soviet objective would not be 

fully covered by the substitution of the word “request” for the word 
“consent” in the original Four-Power amendment. AMBASSADOR 
Gromyko said that the Russian Delegation preferred the French 
formula and Senator VANDENBERG explained that the United States 
Delegation was reluctant to change the original Four-Power amend- 

Doe. 576, III/4/9, May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 680. 
*The draft referred to was another English translation from the French, 

May 23, 1945 draft. There were actually no substantive but only translation 
differences. [Footnote in the original.]
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ment; that it sympathizes with the French desire, if thiscan. be 
achieved without opening the language to substantive changes, and 
again inquired if France would be satisfied with the one change he 
had suggested. Mr. Pauxt-Boncour insisted that the French. Dele- 
gation desired to have it clearly brought out that preventive action 
without order authorization of the Security Council is permissible 
under treaties of mutual assistance, particularly since the United 
States formula on collective self-defense covers. only repression of 
aggression. Lorp Hauirax was not clear as to the manner in which 
the original Four-Power amendment fails to give satisfaction to the 
French.. He thought that the French idea of prevention was implicit 
in the original text... Ampassapor Koo agreed with this view and 
agreed also with the French Delegate that the concept of collective 
self-defense applies only to armed attack. He supported Senator 
Vandenberg in thinking that the change he suggested should satisfy 
the French Delegation since it made it clear that termination of auto- 
matic action under the treaties would be left entirely to the decision 

of. the parties to.the said treaties. re : 

~. Mr. Paut-Boncour insisted on the explicit mcelusion of the idea 
of preventive action and thought. perhaps the text might be further 
ymproved by beginning with that idea;.with some such language as 
“The Security Council each time: it has to prevent aggression”, et 
cetera. AmBAssADOR Koo thought that the translation of the French 
“prevenir” as “prevention of further aggression” might meet the 
French idea. Mr. Pauu-Boncour said that the idea was to prevent an 
act of aggression, not to prevent further aggression and SENATOR 
VANDENBERG suggested that in that case the word “further” could be 
dropped. Mr. Paut-Boncour inquired why, if there was agreement 
that the text applies to the prevention of aggression, there was objec- 
tion to the French proposal; there was no apparent disagreement on 
substance. Lorp Harrrax saw little or no difference in the two drafts 
and stated that the Delegation of the United Kingdom would accept 
either the original Four-Power amendment or the French proposal 
as read by the Russian Ambassador provided Senator Vandenberg 
would yield on the one change he had suggested. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG said that on this question the Delegation of the United States 

would have to be consulted as a whole since it was opposed to any 
major language change. He thought that the original text with the 
change of the one word would meet everything desired by the French. 
Mr. Pavt-Boncovur said that he could not accept the suggestion since 
he was bound by the instructions of his Government and Ampassapor 
Gromyko insisted that the Russian Delegation considered the French 
language much better. Axpassapor Koo expressed a preference for 

Senator Vandenberg’s proposal and Senator VANDENBERG suggested
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that the French Delegation might wish to inquire of its Government 
whether the proposed change was acceptable. Tue Cuair thereupon 
inquired if Russia would accept Senator Vandenberg’s proposed 
change, if this was agreeable to the French, since the change was al- 

ready accepted by the other three powers. Mr. Paun-Boncour 
thought the French Government would stand by its original proposal 
and Tur Cuarr inquired why he anticipated this attitude since the 
French were in fact receiving everything they requested except for 
the one small change. 

The Russian Delegate Sopotev explained that the question in the 
Committee of Five had beeen whether the alliance treaties would dis- 
appear after the Organization takes over. He said that the new 
French text makes it clear that regional arrangements, in this case 

the mutual alliance treaties, will.continue after that event if. the 
parties to the treaties so desired and that the only change would be 
the termination of the automatic phase. 

Tur CHAIRMAN appealed for a spirit of tolerance and stressed that 
the Delegates should not permit their minds to freeze on this issue. 
He stressed that he felt sure that a new language could be worked out 
if either of the two texts were not acceptable. Mr. Paut-Boncour 
declared that the French Delegation was moved by a sincere desire 
to agree on an acceptable text but that it felt bound by its instructions, 
Tre Cuatir suggested that he impress upon the French Government 
that the Delegation should be permitted some flexibility so that a satis- 
factory solution could be worked out on a give-and-take. basis. 

The meeeting was adjourned at 1: 00 o’clock. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 58 

Minutes of the Fifty-Eighth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 

. Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, May 30, 1945, 9:05 a.m. - 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (35) present at meeting. | 
After a photograph of the Delegation had been taken by a Secre- 

tariat photographer, THe Secretary called the meeting to order at 
9:05 a. m. 

[Here follows discussion of procedural matters (meetings, seats in 
open session, leaks to the press, and the delegation’s report to Presi- 
dent Truman). | 

Propiem oF Invirinc DENMARK 

Tue Secretary asked Mr. Dunn whether he would inform the Dele- 
gation of the situation with respect to the invitation of Denmark to 
the Conference which had been discussed by the Delegation on the
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previous day. Mr. Dunn reported that the Norwegian Ambassa- 
dor 7! was proceeding with his proposal and had asked that a Steering 
Committee meeting be held as soon as possible. . . . Russia and the 
United Kingdom had expressed their willingness to accept the pro- 
posal, but the position of the Chinese on this matter was extremely 
uncertain. Mr. Duties remarked that the Chinese might ask for an 
invitation for Korea ‘? if the question of Denmark were brought up. 
Tue Secretary observed that the question of Korea was an extremely 
private matter and should not be mentioned outside the Delegation 
meeting. Mr. Dunn commented that the situation with respect to 
Korea was somewhat different because there was no recognized 
Korean Government. The invitation of Denmark was a Norwegian 
project and the Norwegians intended to go ahead with it no matter 
what the danger. 7 

At this point Mr. Hiss remarked that the problem of Iceland 
might be brought up, too, and possibly Poland * as well. Several 
other members of the Delegation commented that an invitation to 
Albania” might be suggested, and Mr. Rockrrexuer stated that 
Mexico had prepared both a speech and a resolution opposing extend- 
ing an invitation to Franco Spain. Tx Secrerary declared that he 
hated the prospect of starting another “three-ring circus”. . . . 

__ REPRESENTATIVE Bioom declared that if the question of inviting some 
of these other nations were raised, he himself would suggest admitting 
Palestine. Mr. Rockrretier thought that a Subcommittee of the 

Steering Committee should be charged with the responsibility of con- 
sidering all applications and passing on them. Tuer Srcrerary re- 
marked that the Executive Committee would be the appropriate body 
and Mr. Rockrrse.uer agreed. SrnaTor CONNALLY observed that in 
his opinion the question was what any other states invited could 

" Wilhelm Munthe de Morgenstierne, Ambassador in the United States; Acting 
Chairman of the Norwegian delegation. 

@ A message from Tjo So-wang, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the “Korean 
Provisional Government’’, was transmitted to the Secretary of State in telegram 
396, March 10, from Chungking (500.CC/3—1045), in which he noted that Korea 
was directly concerned “in upholding the peace of the Far East as well as of the 
entire world” and requested consideration of “the rightful desire of 26 million 
Koreans” to participate in the United Nations Conference. In response, Acting 
Secretary Grew instructed the Ambassador in China, in telegram 473, March 20, 
Tp. m., to inform Tjo So-wang as follows: “That by agreement among the spon- 
soring powers invitations to the San Francisco Conference were extended only 
to those nations which were United Nations on March 1, 1945. Provision is not 
being made for observers from other nations.” (895.01/3-145) Mr. Grew trans- 
mitted the above message to President Roosevelt in his memorandum of March 20 
and informed him. of the Department’s instruction of that date to the Embassy 
in Chungking (500.CC/3-2045). 

* See telegram 75, May 7, 7 p. m., to Reykjavik, p. 640. 
“For resolution on participation of Poland in the Conference, adopted in 

plenary session, April 27, see Doc. 20, P/6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 168. 
*® See telegram 307, April 7, 7 p. m., to Caserta, p. 207.
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possibly add to the Conference at this late date. CommMaNDER STASSEN 
agreed with this position and declared that the primary objective 
must be to formulate a Charter. These subsidiary questions should 
not be discussed at this time. ComMANDER STASSEN suggested that it 
might be possible to invite the other nations in time for them to 
become initial signatories of the document. Mr. Hicxrrson declared 
that every effort had been made to keep the door closed. However, 
even though it was too late for any nations invited at this time to 
make any contribution to the work of the Conference, Mr. HickEerson 
was of the opinion that they should be allowed to become original 
signatories to the Charter. He declared that the United States had 
been “plowed under” on this question. CommMANpER Strassen declared. 
the United States could not be plowed under without its approval, 
but Mr. Hickerson declared the matter was completely out of hand. 
The United States could, he declared, if it so desired, vote against 
the admission of Denmark but this Delegation could not really adopt 
that position because the United States was the friend of Denmark. 
He suggested that the United States vote for the admission of Den- 
mark and if any other nations were proposed for admission, should 
refer the matter to a Subcommittee of the Steering Committee and 
have the meeting of the Steering Committee adjourned. Tur Sxcre- 
TARY declared that he would favor referring action on all other 
proposals for invitations to the Executive Committee. Mr. Hicxsr- 
son remarked that he had no idea of what might happen when Den- 
mark was raised in the Steering Committee but, in any event, Mr. 
Hickerson was of the opinion that the United States could not vote 
against the admission of Denmark. 

In reply to a question, Mr. PasvotsKy indicated that he did not 
know whether Ambassador Gromyko would raise the question of 
Poland. He thought that the Russian Delegate might have learned 
his lesson. CommanpeR STASssEN suggested that the Big Five meet 
to discuss the matter before the question was raised in the full Steer- 
ing Committee. First, it should be determined whether the other 
four powers would accept the admission of Denmark to the Confer- 
ence. Secondly, they should be asked whether they intended to pro- 
pose the admission of other states in addition to Denmark. Tue 
Secretary thought that this was an excellent suggestion. Mr. Hicx- 
ERSON remarked that a meeting would not necessarily have to be held 
but that the other four powers could be questioned individually, but 
Commanprer Strassen thought that it would be a good idea for the 
five powers to get together in order to acquaint each other with their 

views. | | 
_ Representative Broom asked whether the smaller powers could 
propose nations for admission, and THe Secretary replied that any
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member of the United Nations could make any suggestion it chose. 
However, THE Secretary was of the opinion that preliminary dis- 
cussions among the Big Five would have the advantage of establish- 
ing a Five-Power position. | 

Mr. Rockere.ter urged that the Delegation establish a position in 
advance, in case Italy were proposed for membership.” It would 
be easier, he said, to decide in advance than to establish a position 
during the course of the meeting. Mr. Srevenson urged that if 
Italy were proposed, the United States could not possibly oppose its 
admission to the Conference in view of the unfavorable reaction such 

a position would provoke on the part of the American people. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE BLoom agreed with Mr. Stevenson’s remarks and declared 
that Congress would react unfavorably to opposition by this Delega- 

tion to the extension of an invitation to Italy. Representative BLoom 
declared that if possible the Delegation did not want to raise any 
obstacles to approval of the Charter by the Senate. Mr. Hickmrson 
was of the opinion that no matter what decision were to be reached 
by the Big Five, the question of inviting Italy would be brought up 
once the problem of inviting Denmark were brought before the Con- 
ference. THe Srcrerary suggested that the Big Five should be 

brought to agreement that the admission of Denmark should be de- 
layed until the last possible moment. Mr. Hicxerson remarked that 
even that would not solve the problem because the Italian question 
would be raised at that time. Tue Srecrerary asked whether politi- 
cally the United States could afford to accept an invitation to Italy. 

Mr. Duties asked whether someone could inform him ‘what the 
legal procedure would be for a state to become a signatory to the 
Charter after it had been ratified, and Mr. Hackxworrsu replied that 
a special procedure would have to be established. Mr. Hiss remarked 
that this consideration did not apply with respect to Poland because 
Poland had been invited to the Conference initially but was not in 
attendance because of the fact that there was no recognized govern- 
ment. Mr. Hiss was of the opinion that the Conference would agree 
to leave a space in the protocol of ratification for Poland’s signature. 
The other nations, however, posed a different problem. 

REPRESENTATIVE Boom commented that he did not think Mr. Mor- 
genstierne would act in opposition to a decision by the Big Five. Mr: 
ROCKEFELLER urged that the United States declare, in a meeting of 
the Big Five, that it would vote in favor of inviting Denmark. Then 
he suggested that this Government propose five or six other states 
for invitation at the Jast moment in order that they might become 

original signatories to the Charter. Tur Srcrerary declared that in 
his opinion it would be impossible to adopt this procedure. Mr. 

° See note from the Secretary of State to the Italian Ambassador, April 7, p. 206.
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ROCKEFELLER replied that if there should be a leak, it would become 
known that the United States had declared in favor of accepting 
all or none of the states it had proposed for admission. Tur Sxcre- 
‘TARY, however, reminded Mr. Rockefeller that from this point on 
there would be no more leaks. | 

Tue Secrerary asked whether the Delegation was in agreement 
that it needed more time to consider the Danish question and there 
was unanimous agreement with the Secretary’s suggestion. 

Raw MareriAzs | 

CoMMANDER STassEN remarked that it was necessary for the Dele- 
gation to agree on the question of a French amendment concerning 
equal access to raw materials.” Commanprr StTassen referred the 
Delegation to the paper entitled Outstanding Economic and Social 
Questions, US.Gen 198.77 ComMANDER Strassen declared that Com- 
mittee IT/3 had agreed in principle to a proposal making broad pro- 
vision for calling of conferences to consider specific problems. The 
French, however, had proposed an amendment “insuring access, in 
equal terms, to trade, raw materials, and to capital goods.” Com- 
MANDER STASSEN remarked that a question which had initially been 
one of broad machinery had been transformed by the French into a 
matter of the principle of free access. The United States, he thought, 
could be maneuvered into a difficult situation by this French proposal. 
Tus Secretary declared that this question of equal access could not 
legitimately be presented to the present Conference which was con- 
sidering only the question of establishing machinery. However, 
COMMANDER STassEN declared that the French had based their argu- 
ment on the inclusion in the Atlantic Charter of provision for equal 
access to raw materials. Mr. Duss took the position that the United 
States should counter this French proposal by insisting that only 
the original wording of the Atlantic Charter should be incorporated 
in the Charter for the United Nations Organization. ComMMANDER 
STasseN declared that that had been his position. He had argued 
that no single problem should be specifically referred to. He had 

urged in the Committee that the economic and social problems of the 
world could not be solved by singling out one specific question. In 
addition, ComMANpDER StTassEN had argued in the Committee that 
Germany had started her aggrandizement by a quest for raw materials 
and he had stated that the position of the United States was that this 

Government was willing to stand by the Atlantic Charter but would 
accept it only in its entirety. 

™ Doc. 684, II/3/38, May 29, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 128. 
8 Not printed.
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Tue Secretary asked whether there was much pressure in the 
Committee supporting the French proposal, and THe ComMANDER re- 
plied that there seemed to be a great deal of support for the amend- 
ment and that there had been a great deal of oratory. Tue Srcre- 
TaRy asked whether the Commander had any recommendation to offer 
to the Delegation and the latter suggested that the United States stand 
by the position he had taken that the whole Atlantic Charter should be 
referred to rather than any specific part of that document. Dr, 
Bowman remarked that the importance of following the exact language 
of the Atlantic Charter lay in the context within which it was in- 
cluded. Dr. Bowman pointed to the sixth point of the Atlantic Char- 
ter which read: “After the final destruction of the Nazityranny.. .” 
This, he said, eliminated the possibility of granting equal access to 
the enemy nations at the present time since the Nazi tyranny had not 
been completely destroyed. ce 

Mr. Pasvorsxy observed that question (0) referred to in US Gen 
198, the inclusion in the Charter of “equality of access to raw mate- 
rials, trade and capital goods” would undoubtedly cause a great deal 
of difficulty in Congress. Mr. Srinesowrr provided some further 
background information for the Delegation. He declared that at 
Mexico City two explicit references had been made to freedom of 
access to raw materials and capital goods.” He thought that the 
Latin-American countries would not support a United States position 
opposing the principle of equal access although they would probably 
vote with this Government against a specific Organization within the 
structure of the United Nations Organization. Mr. SrinrsowER 
thought that there was an inconsistency in the French amendment 
with the traditional policy of the United States. If there was to be 
included reference and principle to equality of access, there should 
also be established, he thought, freedom of foreign trade. Mr. Rocxn- 
FELLER cautioned that the analogy drawn between Mexico City and 
the present Charter was not completely valid because of the fact 
that the Mexico City Act merely set up objectives. Mr. StrnEBOWER 
declared he was in agreement with the position taken by Commander 

Stassen but he urged that it would be impossible to stand on the whole 
Atlantic Charter because of the commitments made at Mexico City. 
Tue Secretary asked whether any mention was made of the method. 
of financing with respect to equality of access to capital goods. 

® See Final Act of the Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and: 
Peace, in Report of the Delegation of the United States of America to the Inter- 
American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, Mexico City, Mesico, 
February 21—March 8, 1945 (Department of State publication No. 2497), pp. 118 
and 122; also, 60 Stat. (pt. 2) 1831, or Department of State, Treaties and Other 
International Acts Series No. 1548.
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'. Senator VANDENBERG declared that the revisions adopted recently 
were causing the Economic and Social Council to look like the draft 
which had been proposed in Washington by Mr. Charles Taft and 
which had been rejected by the Delegation. TH Srcrerary agreed 
that the functions of the Economic and Social Council were growing, 
and he remarked that this Conference was not writing a constitution. 

CoMMANDER Strassen was of the opinion that the United States had 
started to slow down the avalanche of radical suggestions made with 
respect to the Economic and Social Council. There would still be 
a fight, he thought, and he asked the Delegation on what basis the 
fight should be carried on. THe Secretary indicated that he was 
willing to accept Commander Stassen’s recommendation with the 
proviso that attention should be paid to Mr. Stinebower’s remarks 
on the impossibility of the Atlantic Charter being accepted in toto. 
Mr. Hickerson urged that if it were found to be necessary to alter 
the Atlantic Charter wording, the words, “with due regard to existing 
obligations” should be dropped. Mr. Hicxrerson declared that these 
words had been included upon the insistence of Prime Minister 

Churchill who was attempting to maintain British preferences. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE EATON asked whether the United States was not in favor 
of upholding its obligations. 

The Delegation agreed on Commander’s Stassen’s position. 

CoMPULSORY JURISDICTION 

SENATOR ConNALLy reported to the Delegation that in the meeting 

the previous evening of Subcommittee IV/1/D the United States’ 
position in opposition to compulsory jurisdiction for the court had 
been upheld. = 

Frenca Treaty AMENDMENT 

Mr. Dunn reported to the Delegation that the French were still 
very disturbed about the amendment they had proposed to Chapter 
VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. Mr. Dunn referred the Delegation 
to the document, Proposed Change in Sponsoring Governments’ 
Amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2, draft of 
May 23, 1945.* | 
_,.. In a conversation with Mr. Dejean, the latter had declared to 
Mr. Dunn that there was a very tense political situation in France 
with respect to this provision. The French people, he said, were 
extremely interested in the outcome of the controversy and Mr. De- 
jean had indicated that no French government could withstand the 
pressure from the people if the Franco-Russian treaty and the other 
bilateral agreements which were designated to prevent further Ger- 

* Not printed.
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man aggression, were to be affected in such a way that they might 
at some time in the future be cancelled. Mr. Dejean declared that 
he understood that the provision as it existed would protect the 
French treaty relationships but he declared that the French people 
wanted this matter made crystal clear. Mr. Dejean had indicated 
that he could accept the language of the draft of May 23, and he 
declared that this language would have the additional advantage of 
strengthening the role of the international organization by making 
it clear that the Organization would definitely be charged with the 
responsibility for “preventing further aggression by a state enemy 
of the United Nations in this war.” Mr. Dejean had voiced the 
opinion that the new wording would not involve a change in meaning 
but that it would change the political and psychological effect. Mr. 
Dunn said that it was certain that the French would not receive any 
change in instructions and he declared that Mr. Dejean had indicated 
his regret at having had to take the lead in the Committee discussion, 
inasmuch as he was not the chief delegate. . . . 

SecRETARY STETTINIUS asked Mr. Dunn what course of action he 
would recommend to the Delegation. Mr. Dunn replied that he 
favored accepting the language of May 23. He declared that he had 
favored accepting the change of only the one word, “consent”, for 
which the French had substituted “request” in their draft, because 

this procedure would rule out the possibility of reopening the whole 
paragraph. However, Mr. Dunn declared that he had been satisfied 
by the discussion of the previous day that the paragraph would not 
be reopened if the French suggestion were to be accepted. Tue Sxc- 
RETARY declared that he would make a deal with Mr. Dunn and would 
support the French proposal if the French would agree to drop their 
amendment on the question of raw materials. ComMANDER STASSEN 
remarked, however, that the French were not the only government 
pressing on the latter question. He indicated that he was opposed 
to accepting the French language because he was afraid it would open 
up the entire regional question. Furthermore, CommanpER STASSEN 
thought that the French argument, to which Mr. Dunn had referred, 
that Communist elements in France would make trouble for the gov- 
ernment unless the change were accepted was not a valid argument 
inasmuch as the origina] Four-Power amendment had been proposed 
by the Russians.®? | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG aSked Mr. Dulles for his opinion on this 
question. The latter replied that he was not opposed to the French 

 ’ ext of proposed Four-Power amendment of chapter VIII, C, 2, UNCIO Docu- 
ments, vol. 3, p. 688 (Doc. 288, G/38, May 14); for Soviet proposal; see ibid., 
p. 601 (Doc. 2, G/14 (w) (1), May 8); United States proposal; ibid., p. 598 (Doe. 
2, G/14(v), May 6). For Soviet acceptance of text proposed by the United 
States, see minutes of the Five-Power meeting, May 7, 3 p. m., p. 628.
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suggestion which, in his opinion, did not involve any real change in 
meaning. Mr. DuLuss indicated that he had been afraid of reopen- 
ing the entire paragraph. However, Mr. Dunes was inclined to 
agree with Mr. Dunn, as a result of the discussion of the previous day, 
that 1t would be possible to have the five powers accept the French 
wording without suggesting any additional changes. Senator VAN- 
DENBERG remarked that this could be made part of the agreement and 
SECRETARY STETTINIUs remarked that it was clear from the discussion 
of the previous day that no additional changes would be proposed. 
Mr. Duttzs repeated that he had been opposed to making any change 
because of the possibility that the question would be reopened. How- 

ever, he declared that the previous day’s discussion had dissipated 
that fear. 

THE SECRETARY remarked that he was very sorry that Commander 
Stassen had not been at the meeting the previous day so that he might 
have heard the discussion which might have dispelled the Com- 
mander’s fears. CoMMANDER STASSEN pointed out that in his opinion 
this paragraph was the place where freedom of action would be 
granted in Europe. The French amendment was trying to establish 
that regional pacts would fall outside the scope of the Organization 
and would not be under its control. This problem, he thought, was 
clearly shown in the new language. SENator VANDENBERG declared 
that he could not see this danger and he referred to the May 28rd draft 
with the wording “the authorization of the Security Council .. .” 
CoMMANDER SrassEw declared that the new wording would omit the 
original phrase “until such time as the Organization may...” 
and would substitute the wording referred to by Senator Vandenberg. 
Under the Dumbarton Oaks proposal, Commanper Strassen thought 
the authorization for regional arrangements was necessary imme- 
diately. Now, he declared, this became a matter for a future agree- 
ment. Mr. Duttzs pointed out, however, that the four powers had 
agreed to this change originally when they sponsored the four power 
amendment. ComMANDER Stassen replied that to omit the phrase- 
ology of the original amendment, “until such time .. .” would be 
interpreted as granting full freedom of action in Europe. Senator 
Connatty declared that in reality a free hand was not being granted 
because it would apply only to “enemy states.” ‘Tur Secretary asked 
Mr. Pasvolsky to remark on this problem. : 

Mr. Pasvousxy declared that the exemption embodied in Chapter 

VIII, Section C, paragraph 2 was based on the proposition that there 
existed an area which was legitimately outside the purview of the Or- 
ganization. This area consisted of the prevention of aggression by 
the present enemy states. This had already been agreed to, he de- 
clared, in paragraph 2 of Chapter XII. This exemption did not, he
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thought, alter the basis of the Charter because the area exempted had 
never fallen under the scope of the Charter. When this area should 
be incorporated under the Charter, Mr. Pasvoisxy declared, the ex- 
emption would disappear. After incorporation, this area would be- 
come subject to the procedure implied in Chapter XII and would no 
longer be subject to Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. 

Mr. PasvorsKy urged that the new wording was better than the 
original amendment. The phraseology “until the...” had been 
proposed by the British with the end in view of making certain that 
the two. individual areas would be amalgamated eventually. The 
new wording, he declared, presented this desire positively, whereas the 
original amendment had been negative. 

The argument over the situation had been initiated, Mr. PasvoisKy 
declared, by the French. The French were definitely worried over 
whether their bilateral arrangements would be superseded. The new 
wording declared positively that the request of the parties to the ar- 
rangements would be required for the authority of the Organization 
to become operative. 

Mr. Pasvorsky expressed the opinion that Commander Stassen’s 
original objection had been adequately taken care of. He himself was 
satisfied that the matter of regional arrangements would not be re- 
opened. SENATOR VANDENBERG urged .once more that a definite 
agreement be reached on this point and Mr. Pasvousxy declared that 
such an agreement could be obtained but was not necessary, in his 
opinion. Mr. Pasvousxy reported that Ambassador Gromyko had 
declared in the Committee meeting on the previous day that he would 
accept the wording as it stood. 

SECRETARY Stettinius asked whether the military representatives 
of the Delegation would care to express their opinions on this matter. 
ApmiraL Hepsurn declared that this was essentially a political prob- 
em on which the military members had no definite opinion, and GEN- 
ERAL Empick agreed with Admiral Hepburn. 

| SENATOR VANDENBERG urged that there would be grave danger of 
the question being reopened if it were to be left “hanging around” 
without being finally settled. Srnator VaNnpENBERG urged that the 
matter be closed promptly if the Delegation did not want the entire 
paragraph reopened. _ : | 

' Mr. Armstrone remarked that he had always been opposed to the 
change of initiative implied in the substitution of the word “request” 
for “consent”. Mr. Armstrone remarked that if it were necessary, he 
would accept the change. Mr. Armsrrone reported that a luncheon 
conversation with Lord Halifax the previous day had revealed that 
despite the long discussion in the Committee session, Lord Halifax 
could see no difference between the two words. After the discussion, 

723-681—67-_66
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with Mr. Armstrong, Lord Halifax remarked that he then saw the 
question in an entirely different light. Mr. Pasvorsky urged that 
since France would have a veto power on the Security Council any- 
how there was actually, in the final analysis, no difference between 
the two wordings. ComMaAnpDER SrassEn asked why, if there was no 
difference between the two wordings, the French were so anxious to 
make a revision. CoMMANDER STaAssEN urged that the French propo- 
sition be made public in order to gain the reaction of the American 
public and the other nations present at the Conference. ComMANDER 
Strassen declared that he was irrevocably opposed to the change at 
this point and could be brought around only by a public mandate. 

Senator ConNALLY said that in his opinion there was no substan- 
tive difference between the two wordings and he favored accepting 
the French proposal provided that it were certain that the matter 
would be ended by this action, and that the paragraph would not be 
reopened to other general propositions. | 

CoMMANDER STASSEN disagreed with Senator Connally and de- 
clared that the new wording carried the implication that the United 
States would be backing out of Europe, and Senator CoNnNALLY 
replied that this referred only to the enemy states. | : 

CoMMANDER StTassEN remarked that he was opposed even to that. 
Under the Dumbarton Oaks wording the United States had been one 
of the responsible powers, but under this new wording which recog- 
nized the mutual assistance pacts, the United States could not possibly 
be a party. Mr. Duties asked whether Commander Stassen could 
think of any action which the French might take under their new 
draft which they could not have taken under the old draft. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN replied that under the original wording the Orga- 
nization had the responsibility for taking enforcement actions, and 
that only the individual right of self-defense was recognized. How- 
ever, the new draft carried the implication that authority would never 
be turned over to the Organization with respect to enemy states. Mr. 
PasvotsKy pointed out to the Delegation that the United States had 
the right to conclude a pact similar to the Franco-Russian pact with 
any European state and would thus fall under this provision. How- 
ever, Mr. Pasvotsky was of the opinion that even this was not nec- 
essary because of the provisions of Chapter XII, paragraph 2. 
CoMMANDER STAssEN agreed it would be logical to rely on mutual 

assistance pacts 1f the United States were going to back out of the 
Organization with respect to Europe. Mr. Pasvoisxy referred once 
again to paragraph 2 of Chapter XII under which the rights of the 
United States were reserved with respect to enemy states. No pacts 
would be necessary, he declared; and Mr. Dunn agreed. that the 
United States could act without concluding any arrangements. Mr.
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PasvotsKy remarked that this Delegation seemed to think that the 
change was foolish and did not accomplish anything. The Euro- 
pean states seemed to think that the change was necessary. 
CoMMANDER StTAssEN declared he would make a compromise with 

Mr. Pasvolsky. Tue Commanper declared he would accept the 
change if Mr. Pasvolsky could have the words “a state enemy of the 
United Nations in this war” defined as to refer specifically to Ger- 
many, and Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that this would be impossible. 

Commanper Srassen remarked that the change, in his opinion, 
granted broader freedom of action to the European countries and he 
wanted this broader wording narrowed down so that it would refer 
only to Germany. - a | 

Tue Secretary asked what action the Delegation wished to take. 
He thought that everyone must thoroughly understand Commander 
Stassen’s position by this time. .SeNaToR VANDENBERG urged that 
it would be dangerous to leave the question open any longer and Tus 
SECRETARY asked Commander Stassen whether he would agree to 

reach a decision on the question during that meeting. CommaNnpDER 
STASsEN agreed to this suggestion. RepresENTaTive Bioom urged 
that an agreement should be reached with the other members of the 
Big Five that the rest of the paragraph should not be reopened as 
a result of the consideration of the French amendment. He was of 
the opinion that the discussion in the Committee did not constitute 
an adequate guarantee. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that this was 
part of the proposal on which the Delegation was acting. Mr. Dunn 
declared that that was the agreement—that the United States would 
support the amendment if it was clear that no other changes would 
be made. Representative Bioom declared that he favored this posi- 
tion and Representative Eaton indicated that he would go along 
with “Senator” Bloom. 

Tue Secretary remarked that he hated to reach the decision on 
this important position in view of Commanpmr STassEn’s strong oppo- 
sition. The latter declared that the matter was entirely up to the 
decision of the Delegation but that he would have to dissent. The 
Four Powers, he declared, had reached an agreement in conformity 
with the original position of the military representatives. This word- 
ing, he thought, should not be amended at all. RepresenTaTIVE 
Broom recommended that in view of the fact that the Delegation had 
been able to achieve unanimity on all questions thus far, and with 
consideration for Commander Stassen’s strong feelings on the sub- 
ject, the final decision of this question be postponed until the follow- 
ing meeting. Senaror Connauiy declared that unless the matter 
were decided soon, it would become a “festering sore”, but Repre- 
SENTATIVE Broom urged that it would not fester in 24 hours. Srn-
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ATOR VANDENBERG thought that the matter was festering fast and he 
declared that at a luncheon the previous day the Latin-American 
delegates had pressed him upon what had happened to the proposal 
on regional agreements. They wondered why the Big Five had been 
unable to reach a conclusion. ComMMANDER STAssEN asked whether 
it was thought the Latin-American countries would agree to this 

change and SENATOR V ANDENBERG ventured the opinion that they would 
agree to anything which the United States proposed. ComManpER 
StTassEN thought that that was a broad statement but Mr. Rocxe- 
FELLER agreed with Senator Vandenberg that the Latin-American 
countries would accept any position which the United States pressed. 
CoMMANDER STassEN declared that if the public and the Latin-Amer- 
ican countries approved of this amendment, he would agree. How- 
ever, he declared it would be impossible for him to consent otherwise. 

The road to his consent, he said, lay through public discussion. Com- 
MANDER STASsEN declared that he could not allow the presumption to 
exist that he had agreed to this position. 

At this point, 10:20 a. m., Coneressman Broom announced that 
he had to leave the meeting since he was going to “perform at the 
Opera House.” *® 

PROCEDURE ON AGREEMENTS FOR SUPPLY OF Forcss 

Smnator ConnauLy presented to the Delegation the May 29, 1945. 
draft of “Proposed Change in Chapter VIII, Section B, Paragraph 
5.788 This embodied, he declared, the Australian amendment which 
would make possible the conclusion of agreements for the supply of 
forces with the Security Council as well as among the member states. 
Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out to the Delegation that its clearance was 
required prior to the meeting of Committee III/3 that evening.™ 

Senator ConNALLY pointed out that this draft provided for the ini- 
tiative of the Security Council in the conclusion of these agreements. 

SENATOR ConnALLY thought that it provided greater elasticity than the 
previous draft and it definitely granted the initiative to the Security 
Council. The new wording was:“. . . on the initiative of the Security 
Council . . . between the member states or between the Security 
Council and the member states. All such agreements should be sub- 
ject to ratification by the signatory states in accordance with their 
constitutional processes and, in the case of agreements to be con- 
cluded between the member states, should also be subject to approval 
by the Security Council.” The other amendments proposed were that 

* For verbatim minutes of the first meeting of Commission II, May 30, 10: 30 
a. m., see Doc. 719, II/8, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 27. 

* Not printed. 
"Doc. 704, I1I/3/36, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 400; the amend- 

ments to chapter XII were considered at that meeting.
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the words “concluded among themselves” should be omitted, and that 
for the words “facilities and” preceding the word “assistance” should 
be substituted the words “and facilities including rights of passage” to 
follow the word “assistance”. The Australians had also proposed the 
addition of the words “their degree of readiness and general location” 
to follow the words “types of forces” in the second sentence. 

Senator ConNnatiy remarked that these other amendments affected 
facilities and the rights of passage. 
Mk. Pasvorsxy declared that from the point of view of the decision 

taken by the Delegation at a previous meeting, this draft was ac- 
ceptable because it carried out completely the position taken by the 
Delegation. Senator CoNNALLY was in agreement that this met the 
requirements of the United States, and the Delegation agreed unan- 
imously. Mr. Pasvorsky declared he would take up this para- 
graph with the Subcommittee of Five. | | 

Tue Secrerary reiterated that the question of the French treaty 
would be carried over and he urged that Commander Stassen talk 
the matter over with the other members of the Delegation. The ques- 
tion should be adjourned for the present so that the Delegation might 
achieve unanimity. Tur Secretary appealed to the Delegation that 
there should be no announcement that there was a split. He declared 
that the Delegation was continuing to study the matter and he re- 
marked that it would be most damaging if someone were to whisper 
to the press that there was dissension. 

AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 

Tue Secretary called on Mr. Notter who had an urgent matter to 
‘discuss. | , 

Mr. Norrer reported that there was pressure in Representative 
Eaton’s committee, all of which had not shown up as yet.®® Mr. 
Norrer thought that the full pressure would reveal itself at the meet- 
ing that evening.®° Mr. Norrer declared that the United States had 
been defeated 19 to 12 on the question of referring the amendment pro- 
posed by New Zealand and Australia to the Subcommittee. Mr. 
Norrer was of the opinion that the question of the amendment itself 

‘could be handled. Mr. Norrer foresaw for the near future the ques- 
tion of a revisionary convention. Mr. Norrer thought that the 
United States would probably have to compromise on the matter of the 
vote necessary to call such a convention and would probably have to 

® For summary report on consideration of chapter XI (Amendments) in Com- 
mittee I/2 on May 29, 3:45 p. m., see Doc. 683, 1/2/48, May 29, UNCIO Documents, 

vO%6 Rovord of meeting of Subcommittee I/2/E, May 30, 8:30 p. m., not printed. 
For list of reeommendations on chapter XI, see WD 26, I/2/36, May 24, UNCIO 
Documents, vol. 7, p. 138. 

* Thid., p. 155.
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accept a two-thirds vote instead of -a three-fourths vote as was the 
position at present. This was not too important in Mr. Norrsr’s 
mind, because it represented the difference between 39 and 35 votes.. 

The difficulty he thought, would arise with respect to the New Zea- 
land amendment designed to tie the matter down to make certain. 
that a convention would be held. Mr. Norrer revealed that he had. 
had a conversation with Mr. Pearson of Canada and he had asked Mr. 
Pearson whether such a provision would not make the Organization 
merely a provisional Organization, and Mr. Pearson had agreed with 
this position and had also agreed that this possiblity must be avoided. 

Mr. Norrsr suggested that if it seemed necessary to accept a provision: 
for a specific conference that the words “in any event” be used. Mr. 
Norter also held the opinion that if the United States wanted to 
retain the unanimity rule with respect to amendment procedure, it 
would probably be necessary to compromise by accepting the principle 

of a revisionary convention. S a : 

. Mr..Armstrone explained to the Delegation that the real purpose 
behind the proposal for a revisionary convention was to make pos- 
sible a change in the number of permanent members of the Security 
Council who could veto amendments proposed by the General As- 
sembly. This was indicated, he thought, by Prime Minister Fraser’s. 
statement in the Committee to the effect that “one of the permanent. 
members of the Security Council may wither on the branch but might 
still retain a dead hand on amendment procedure.” Mr, Fraser had 
expressed the opinion that this would be setting up a dictatorship of 
the big powers and he had asked why the permanent members of 
the Security Council were not willing to accept a majority vote among 
themselves. Mr. Armstrone declared that he had replied that a 
majority of the big powers had not been sufficient to win the present 
war. Mr. Rockrreiier remarked that in his opinion Mr. Notter had 
not overestimated the danger of the situation. The smaller powers, 
he declared, would be willing to accept the veto power with respect 
to any number of questions but the small states were afraid that when 
the time came to study the Charter under peaceful world conditions 
the “withering” of one of the great powers would not be compensated 
for by the loss of the veto power. Specifically, this applied to France 
and China and Mr. Rocxeretier declared that the French delegate 
had made a stupid speech in the Committee to the effect that originally 
he had been opposed to the veto power but now that it had been granted 
to France he would go along with the Big Five.. Mr. RockErELLEer 
urged that this was the chance to satisfy the small powers of the future 

status of the Organization. | 
Mr. Armstrone urged that the questions of expulsion and suspen- 

sion would arise once more in this connection. The small powers, he 
thought, would take the position that unless amendment were pos-
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sible without final Big Power veto control, they should be able to 
expel those major powers which “withered on the vine.” . 

Tue Secretary declared that it was obvious that this matter could 
not be settled in the short time remaining to the Delegation. He urged 
that the members of the Delegation discuss the matter among them- 
selves and that the Delegation should consider it again on the follow- 
ing day. Mr. Pasvotsxy urged on the other hand that there was 
really nothing to discuss with respect to the revisionary convention. 
The only way this matter could be discussed, he thought, was to con- 
sider depriving China and France of their permanent status on the 
Security Council. Obviously this could not be discussed. It then 
became a problem of whether the United States would permit amend- 
ment of the Organization without its consent. This, he declared, was 
also impossible and therefore there was no reason to discuss the matter. 
Tue SEcrEeTARY instructed Mr. Notter to bring in a recommendation 

to be considered by the Delegation the following day. 

| SECRETARY GENERAL. | 

At this point, Mr. Hickrerson announced that he had just received 
a phone call from Ambassador Gromyko who was very agitated. Am- 
bassador Gromyko had just noticed that the question of the election 
of the Secretary General had been included on the agenda for the 
open session of Commission II. The Russians felt that this matter 
should be deferred until the question of voting procedure in the Secu- 
rity Council was settled. Tum Secrerary asked if there were any 
objections in the Delegation to postponing discussion of this issue. 
The Delegation agreed unanimously. | 

The meeting was adjourned at-10:35 a. m. - 7 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 59 

Minutes of the Fifty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Franscisco, Thursday, May 31, 1945, 9:02 a. m. 

Oo [Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (38) present at meeting. ] 
The Secretary convened the meeting at 9: 02 a. m. 

| Syrta AND LEBANON | 

SECRETARY STETTINIvs announced to the Delegation that at that 
very moment the Department of State in Washington was issuing the 
text.of a note which had been delivered to France on the question 

* See Doc. 719, II/8, May 81, UN C10 Documents, vol. 8,p.31.
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of Syria and Lebanon. The Department, he said, was issuing a 
“very strong” note which was a “very direct statement” of this Gov- 
ernment’s position that France should withdraw its troops from the 
Levantine states. Tur Secretary expressed the hope that this strong 

measure would be successful in bringing to an early close the serious 
situation existing in the Middle East. He hoped that the British 
and the United States together might be able to impress the French. 
The situation was so serious, he declared, that some of the Arabs were 
coming to the point where they were considering rejecting the Charter. 
The Secretary remarked that he would have to leave the meeting early 
in order to put through a phone call to Washington. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that the Arabs might also press 
for recognition of the Arab League as a regional organization under 

Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2, if that paragraph were to be 
left open any longer. 

AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 

THe CualrMANn declared that Mr. Armstrong had an urgent matter 
to take up with the Delegation on the subject of amendment proce- 
dure. Mr. Armsrrone declared that he had two points he wanted 
to bring to the Delegation’s attention, one a specific question and the 

second a general situation requiring consideration. oe 
Mr. Armstrone declared that the subcommittee of Committee I/1 

was going to vote that day on a British amendment to revise the 
Four-Power amendment to Chapter XI in order that it should be 
specifically provided that a conference on revision should be held 
not later than seven years after the coming into effect of the Charter. 
The British Delegate,** Mr. Armsrrone remarked, had made his 
proposal without previously consulting the other members of the Big 
Five and had placed the United States in an embarrassing situation. 
Actually, Mr. Armsrrone said, the British suggestion had been that 
a conference be held ten years after the entry into force of the Charter, 
but the Canadians had specifically suggested seven years and had made 
a formal motion. As originally presented, the Canadian amendment 
provided that final ratification of any changes resulting from a revi- 
sionary conference would be subject to the unanimity requirement. 
This procedure, however, did not suit Mr. Evatt of Australia who 

did not want any control over amendment procedure by the Security 
Council. Mr. Evatt had succeeded in postponing the decision over- 

* William Mabane, Parliamentary Secretary-to the Ministry of Food ; assistant 
delegate, British delegation. At the second meeting of Subcommittee I/2/H, 
May 30, 8:30 p. m., Mr. Mabane submitted a proposal that “such a conference 
shall be held not later than ..... years after the entry into force of the 
Charter.” Lester B. Pearson, Senior Adviser of the Canadian delegation, moved 
the adoption of Mr. Mabane’s motion with the proviso that the period be not 
more than seven years after the entry into force of the Charter. The vote was 
postponed in order to permit consultation. (US I/2/E Doc)
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night in order to rally forces behind his suggested change and to 
convince. the Dominions to ask for a further limitation on the powers 
of the Big Five. This matter was to be the first order of business 
at the morning’s meeting. 

Mr. Armsrrone referred the Delegation to the document, Situa- 
tion Regarding Chapter XI, Amendments. Behind the specific Aus- 
tralian amendment was the general situation to which Mr. Armstrong 
had referred. Mr. Armstrone declared that Mr. Evatt and his 
cohorts had been circulating from committee to committee and had 
been making short speeches in opposition to the Charter. In Mr. 
Armstrong’s hearing Mr. Evatt had remarked to a Brazilian Dele- 
gate that he favored the Lippman proposal that the Organization be 
regarded as a transitional organization until such time as it could be 
thoroughly revised. Mr. Armsrrone was of the opinion that there 
was great importance to this matter because if the middle powers 
succeeded in pressing their position, a complete revision of the Orga- 
nization would be necessary within a relatively short time. 

Mr. Evatt had indicated the attitude of the small and middle 
powers when he insulted the Chinese and French Governments by 
referring to them as second-rate powers. The Ecuadorian Delegate 
had not helped the situation any when he referred to the lack of free 
speech in Russia in connection with a statement by the Russian Dele- 
gate that this was to be a democratic organization. Mr. Armsrrone 

declared that it was becoming apparent that a number of states did 
not intend to ratify the Charter as it stood and he cited the Dutch as 
an example. Mr. Pasvoisxy urged that if this was their position 
they should be allowed not to ratify the Charter. Srcrerary STerT- 
TINIvs urged that the Delegation collect itself and consider the matter 
more calmly. THe Srcrerary declared that it was to have been ex- 
pected that there would be hurdles of this nature and he was confident 
that they could be taken in stride. 

Mr. Armstrone declared that he was not a defeatist but that in his 
opinion the battle was three-fourths lost. It was necessary, he main- 
tained, for strong collective action to be taken by the Big Five. Mr. 
Dunw declared that the British action in proposing the revision of 
the Four-Power amendments was contrary to the decision of the spon- 
soring governments to stand by their original proposal. Mr. Norrsr 
said, however, that the British representative, Mr. Mabane, was too 
clever to have formally proposed this amendment. Actually, he had 
made the proposal but he had not done so formally. Therefore, his 
action could not be held against the British Delegation. Mr. Norrer 
remarked that the issue had been shifted since the Delegation had 
last considered the problem of the amendment. He thought that the 
small powers would now be willing to vote for ratification of amend-
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ments under. the unanimity procedure. However, they were now 
lining up behind the proposal for a revisionary conference. : 

Mr. Hackwortu remarked that he would have to leave the meeting 
shortly and he wanted to get in “a few licks” on this question.. Mr. 
Hackwortn declared that the Colombian Foreign Minister ® had 
spoken to him recently and had expressed discontent with the existing 

amendment. procedure. The Colombian Foreign Minister had indi- 
cated the impossibility of gaining acceptance for the Charter on the 
part of the Colombian legislature unless the provision for amendment 
were changed. Similarly, the absence of any specific provision for 
withdrawal had been most confusing to the Colombian Delegation. 
The Colombian Foreign Minister expressed the opinion that the ab- 
sence of a provision made withdrawal difficult, if not impossible. Mr. 
Hackworru had pointed to the statement. made by Representative 
Eaton in the Committee * to the effect that if the Charter were silent 
on the question of withdrawal it would mean that that decision would 
be taken according to the circumstances in each instance. But the 
chief point that the Colombian Foreign Minister had made was that 
his government could not be bound by something which was contrary 
to the Colombian constitution.. He had declared ‘that his Delegation 
would be satisfied if the Committee went on record to the effeet that 
states had the right to withdraw from the Organization if it could 
not accept any amendment which was ratified without its consent. 
As an alternative, the Colombian Foreign Minister had suggested that 
the right to make reservations to Chapter XI be recognized.. SrnaTor 
VV ANDENBERG agreed that this was a perfectly proper position. A state 
should be able to withdraw from the Organization or have a final 
say on amendments. | - pO 
... Tue Secrerary asked Mr. Dunn for his opinion as to the course to 
take on this matter. Mr. Dunn urged that the Big Five take a strong 
position on this matter. In his opinion it would be impossible to 
make the Charter a provisional document. Tur Secrerary remarked 
that he was going to speak to a number of foreign ministers some time 
during the morning and he asked, how the Delegation felt on the ques- 
tion of calling a meeting of the Committee of Five. Mr. Duxzzs said 
that very firm measures would have to be taken in order to accomplish 
anything. He thought that the five powers should agree to the Char- 
ter which they wanted to accept. All discussion should be stopped 
and the document should be ratified. Anyone who did not want to 
sion the Charter under these circumstances should be permitted to 

“go home”. This position, Mr. Duties admitted, sounded drastic 

* Alberto Lleras Camargo. . | 
* See minutes of the fiftieth meeting (Executive Session) of the United States 

delegation, May 22, 10:50 a. m., p. 847.: -
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‘but he was of the opinion that public debate would not work because 
-of majority opposition. In the final analysis a number of the meas- 
ures which were supported by the Big Five could be justified only on 
the grounds of the necessity for accomplishing ‘the most that could 
‘be achieved. The Big Five, he thought, must take firm leadership 
from this poimt on. There were, he.said, too many issues coming 
up which could disrupt the Conference unless there were strong leader- 

‘ship on the part of the major-powers. So : 

SENATOR CoNNALLY: was in-agreement with this position of Mr. 
Dulles. There would: probably be, he declared, a great deal of 
“howling” but there would be “howling” under any circumstances. 
SENATOR CONNALLY pointed out that the Conference had been called 
ito. consider drafting a. Charter based on the Dumbarton Oaks: pro- 
posals.. If the other nations did not accept Dumbarton Oaks as a 

suitable basis for a, Charter, Senator Connally was of the opinion 
that they should have stayed home. It was necessary, he thought, 
for the Big Five to say, in effect, “take it orleaveit”. 

_ ComMMANDER Strassen urged that this matter should be considered 
‘in the Steering Committee. He pointed: out that few heads of dele- 
-gations attended the meetings of.the technical committees and hence 

‘there was no one with sufficient authority to slow up the. firebrands 
who did make a practice of attending the committee sessions. ‘The 
‘questions at issue on which the big powers were insistent should, he 
thought, be considered by the heads of delegations where the influence 
of the major powers could effectively be brought to bear. It was 
‘obvious, COMMANDER STASSEN thought, that, the Big Five could. not 
carry their decisions through thirteen technical committees. Tux 
‘SECRETARY agreed with Commander Stassen and suggested as the ap- 
propriate procedure that a meeting of the Committee of Five should 
be called to reach an agreement on the ‘convocation of the Steering 
Committee. The Steering Committee should then agree on a final date 

for the submission of committee reports, and after that it would be 
up to the steering group to reach decisions on all the outstanding 
questions. ComMMANDER Srassen added that this procedure should be 
followed even if it became necessary for the Steering Committee to 
‘meet continuously for two or more consecutive days. 

Mr. Armstrone declared that Mr. Evatt had not taken the position 
that the big powers had not had an opportunity to become familiar 
with the viewpoint of the smaller powers but rather. that the small 
states had no indication of what the major powers wanted. It was 
the lack of agreement among the Big Five on questions such as voting 
arrangements which had caused the loss of confidence on the part of 

the small powers. SECRETARY STETTINIUS remarked that the Big Five 

had been able to agree to 27 amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks
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‘proposals in two days and he added that it had been the major powers 
acting jointly which had won the war. Mr. Norrer expressed the 
opinion that the loss of confidence had been caused primarily by the 
failure of the Big Five to submit the answers to the questionnaire 
on voting arrangements. Tuer Secrerary remarked that this question 
was to be considered later on in the morning. 

Mr. RockEre.erR expressed the opinion that the situation was not 
really as serious as might appear on the surface. There was, he 
thought, a crystallization of views taking place, especially among the 
Latin-American states. There was no doubt in his mind that the 

United States could line up the support of the smaller nations on the 
veto question. He urged that the Big Five had an opportunity to 
achieve a very desirable situation in Mr. Armstrong’s committee °” 
by fixing a sense of responsibility upon the small powers. This could 
be accomplished, he thought, by setting a definite date for a revisionary 
conference. In this way he was certain that the veto provisions would 
be carried. The small powers would think that they had made an 
important contribution to the establishment of the world organiza- 
tion and would be of the opinion that the United States had made a 
substantial concession. Actually, he said, it would not matter very 
much to the United States if the proposal for a revisionary convention 
were to be carried because the United States would still have a veto 
over any amendments suggested at such a conference. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS urged once more that a final date must be 
established for committee discussions and he thought that a Steering 
Committee meeting would be necessary. Mr. Rockrrerter agreed 
with this proposed procedure. Tue Srecrerary asked whether there 
was any chance for delaying the vote on this question of a revision- 
ary conference. Mr. Armsrrone replied that there undoubtedly 
would be a vote on the British proposal as amended by Australia. 
Mr. RockeFe.ter reiterated that he was certain of the position that 
the Latin-American nations would take. They would accept the veto 
power if they were guaranteed that a revisionary conference would be 
held at some definite date. He did not think the matter was as serious 
as it had been painted and he announced that he would be glad to 

attend Mr. Armstrong’s committee and work with him in insuring 
support for the United States position. Mr. Armsrrone said that 

Mr. Rockefeller’s presence would make “defeat much pleasanter”. 

Mr. PasvorsKy declared that he was still opposed to a change which 
would set a definite date for a revisionary convention. But tar Src- 
RETARY replied that if the United States were to oppose this measure, 

*” Committee 1/2 (Membership and General) and Subcommittee I/2/EH, includ- 
me as members those who had submitted proposals for the amendment of chap-
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it would be out-voted. Mr. Pasvorsky declared that the Delegation 
must determine which states would vote against the position of the 
United States in order that the Delegation might work on them to 
change their votes. In his view it was impossible to accept this 
amendment. Mr. Dunn asked whether the Delegation thought that 
it would be possible to accept a provision that a conference should be 

held at the end of a ten year period, provided that the unanimity rule 
with respect to ratification were to be maintained. The only dis- 
advantage of the specific date being set, Mr. Duxuxs declared, was its 
psychological effects. Mr. Dutizs reminded the Delegation that such 
@ provision had been voted down during the preliminary discussions 
in Washington. Mr. Dunn reiterated the importance of maintain- 
ing a unanimity requirement with respect to ratification of amend- 
ments. Mr. Duxuizs declared that in that case it would be necessary 
to grant the right of withdrawal to states which were unable to ac- 
cept amendments passed without their approval. 

_ Tue Secretary asked Mr. Armstrong whether the proposal ad- 
vanced by Mr. Dunn would relieve the situation any. Mr. ArmsTRONG 
declared that it certainly would have been invaluable on the previous 
evening * but he was not so certain now since Mr. Evatt was attempt- 
ing to.line up support for his amendment. Mr. Rockrrexier declared 
that in his opinion the matter would turn out in favor of the United 
States. 

Mr. ArmstRone urged that this proposed change in the attitude 
of the United States should first be cleared with the U.S.S.R., and 
pointed out that a difficult situation had been created when the British 
had made their proposal without first consulting with the other mem- 
bers of the Big Five. Mr. Norrer remarked that Ambassador Gro- 
myko had declared that any change would have to be considered by the 
Big Four. Mr. Rockere.ier suggested that a special meeting of the 
Committee of Five be called and Commanpsr Strassen urged that Mr. 
Armstrong reserve the position of the United States and declare that 
a new formula was being worked out. Mr. Dunn declared that he 

- was opposed. to such a procedure because it would put the United 
States on a spot. He suggested that. the United States reserve its 
position on the proposal just agreed upon by the Delegation. He 
urged that Mr. Armstrong should present to the Committee the 
necessity for a consultation among the Big Five. 

Mr. PasvousKy asked what the vote would be on. Mr. Armstrone 
replied that it would be on the proposal that reference to a seven 
year period be made in Chapter XI, Paragraph 3. Mr. Evatt, he 
declared, would try to amend this proposal or defeat it and introduce 
a separate amendment eliminating the second half of the paragraph 

* Record of second meeting of Subcommittee:J/2/H at 8:30 p. m., not printed.
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concerning the unanimity requirement for ratification. Mr. Pas- 
votsKy declared that it would be impossible to accept this amend- 
ment and that the Delegation must mobilize support for its position.. 

Commanvrr Srassen urged that Mr. Armstrong pass the word in 
the Committee that the United States was willing to accept a specific 
reference to the holding of a conference after ten years if agreement 
could be reached on this among the other members of the Big Five. 
However, the United States’ position must be made clear on the 
unanimity requirement. Mr. Rockrerenter urged that Mr. Arm- 
strong take a positive stand and act aggressively. Tue Secrerary 
reminded the Delegation that the proposed revision would: have to. 
be cleared first with the other members of the Big Five. Mr. Rocxr- 
FELLER suggested that some other nation be influenced to move the 
United States proposal. In that way the necessity for first consult- 
ing among the Big Five would be avoided. : 

Senator CoNNALLY asked whether the convention would be auto- 
matic at the end of the period established or whether there would be 
a vote on the question of submission. Mr. Armsrrone declared that 
under both the Canadian and Australian proposals the convention 
would be automatic, although Mr. Evatt had been more specifié in 
asking that the convention be held on the seventh anniversary of the 
opening of the United Nations Conference. OS 

Mr. Sanvirer was of the opinion that since Australia had been 
able to postpone the vote on the previous evening, the:‘United States 
should be able to: postpone the vote at the next meeting. Mr. Rocke- 
FELLER thought ‘the meeting should be called off entirely because it 
would be difficult to attend the meeting without voting on the ques- 
tion. Tue Secrerary agreed with Mr. Sandifer’s proposal and sug- 
gested that Mr. Armstrong rise at’ the opening of the meeting and 
urgé postponement of the vote on this question! If Mr. Armstrong 
could do this, Tam Srcrerary declared that he would meet with the 
Big: Five that afternoon and reach an agreement. Mr! Pasvorsxy 
remarked that this was definitely a:proper procedure. Mr, ARMSTRONG 
remarked that such an action would’ be contrary to the demands of 
the major powers that committees speed up their work but Secrerar¥ 
Srerrmivs replied that it'was necéssary to take this action anyhow. 
Mr. Armsrrone thought that the- Costa’ Rican Chairman: of -the 
Committee ® might not agree to postponement but Mr. RocKkEFELLER 
imdicated that the Chairman would agree and that he would attend the 
meeting to assist Mr. Armstrong. | re , 
» "Trp Srcrerary asked'the Delegation whether it was agreed to estab- 
lish a ‘spedific ten-year ‘period: after which a ‘revisionary conference 
should ‘be held. ‘Dr. Bowman submitted that he was opposed to such 

* Alvaro Bonilla Lara.(Committee I/2)) 0 0 pe
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a specific proposal because at the time established, the Security Council 
might be in the midst of a dispute which would prejudice the work 
of the Conference. This objection could be met, he declared, by 
establishing a minimum and a maximum date within which period 
the Conference should be held. Tuer Srcrerary declared that he 
accepted Dr. Bowman’s objection as being sound and asked whether 
the Delegation agreed. There was unanimous agreement that a period. 
of seven to ten years should be established. The Delegation was 

agreed that a conference should be called after seven to ten years on the 
condition that the veto power over any amendments passed by the 
convention should be maintained by the permanent members of the 

Security Council. - | 

: ss INvrraTion or DENMARK 

Srcrerary STErrinius instructed Mr. Dunn to acquaint the Delega- 
tion with the situation with respect to inviting Denmark to partici- 

pate in the Conference. [At this point, 9:40 a, m., Mr. Hackworth 
left the meeting. ] * | | 
‘Mr. Dunn reported that Ambassador Gromyko-had requested that 

a meeting of the Steering Committee be held that day and Mr.. Dunn 
remarked that this body would have to meet anyhow in order to 
consider the question of the election of the Secretary-General ** which 
had been referred to itby CommissionI]. => | | | 

_.. .. Tue Secretary declared that he would reluctantly go along 
on. inviting Denmark but was definitely opposed to the admission 
of any other states. Mr. Dunn pointed out. that an,.agreement had. 
been reached with Ambassador Gromyko concerning, Denmark and, 
it would be impossible to withdraw at. this time, Tue Srcrerary 
reiterated that “the flood gates” must not be opened... ... oo 

Mr. Dutzzs observed that the Organization was based on the prem- 
ise of quick action by the five major powers.: ; This Conference seemed 
to be demonstrating that the Big Five could not work together effec- 
tively. Mr. Dutixs declared that it was imperative that a situation 
be reestablished whereby the Big Five could get measures. through. 
The small states, he said, were very much alarmed over, the inability, 
of the Big Five to run the Conference. The, big problem, in Mr. 
Dulles’ mind, was the delays occasioned bythe U.S.S.R. He urged 
that the Secretary talk with the Russian Delegation and make the 
situation clear to them, and Tue Srcrerary replied that he was having 
a talk with the Russian representatives later inthe morning? 

Senator VANnpDeNBeErG asked whether it. would not be possible to. 
postpone consideration of ‘the invitation to Denmark. Mr. Donn 

‘ Brackets appear in the ori inal. - a | ; | | . a ot | 
1 -Dde. 719,' IL/8, May 383i, UNCIO’ Documents, vol. 8, p. 338. °° | 
* Memorandum of conversation, May 31, 12: 25 p. m., infra. : es
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remarked that the Chairman would be placed in a very difficult sit- 
uation if he asked for postponement of this question when the United 
States was already committed to accepting the proposal. Mr. Dunn 
was of the opinion that it would be necessary to go through with the 
matter and face the other possibilities. The only way this could have 
been avoided was by opposing Norway in the first instance. The 

United States was now definitely committed to accepting the Nor- 
wegian proposal. | | 

Mr. RocKEFELLER asked how much pressure of time there was on 
this matter and Mr. Dunn replied that it would be considered in the 
next meeting of the Steering Committee that afternoon. THE Sxc- 
RETARY remarked that he had not been consulted on this matter yet 
and hence could not call a meeting. THE Srcrerary was of the opin- 
ion that the only course available to the Delegation was to accept 
Mr. Dunn’s recommendation since there was nothing else to do. He 
declared that if any other nations were proposed for admission the 
matter should be referred to the sponsoring governments for their 
consideration. He thought that one of the small states should make 
this suggestion. Mr. Dunn declared that this course of action would 
open the way for a “licking”. The small states would all ask why 
the matter should be decided by the major powers without their par- 
ticipation. This position had become, he declared, a state of mind 
among the smaller nations. Mr. Rockrreiier urged that the Dele- 
gation should make up its mind in advance on what other nations 
it would accept. Tue Secrerary declared that he would oppose in- 
viting any other Government. Mr. Rockrere.Ler urged that in any 
event the agreement of the Russians would be necessary and THE Src- 
RETARY agreed that the Big Five must reach an agreement. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom expressed the opinion that the Delegation 
must look beyond the immediate situation. If the charge of discrim- 
ination were to be raised by any group in this country the result, he 
thought, would be an awful fight in Washington when it comes to 
ratifying the Charter. Srmnator ConNnaALLy suggested that, at the 
meeting of the Committee of Five, the Secretary should canvass the 
entire situation and “turn the heat on”. An impasse had been reached, 
Senator Connauy declared, which could be broken only by decisive 
action. ... THe Srecrerary asked whether any one on the Delega- 
tion had any objection to the plan to have a meeting of the Committee 
of Five that afternoon. No objection was raised. 

[Here follows discussion of issues pending. ] : 

VoTING PROCEDURE 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the position of the Delegation on this 
matter had been clarified in previous meetings and needed no further 
exposition at this time. | . a Oo :
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AMENDMENT PROCEDURE | 

Mr. Pasvorsky asked if he had interpreted correctly that the Dele- 
gation favored a provision for a revisionary conference after seven to 
ten years with the proviso that the unanimity rule be maintained. 
Mr. Pasvotsky also thought that the Delegation had decided to ac- 
cept a two-thirds vote instead of the three-fourths requirement which 
had previously been decided on. Mr. Rockrrenier added that the 
Delegation’s position also indicated a willingness to accept the inter- 
pretation that the states members of the Organization had the right to 
make reservations when their respective legislatures were unwilling 
to ratify the amendments proposed. Mr. Hickrrson thought that 
withdrawals from the Organization might also be made possible. 

ELECTION OF SECRETARY-GENERAL AND Deputy SECRETARIES-GENERAL 

Tue Secretary asked whether the Delegation had any recommenda- 
tion with respect to the problem of electing the Secretary-General. 
Mr. Pasvotsxy expressed the opinion that Russia would adhere to its 
stated position that the Secretary-General should be elected by ma- 
jority vote of the General Assembly and by a qualified majority of the 
Security Council. Mr. Pasvonsky did not think the United States 
should oppose the Soviet Union on this matter. The question, he 
thought, was what position the Delegation should take on the election 
of the Deputy Secretaries-General. Mr. Notrer did not think the 

United States should oppose the Russian stand on this matter either. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom thought that the Deputies should be ap- 
pointed by the Secretary-General. THe CHartrman asked whether 
the Delegation favored giving in to the Russian position. Mr. Pas- 
votsKY declared that substantial opposition would develop to the 
Russian stand and Mr. Norrer thought that Russia was already 
“licked” on this matter. Rrpresentative Buioom concurred and 
pointed out that the small powers wanted election of the Deputies by 
an unqualified majority of seven. Mr. Pasvotsky urged that the 
Delegation would have to make up its mind on this issue and SENATOR 
ConNALLY pointed out that in his opinion it would be necessary to in- 
sure compatibility among the five Deputy Secretaries-General and 
the Secretary General. Mr. Pasvonsky agreed that this was the 
argument advanced by the opponents of the four power proposal. 
CoMMANDER Strassen asked the Delegation whether it would be pos- 
sible under our constitutional system to allow for the election of the 
President and five members of the Cabinet. CommanprER STassen 
‘thought that the Secretary: General should be elected and that he 
should be allowed, at the very least, to select his Deputies in conjunc- 
tion with the Security Council.. The offices of Secretary General and 
his five assistants would be the one point in the Organization, Com- 

723-681—67——67
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MANDER STASsEN urged, where administrative coherence could be 
achieved. Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that at one time he had -pro- 
posed a compromise to the effect that the Secretary General should. 

be elected by a qualified majority. The Deputies should be appointed 
by the Secretary-General and should be subject to the approval, one 
each, by the Security Council, the Economic and Social Council, the 
Trusteeship Council, and the General Assembly. The fifth Deputy, 
who would be the Secretary General’s chief administrative assistant,. 
should be appointed without the approval of any part of the Organiza- 
tion. The Delegation received this proposal favorably and it was: 
agreed that the United States should adopt this position. 

Erection or Court JUDGES 

Mr. Pasvotsxy urged that the Delegation stand on a proeedural 
vote for the judges of the World Court. This, he pointed out, had 
already been approved in one committee * but the Russians had been: 
of the opinion that the vote was improperly taken because the subject 
was not within the competence of the committee which reached the 
decision. — 

| EXPULSION 

Mr. PasvoLsKxy expressed the view that the United States was com- 
mitted to supporting a provision for expulsion. He thought that the 
United States should assist the U.S.S.R. in fighting this question 
through. ‘The matter had been discussed, he declared, at Dumbarton 

Oaks¢ and the decision had been reached that there should be a 
clause providing for expulsion of members who did not fulfill their 
obligations under the Charter. The United States, he declared, had 
opposed this position as had Great Britain, but both countries had. 
given in to the Russian request and Mr. Pasvousxy was of the opinion 
that the United States should maintain unanimity with the U.S.S.R. 
on this matter. The original technical committee could not reopen. 
the question and Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that the matter should be 
brought before the Steering Committee,’ at which point the United 

States could support the Russian demand. Mr. RockEre ier thought 
that it would be advisable to defer this question until the others had. 
been settled, inasmuch as the Big Five would be open to criticism if 
they insisted upon reopening a question which had been already 
settled in committee. Mr. Pasvorsky replied, however, that all these 
questions would come up at the same time. | ee | 

*Doc. 581, IV/1/44, May 26 (UNCIO Documents, vol. 18, p. 208); Doc. 558,. 
IV/1/C/1, May 25 (ibid.; p. 549); Doc. 668, ILIE/1/35, May 30 (ibid., vol. 11,. 
p. 421) ; and Doe. 666, II/1/26(1) (a), May 30 (ibid., vol. 8, p. 456). a 

“See memorandum of November 20, 1944, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 90L.. 
®5See proposed agenda for sixth meeting of the Steering Committee, Doc. 853,. 

ST/13, June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 248.
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Surety or Forces 

Mr. Pasvoisky reported to the Delegation that with respect to the 
question of supplying forces to the Organization, the language con- 
sidered on the previous day, making possible either agreement among 
the member states themselves or agreement with the Security Council, 
had been changed slightly for the purpose of simplification. Mr. 
Pasvotsky reported that Russian agreement to the final wording had 
not been received as yet but he thought it probably would be received 
later in the day. | 

At this point, Secrerary Srerrinius pointed out that there was 
three hour communication between San Francisco and Moscow by 
means of the radio on board the Russian ship anchored in the harbor. 
The Delegation had been informed that it required seventy-two hours 
to establish communication with Moscow. President Truman had 
received a response to a communication with the Kremlin within 
three hours. 

_ Preparatory CoMMISsION 

Mr. PasvoitsKy declared that no decision was necessary on this 
question because the United States was holding up further consid- 
eration of it. : 

Economic anp SociaL Councin 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the questions at issue with respect to 
Chapter IX, on the Economic and Social Council, were highly im- 
portant and he expressed the opinion that it would be necessary to 
obtain agreement on these matters. Mr. Pasvotsky wondered whether 
the words “collectively and severally” might not prove acceptable 
with respect to the Australian pledge amendment. However, Dean 
GILDERSLEEVE declared that this wording had not received a favorable 
reception by Committee II/3.° Tue Srecrerary asked what had hap- 
pened to the phraseology “victor and vanquished” in the amendment 
on raw materials. ComMANDER STASSEN declared that this question 
had already been defeated although no vote had been taken as yet. 
Russia and the United Kingdom had made strong statements and 
the only question before the Delegation was whether or not the United 
States should also make a statement. _ - 

REPRESENTATIVE BLOoom asked whether it would not be best to bring 
up the question, of the Secretary General in the Steering Committee 
meeting. He thought this matter should be held up and expressed 
the view that it would not be necessary to bring the matter up in a 
meeting of the Committee of Five. This, he thought, was especially 
true since the question had been referred to the Steering Committee. 

‘Doc. 684, II/3/38, May 29, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 130.
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Mr. Dunn replied to Congressman Bloom that this was part of the 
over-all picture which would be considered at the same time. 

Tue Sxcrerary declared that he had to leave since he was half an 
hour late with his phone call to Washington. He asked whether the 
Delegation agreed to 3 p. m. as the time for a Big Five meeting in 
the penthouse.” There seemed to be agreement and Tue Srcrerary 

declared that unless notified to the contrary, the members of the 

Delegation should be ready to attend a 3 o’clock meeting. THE Sxc-. 
RETARY Instructed Mr. Sandifer to contact each of the Delegates after. 
the Secretary confirmed the time in his 1:30 meeting. The Secre- 
tary then left the meeting. 

FrencH AMENDMENT 

CoMMANDER STAssEN declared that he would have to leave for an 
important Trusteeship meeting. Before he left he was anxious to 
make a statement on the French treaty question. He referred the 
Delegation to the May 31, 1945 draft ® of the “Proposed Change in 

Sponsoring Governments’ Amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, 
Paragraph 2”. ComMANpgER Strassen declared he still wished that it 
was not necessary to change this paragraph. However, he was of the 
opinion that the new language was a definite change for the better 
and COMMANDER STASSEN declared that he would not oppose this word- 
ing if the other members of the Big Five would agree. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY declared that he had discussed the new language with the other 
four members and they had indicated their willingness to accept. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the Russians were really will- 
ing to accept this wording which he thought meant that all the United 
Nations would have to join in the request for the Organization to 
assume responsibility for preventing further aggression by a state 
enemy of the United Nations in this war. Mr. Pasvousxy declared 

that this was not necessarily so; it might mean that all the United 

Nations would have to join in the request or only a few on behalf 
of the rest. Senator VANDENBERG asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky | 
would explain the meaning of the new language. Mr. Pasvoitsky 
referred to the incorporation in the new paragraph of reference to 
Chapter XII, Paragraph 2, and asked which would be the parties 
concerned. SENATOR VANDENBERG replied that the signatories of this 
Charter would be the parties. Mr. Duties remarked that the French 
had insisted upon the deletion of the word “concerned”. Mr. Pasvot- 
sky remarked that if it should be decided to delete Chapter XII, Para- 
graph 2, it would then be logical that action only by the parties to the 
regional agreement concerned would be necessary for the Organization 

“This meeting apparently was not held. 
* Not printed. .
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to exercise the function of preventing aggression by an enemy state. 

However, if the United States wanted to insure its participation in 

decisions concerning Europe, it was necessary to retain Chapter XII, 

Paragraph 2. Senator Connauiy asked whether the Security Coun- 

cil would be obligated to assume this responsibility under the new 

wording. 

ComMaANDER Srassen urged that the danger against which the 
United States must safeguard was the possibility of individual action, 
such as the French had taken in Syria and Lebanon. If regional 
arrangements were left entirely free of control by the Security Coun- 

cil, a very dangerous situation would be established. Ifa nation did 
‘not want to arbitrate, there could be no compulsion under the previous 
draft of this paragraph. ComMmanpeR Strassen declared that even 
under the new draft he contemplated many future headaches and he 
would accept the wording only because of the realization that it was 

necessary to make concessions to avoid a break-up of the Conference. 
Mr. Pasvortsky indicated that he would be willing to delete the phrase 
“at the request of the governments having responsibility for the taking 
of measures provided for pursuant to Chapter XII, Paragraph 2.” 
‘The United States, he thought, was adequately protected by the exist- 
ence of the paragraph referred to in this phrase without specific refer- 
ence being necessary in the paragraph under consideration. How- 
ever, Mr. Pasvotsxy declared that he thought the inclusion of this 
phrase would take care of the objections raised previously by Com- 
mander Stassen. | 

Mr. Dutuxrs declared that the object of this Delegation with respect 
to this paragraph was to insure that the authority of the Security 

Council should be established at the earliest. possible moment. Mr. 
Dues was of the opinion that to make necessary the consent of more 
states as the present draft did, would be to make the establishment 
of the authority of the Security Council more difficult. The earlier 
draft, he thought, limited the number of states whose “request” was 
required to a small number, the parties to regional arrangements. 

CoMMANDER Strassen declared that the number was kept small only 
at the cost of cutting the United States out. Mr. Dunzes asked why 
the United States should want to be included in the group which 
would prolong the establishment of the authority of the Security Coun- 

cil. CoMMANDER STASSEN replied that under the new arrangement the 
United States could participate, if it so desired, in the initiation of 
the action which would make possible the assumption of this authority 
by the Security Council. Under the earlier draft there was no as- 
surance, COMMANDER STASsEN declared, that this initiative would ever 
be taken. Mr. Dutizs declared that under the earlier draft it would 
have been possible for the Security Council to take the initiative but
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Mr. Sanpirer thought that this was not the case and he agreed with 
Commander Stassen that the new draft gave the United States the 
right to take part in the initiation of action to establish the authority of 
the Security Council. Mr. Duties repeated that in his opinion what 
the wording accomplished was to enlarge the group of states whose 
concurrence was necessary for the assumption of the jurisdiction under 
question by the Security Council. Commanprr Strassen declared 
that the group was enlarged only by one state, the United States, 
the one state whose inclusion the Delegation must be in favor of. 
Mr. Duties asked why this new wording would not include Belgium 
and some of the other European states in the group whose assent 
would be necessary. Mr. Pasvortsxy declared that all of the European 
states would be expected to have concluded regional agreements any- 
how which would bring them in under the other part of the clause. 
Mr. Pasvoitsky admitted, however, that China would be included in 
the group under the new wording and Mr. Duties remarked that 
Brazil also and the other South American states as well would be 
included under the new phraseology. Mr. Sanpirer disagreed and 
declared that the South American states would not have “the respon- 
sibility for the taking of measures...” with respect to Europe. 
Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that Australia would probably be brought 
in under the new wording. Mr. Duiss urged that he could not see 

the necessity for China, which was an Eastern Power, having the au- 
thority to veto the assumption of authority by the Security Council 

over the prevention of aggression in Europe. 

‘TRUSTEESHIP 

CoMMANDER STASSEN declared he would have to leave the meeting 
shortly and asked whether the Delegation was agreed that he should 
stand firm on maintaining paragraph 5 in the Trusteeship chapter. 
The USSR had proposed the deletion of this paragraph. The Dele- 

gation agreed to this position. 

FRENCH TREATY QUESTION 

Mr. Pasvotsky asked Commander Stassen whether he would not 
agree to dropping this section of new language which was under 
discussion. Mr. Dutues reiterated that in his opinion the new word- 
ing would admit all the United Nations to the decision as to whether 
the Security Council should assume jurisdiction over the prevention 
of aggression by enemy states. ComManpbER Strassen declared 
that the wording referred to the governments which had the responsi- 
bility for such action and he asked Mr. Dulles what interpretation he 
gave to Chapter XII, paragraph 2 from which the wording was 
drafted. Mr. Duties declared that Chapter XII, Paragraph 2 was 
worded “enemy states” and he was of the opinion that this would
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include Japan. Mr. PasvorsKy agreed with Commander Stassen that 
the new wording would insure American participation in the decision 
as to whether the Security Council should assume the necessary juris- 
diction and he also agreed with Commander Stassen’s interpretation 
of the meaning of the new phraseology. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked 
once more whether the Russians would agree to this new wording 
and Mr. Pasvoisky declared that the Russians had already agreed 
to the earlier wording “measures against enemy states in this war 
provided for pursuant to Chapter XII, paragraph 2.” The new 
wording merely carried out this wording further, and Mr. Pasvotsky 
was certain the Russians would accept it. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
voiced the opinion that the new wording did more than that. It added 
to the number of consents required for the assumption of jurisdiction 
by the Security Council. He thought that the Russian interpreta- 
tion must have been that the wording referred only to those states 
which were signatory to regional arrangements. 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy declared that the Security Council would not take 
over the functions exercised by states signatory to such regional ar- 
rangements upon their agreement that the arrangements were no 
longer essential unless the United States approved of the assumption 
of such jurisdiction under Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. These func- 
tions, Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out, were very important ones and he 
thought that the United States should be a party to the decision. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that if Mr. Pasvolsky managed to 
achieve agreement on the phraseology he should then come down and 
explain its meaning to Committee III/4, on Regional Arrangements. 
Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the matter would be simplified greatly 
by substituting the word “or” for “and” in the fifth line from the 
end of the paragraph. This, he declared, would indicate clearly that 
two separate groups of states were indicated by the two clauses. Mr. 
Duties agreed that that substitution would make all the difference 
in the world but Mr. Pasvotsxy observed that “or” would not ade- 
quately cover the situation because it would make possible the elimi- 
nation of the parties to the regional arrangements. 

Mr. Dutues declared that it had been his interpretation that au- 
thority over the control of enemy states would be granted to the Se- 
curity Council on the “request”? of any two parties to a regional 
arrangement. He asked why Australia should have the right to pre- 
vent the United Kingdom and Russia from turning over their au- 
thority under a regional arrangement to the Security Council. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that he was dumbfounded by the 
interpretation given to the original language by Mr. Pasvolsky. 
He still found it difficult to believe that “consent of the governments 
concerned” meant all the United Nations. Mr. Pasvortsxy declared
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that under the original draft, it had been considered a great victory 
to have achieved mention of Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. Once this 
reference had been included in the paragraph, all the states concerned 
with the interim arrangements for the supervision of enemy states 

became concerned with the matters involved in Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion C, Paragraph 2. The Russian delegates, he declared, had accepted 
this interpretation and it had been universally assumed that the word- 
ing referred to both types of arrangements, the bi-lateral regional 
pacts as well as the arrangements whereby certain states would be 
charged with the responsibility for supervising enemy nations during 
the interim period. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether Mr. Pas- 
volsky would inform him as to which governments would be con- 
cerned in turning over the responsibilities involved in an Anglo- 
Russian treaty to the Organization. Mr. Pasvotsxy rephed that 

Great Britain and Russia could stop exercising their powers over 
such a treaty at any time they so desired. However, Mr. Pasvoitsxy 
declared that that did not mean that Great Britain and Russia could 
have the Organization take over those powers. When the Organi- 

zation assumed jurisdiction over the matters previously under the 
jurisdiction of a regional arrangement, no such treaty would any 
longer be consistent with the powers of the Security Council. How- 
ever, when two parties to such a regional arrangement give up their 
treaty, the powers under that treaty would pass not to the Organiza- 
tion but to those nations responsible for exercising control over enemy 
states during the interim period. Mr. Pasvonsxy declared that it 
was not the case that the number of states whose consent was neces- 
sary for the assumption of jurisdiction by the Organization was re- 
duced by the relinquishment of any bi-lateral treaty. Mr. DuLuzs 
said that he could understand that the Security Council might have 
to reach an agreement to assume jurisdiction but he could still not 
see the necessity for bringing in Australia on that decision. Mr. 
Pasvousxy declared that Australia would already be in by virtue of 
Chapter XIT, Paragraph 2, and Mr. Dutuss added that this might 
be true insofar as Australia was responsible for maintaining the sur- 

render terms. Mr. Duss declared that obviously it was necessary 
to have an agreement by the parties to each regional arrangement 
that the Organization should assume jurisdiction as they recognized 
that there was no longer any need for the bi-lateral pact. However, 

Mr. Duss reiterated that he could not see why Australia should have 
any relation to an Anglo-Russian treaty. 

Mr. Kane declared that if Mr. Pasvolsky were correct in his inter- 
pretation and that was the way the U.S.S.R. interpreted Chapter XTI, 
Paragraph 2, then consideration should be given to the advisability 
of revising Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that
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the matters considered in the Chapter on Interim Arrangements were 
actually outside the scope of the Organization. Then he asked what 
other interpretation could be given to this Chapter. Mr. DuLtxs 
declared that states having responsibilities under Chapter XII should 
have a voice in the determination of policies under that Chapter, but 
he could not see why these powers should be able to affect in any way 
the decisions which were concerned only with the regional pacts. Mr. 
Pasvotsky pointed out, however, that the exception had been made 
in the paragraph under consideration, Paragraph 2, of Section C of 

Chapter VIII. Having won the victory:in including a reference to 
Chapter XII, Paragraph 2, the United States must now accept it. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy then asked the Delegation if anyone could answer who 
would have the right, under the surrender terms, to recognize a new 
German Government. This, he declared, was a question which could 
not possibly be answered at this time and explained that that was the 
reason that the question of who were the responsible powers had been 
left open. Mr. Dunw declared that he could answer Mr. Pasvolsky’s 
question in terms of an Anglo-Russian treaty. Under such a treaty 
Germany could not possibly have any authority. Mr. Pasvoisxy 
declared that that was not the point at issue. He asked, rhetorically, 
when do regional agreements become inconsistent with the terms of 
the Charter and declared that they would become inconsistent at the 
point when the Organization were to take over the function of deal- 
ing with the enemy states. This, he declared, was dependent upon 

Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. No matter what language were to be 
used, he declared, the situation would still remain just as he had 
described it. The problem was one of consistency of treaties with 
the terms of the Charter. It was not a question of when the func- 
tions established under these treaties were taken over by the Orga- 
nization. Mr. Dutzzs replied that in his view the question was one 
of when the states powers to regional agreements thought it was safe 
to give up these bi-lateral arrangements. He asked why it was nec- 
essary to “cut in” all the nations in the world in this decision. Mr. 
Pasvotsky remarked that he was perfectly willing to accept the 
original French amendment. Apmiran Hepsurn declared that the 
question in his mind was one of parties to bi-lateral arrangements 
retaining their powers or turning them over to the organization, and 
Mr. Dutirs remarked that the more nations there were whose consent 
was necessary for this transition, the more difficult it would be to 
conclude the transaction. Apmirau Hersurn declared that the deci- 
sion would be made in the surrender terms under which he thought 
the: major powers would be designated as the states responsible for 
policing the enemy nations. Mr. Sanpirer asked whether it would 
be necessary for all the parties to Chapter XII, Paragraph 2, namely,
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all the signatories to the Charter, to consent under the latest language 
of Paragraph 2 of VIII, C. Apmirat Hepsurn replied that it would 
be possible for the four major powers to be designated as having the 
responsibility and hence their consent alone would be necessary under 
the new language. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether, when the 
wording “by consent” had been agreed upon, it was meant that “every- 
body” was signified. Mr. PasvonsKky replied that the meaning had 
been that any State with an interest in either of the two situations, 
responsibility under Chapter XII or regional agreements, would have 

been a party under the original language. Mr. Dunn indicated that 
he had been of the opinion that only the parties.to regional agree- 
ments were implied and that that.was why he had favored the origi- 
nal language. Mr. Dues indicated that it would be much easier, in 
his opinion, to influence two parties to a regional arrangement to give 
up that arrangement. But Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the Security 
Council could not accept the responsibility despite the willingness of 
parties to a regional arrangement to relinquish their rights under that 
agreement. Mr. Duties asked whether he was correct in under- 
standing Mr. Pasvolsky to have said that it would be impossible for 
the parties to a regional arrangement to give up that arrangement 
without the consent of all the responsible parties under Chapter XII, 
Paragraph 2. Mr. Pasvotsxy declared that the parties to a regional 
arrangement could relinquish that pact any time they so desired; 
however, the functions of supervising enemy states could be turned 
over to the Council only by the nations concerned with that super- 
vision during the interim period. These nations would be refined 
under the surrender terms. Mr. Pasvoitsxky thought that a serious 
mistake had been made in not incorporating in Chapter XII specific 
provision that the powers referred to should be turned over to the 
Organization. Mr. Pasvotsxy declared that if the exception estab- 
lished in paragraph 2 of VIII, C were not taken advantage of, the 
Organization would have authority over preventing further ageres- 
sion by enemy states. However, this exception related, under the 
present wording, to the two separate spheres, states responsible for 
supervision of enemy territories and parties to regional arrangements. 

Mr. Dunw declared that he understood the distinction drawn be- 

tween the two areas; however, he thought that the parties to a re- 
gional arrangement could relinquish to the Security Council the 
functions provided for under the treaty, provided that the Security 

Council was willing to accept these functions, without the responsi- 
bilities involved in the sphere of supervision of enemy territories be- 
ing relinquished. Senator VANDENBERG asked that Mr. Pasvolsky 
admit that somebody in addition to Mr. Pasvolsky and Commander 
Stassen should be able to understand the wording. Mr. Pasvotsky
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replied that he would admit that perhaps he himself did not under- 
stand the wording. Mr. Pasvotsky went on to declare that the Sub- 
committee of Five had agreed on the previous day that responsibility 
for turning over functions previously exercised under regional agree- 
ments resided in all those states having responsibility for the adminis- 
tration of enemy territories. The right to take advantage of the 
exception established in Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2 could 
be relinquished at. any time by the two parties to a regional arrange- 
ment but to turn over all the functions under such an arrangement 
would require the assent of all those nations responsible for the super- 
vision of enemy territories. SENATOR VANDENBERG challenged Mr. 
Pasvolsky to present a list of the nations which would fall under 
this category. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that he would be perfectly 
willing to do so and would even present the list in Russian. SENatTor 

VANDENBERG declared that Mr. Pasvolsky might just as well present the 
list in Russian. Mr. Pasvousxy declared that the powers responsible 
for the supervision of: enemy territories might include the United 
States, Russia, China, the United Kingdom and France, in addition 
to thirty or forty other members of the United Nations “technically 
at war” with the enemy powers. The United Nations of today, Mr. 
PasvotsKy declared, would have to make up their minds as to who 
would control the enemy states. If agreement should be reached that 
this authority should reside in the Principal United Nations, only 
the five states mentioned specifically would fall under the category of 
states whose assent would be required for the submission of the 

additional functions to the Security Council. If this arrangement 
could not be achieved, it would be necessary for all the United Nations, 
or as many of them as were designated as responsible for the super- 
vision of enemy states, to give their assent to the assumption of the 
jurisdiction in question by the Security Council. 

Mr. Kane declared that when four or five states signed surrender 

terms in the name of the remainder of the United Nations, those four 
or five would have the responsibility for the occupation of the enemy 
territories involved. Contemporaneously, there might be bi-lateral 
treaties designed to prevent the resurgence of those enemy powers. 
At the end of X years, the occupation would end with the four re- 
sponsible powers withdrawing whenever they felt that the Security 

Council should assume jurisdiction. Mr. Kane thought that it did 
not necessarily follow that all the nations in whose name the four 
powers were acting would have anything to do with the two parties 
to a regional agreement giving up their treaties. Mr. Pasvorsxy de- 
clared that that was a correct interpretation. Mr. Kane then urged 
that the language did not say that. Mr. Pasvotsxy reiterated that 
the parties to a regional treaty could not give up their functions to
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the Security Council unless the responsible governments under Chap-: 
ter XII, paragraph 2 wouldagree. _—/ | re 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that it was obvious he could not take up 
this draft with the Subcommittee of Five. He asked whether Sen- 
ator Vandenberg would accept the earlier French proposal. SxEn-- 
ATOR VANDENBERG declared that this was agreeable to him, with Mr. 
Duties and Mr. Dunn concurring. Mr. Pasvorsxy then suggested 
that Senator Vandenberg get Commander Stassen to change his mind. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that he would leave the matter to 
Mr. Pasvolsky and Commander Stassen. ae 7 

PREAMBLE : 

Dran GiLDERSLEEVE referred the Delegation to the latest Progress 
Report of Work in Commissions and Committees (US Gen 201, Page 
1).1° Drawn GILpEeRsLEEVE declared that a drafting committee of Com- 
mittee I/1 had adopted a Preamble ** which did not seem to be very 

satisfactory, from a literary point of view. Dean Giiperstexve had. 

been unable to have the language changed and declared that her prob- 
lem ‘was how such a change could be effected. Dian GiLpERsLEEVE 
declared that the Ukrainian chairman and the Syrian Rapporteur of 
the committee had disagreed on the language. Drawn GiILpERSLEEVE 
remarked that the Syrian seemed to be rather good, and wondered 
whether it was within the competence of the Rapporteur to polish 
up the language. | | Oo 

Mr. Pasvorsky declared that the Rapporteur could take such action, 
provided that the finished draft made sense; otherwise, the Coordi- 
nating Committee would have to refer the matter back to the commit- 
tee. Dran GILDERSLEEVE inquired whether there wasn’t some par- 

liamentary procedure that could be taken in order to change the 
language. This, she declared, was an “historical.document” and she 
was afraid it would go to posterity as a “flop”. Dean GILDERSLEEVE 
remarked that a clause had been inserted guaranteeing equal rights for 
men and women and declared she herself had opposed the measure and 
had been commended as being a “very brave woman” by the South 
African Delegate. 

Dr. Bowman voiced the opinion that it would be necessary to have 
special arrangements to draft a suitable Preamble. The Delegation, 
he declared, had not taken any position on this matter. No delay on 
the technical level could improve the text sufficiently. Dr. Bowman 
urged there should be established a committee at a high level to draft 
a Preamble for submission to the Conference as a whole. He thought 

that the additional confidence in the personnel of such a committee, 
plus the more persuasive language that could be adopted by such a 

°° Not printed. eG 
1 WD 62, I/1/A/18, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 694.
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committee was of sufficient importance to recommend the adoption of 
such a procedure. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that what was 

neéded in order to draft a Preamble was a special committee aided by 
Alexander Hamilton. Dean GiILDERSLEEVE remarked that some way 
had. to.be found to stop this wording from going through but Mr. 
Duties expressed the opinion that it was not too bad asa starter. Dr. 
BowMan reiterated that no worthwhile results could be achieved by 
further consideration of this matter on the technical level. Mr. 
‘Duties commented that a Preamble could not be drafted until the 
drafting committee had some idea of what they were drafting a Pre- 
amble to. This, he thought, should be done on a high level after the 
rest of the document had been approved. Dr. Bowman declared that 
the procedure he had suggested would have the additional advantage 

of avoiding the many political attempts to get in the Preamble what 
had been lost in committee discussions on other parts of the document. 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE remarked there would still be British obligation 

to -the Union .of South Africa to support Marshal Smuts’ wording. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE reported that she had commented on the pnor lit- 

erary style of the draft to the Russian Delegate who had replied that 
literature was not important—the important matter was politics. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that this reminded him of an anecdote: 

There had once been, he declared, a reading clerk in the Senate who 
would always pronounce the name of Senator Root as if it were 
spelleds"Rut”, .At one meeting Senator John Charles [Sharp] Wil- 

liams, “tighter than. usual”, arose on a point of order and asked 

{if} “Root” was pronounced “Rut”, why wasn’t “Smoot” pronounced 

“Smut” 4 | 7 

Dr. Bowman declared that in his opinion the agenda of one of the 
Committee of Five meetings in the near future should contain an item 
to the effect that agreement was necessary in a committee to state and 
prepare a Preamble. | | | 

The meeting was adjourned at 10: 57 a. m. 

500.CC/5-3145 | | 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the American Delegation (Stet- 
tinius) of a Conversation With the Acting Chatrnian of the Soviet 
Delegation (Gromyko), Held at San Francisco, Thursday, May 31, 
1945, 12: 25 p.m. 

{Informal Notes] 

Participants: U.S.A.—Secretary of State, Mr. Dunn, Mr. Pasvolsky 
| U.S.S.R.—Ambassador Gromyko, Mr. Sobolev, Mr. 
| | Golunsky 

In opening the conversation, the Secretary said that he had felt 
it would be helpful if he and’ Ambassador Gromyko were to have an



1012 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

informal and frank talk in order to take inventory of the situation. 
at the Conference. He said that there was a growing feeling that 
the Big Five were not showing the proper leadership in the Con- 
ference. As a result, the situation appeared to be drifting away 
tast and they would have to act quickly and decisively to get things 
back into. their own hands. This meant taking strong leadership in 
bringing the Conference to as rapid and successful a conclusion as 
possible. 

Lhe Secretary said that there was much talk to the effect that if 
the Big Five could not quickly agree among themselves at this Con- 
ference, then how could the proposed international organization— 
depending as it did upon their continuing unanimity—hope to be 
successful. He said that he himself was very much disturbed by the 
situation and for that reason thought that an informal talk regarding 
the problems now facing the Conference and the Big Five might be 
helpful to both Delegations. 

Accordingly, the Secretary said that he wanted Mr. Pasvolsky to 
review briefly for them the major issues upon which decisions of the 
Big Five were necessary. 

‘Magor Issurs Requirine Decisions a 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that the major issues yet remaining before the 
Conference appeared to be as follows: | 

1. An interpretation of the voting procedure in the Security Council. 
2. The method of election of the Secretary-General. a 
3. The method of election of judges in the Permanent Court of In- 

ternational Justice. | 
4. The manner in which amendments to the charter might be 

approved. : oF : To a 
_ 5, Whether or not a provision for expulsion should be included in 
the charter. ©... °°... oa oo 

6. The French amendments on the agreements covering the pro- 
vision of armed forces under Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5. 

7. The French amendment on regional arrangements in Chapter 
VIII, Section C, paragraph 3.. 

8. The proposal for a preparatory commission. . oo 
9. Trusteeship. | a - 

Mr. Pasvolsky | indicated that, while Conference Committee action 

had already been taken on ‘the questions of the election of judges 
and of expulsion, there might have to be a reconsideration .of the 
Committee action. In so far as the proposal for a preparatory com- 

mission was concerned, this had not yet been discussed in detail-.among 
the‘deputies ‘of thé Big Five. The last“item—trusteeship—was being 
fixindled by special ‘atritivements arid did not, he, believed, present a 

special problem, a
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Ambassador Gromyko suggested that to this list should also be 
added the following problems: — a 

1. Proposed changes in Chapter XII. He said that consideration 
of clarification of this Chapter was now under way in Committee 3 
of Commission IV. | 7 

2. Major issues pending before Committee 2 of Commission IT cover- 
ing the powers of the General Assembly to— . 

(a) Consider annual or special reports of the Security Council 
and to approve or disapprove such reports, and 

- (5) Exercise supervision over the Security Council so as to 
determine whether or not the Security Council was carrying out 
its functions properly. | 

To these latter problems with respect to powers of the General As- 
sembly, Mr. Pasvolsky added—with Ambassador Gromyko’s ap- 
proval—the question of the additional powers proposed for the General 
Assembly in Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 1, whereby the Assem- 
bly would be given the right to discuss any matter within the sphere 
of international relations. 

Following the detailing of this list of problems, The Secretary 
then made the point that the Conference had been in session for five 
weeks and that the three major powers—the Soviet Union, Great 
Britain, and the United States—had not made up their minds as to 
exactly what they wanted the proposed international organization to 
be. He stressed the fact that in his opinion the remaining ‘issues 
should be decided quickly and that he wanted Ambassador Gromyko’s 
help in resolving these issues. Therefore, he asked Mr... Pasvolsky 

to review in detail each of these problems that were confronting the 
Big Five so as to point up the issues; 7 | 

INTERPRETATION OF VoTING PRocEDURB = 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that in the question of the interpretation of the 
voting procedure, the issue had narrowed down to two points, namely, 
(a) the question as to which places in the charter it should be specified 
that the Security Council should,.act by a procedural vote, and (bd) 
the question of the type of vote by which the Security Council should 
determine whether a matter was of a procedural or of a non-procedural 
character. This latter point involved an answer to question no. 19 in 
the list of questions that had ‘been submitted to the Big Five covering 
the interpretation of the Yalta voting formula, 9. 28 ho 

. He said that there was no doubt in his own mind -that. the determi- 
nation of whether a matter. was. of a: procedural or non-procedural 
nature would have to be taken by .a,qualified majority,.vote in the 

Council, but that in this event it would be necessary to specify in the 
Charter’ the other’ instances in which an unqualified ‘Mhjority’ vote 
did apply. -In the staterhent which*had beén drafted for ‘the ‘consid-
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eration of.the four Delegations, it was clear that all items under 
Chapter VI, Section D, would be determined by a procedural vote 
of the Council as well as the question as to whether a matter should 

be discussed and considered by the Council. Moreover, if it were 
specified in the Charter that (a) Chapter VI, Section D, (b) the 
right to discuss. and consider questions in the Security Council, (c) 
the convocation of the General Assembly, and (d@) the calling of a 
conference for revision of the Charter, all were to be decided by a 
procedural vote of the Council, then the sponsoring Governments 
would be in a strong position to state the answer to question no. 19 
along the lines he had indicated.’ i | 

On the other hand, if it were merely stated in the Charter that the 
determination as to whether a matter was of a procedural or non- 
procedural nature was to be made by a qualified majority vote, then 
the sponsoring Governments would be in a very weak position in so far 
as defending the Yalta formula was concerned. : ce 

Mr. Pasvolsky stressed the fact that, in his opinion, the Conference 
was not against the Yalta formula as a whole, but that it opposed 

the application of that formula on some of the smaller points. He 
compared the Yalta voting formula withthe voting procedure in the 

Council of the League of Nations, pointing out that fundamental dif- 
ferences between the two made off-hand comparisons of them some- 
what difficult. Hesaid that, since under the Yalta formula unanimity 
among the permanent members is required only under certain circum- 

stances, it was important to show clearly where the unanimity rule 
would apply and where it would not apply. If it were to be left to 
the future for the Security Council to determine this question, there 
was the risk that the Council might be practically immobilized in an 
effort to settle it. | 

Therefore, to summarize, Mr. Pasvolsky suggested that it should 
be a matter of agreement now among the sponsoring Governments 
that a procedural vote applied to: (a) Chapter VI, Section D, (6) 
the right to discuss and consider any matter before the Council, (¢) 
the convocation of a General Assembly or of a General Conference for | 

revising the Charter, and (d) the election of judges to the Court. 

ELECTION OF J UDGES | 

In connection with the election of judges, Mr. Pasvolsky said that 
since the Court did not have compulsory jurisdiction, he did not feel 

that the election of judges should be subject to the veto of any one 
of the permanent members of the Security Council. 

ELECTION OF SECRETARY GENERAL AND DEPUTIES 

With regard to the election of the Secretary General, Mr. Pasvolsky 
said that there was agreement with the Soviet Delegation that the
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unanimity of the five permanent members of the Security Council was 
needed in this election. Also, he said that the United States Delega- 

tion had expressed a willingness to go along with the proposal to 
elect the deputies by the same:process. However, he pointed out that 
the selection of the deputies could be made by a different process. 

- He suggested that the five deputies might be appointed by the 
Secretary General, with.each of the deputies subject to the approval 
of the organ or agency of the proposed international organization 
which that deputy would serve. Thus, the deputy to serve the Secu- 
rity Council would be approved by the Security Council on a qualified 
majority vote; the one for the Economic and Social Council by that 
body; the one for the Trusteeship Council by that body; the one for 
the General Assembly by that body; and, finally, the fifth deputy, in 
charge of general administrative matters, might not need the approval 

of any particular one of the organs. | 
In carrying his suggestion further, Mr. Pasvolsky said this pro- 

posal recognized that while the Secretary General would serve all 
the organs of the proposed organization, it also made clear that he 
would have to have a deputy :to serve as an alternate in helping him 
manage the.secretariat work. for each one of the organs. Mr. Pas- 
volsky. suggested that the Deputy Secretary General who would deal 
with the Security Council'could properly be made the ranking deputy 
so that in the event the Secretary General was absent, this ranking 
deputy would then serve as‘Acting Secretary General. 

ee AMENDMENT Process nn 

_ Mr. Pasvolsky next turned to the subject of the Conference discus- 
sions on the amendment process in the charter. He said that there was 
no question that the five major powers must retain their right of 
vetoing any amendment that might be proposed for ratification. The 
Secretary stressed the fact that on this point the five major powers 
must stick together and Ambassador Gromyko vigorously assented. 

Mr. Pasvolsky continued that, however, there could be some con- 
cessions made in the amendment process. He suggested that the ques- 
tion of calling a conference to consider the revision of the whole Char- 
ter might be undertaken by a two-thirds vote of the General Assembly 
instead of the three-fourths vote as proposed in the Big Four amend- 
ment. He also suggested that any proposal to specify that such a 
conference should be convened within a stated time period, e.g., seven 
or ten years, might be agreed to since it was a small] matter and no 
revisions of the Charter emanating from such a revision would become 
effective without the concurrence of all of the five major powers. 

However, he said that the proposals to eliminate the action of 
the Security Council with respect to the calling of such a revision 
conference,should be.resisted.. 

723-681—67——-68
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The Secretary said that in his opinion the question of a time period 
for the calling of such a conference was a small matter and that-we 
ought to yield. 

Mr. Pasvolsky then pointed out that there was one serious problem 
arising. Many countries felt that they could not accept as an obliga- 
tion in the Charter the fact that they would be bound in the future 
by amendments to which they had not agreed. Accordingly, these 
countries wished to specify that fact in this section of the Charter. 
He said that all such proposals could be met with an argument along 
the following lines, similar to that argument which had been used in 
resisting attempts to write withdrawal provisions into the Charter: 
If the situation should arise in the future, it should be dealt with by 
the international organization at that time and in light of the cir- 
cumstances; that no provision should be written into the charter which 
would provide for the automatic right of rejection of future 
amendments. : - | 

| Oo a E:XPuLsiIon : 

As regards expulsion, Mr. Pasvolsky pointed out that although 

this had been voted down and the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals on this 
question had been eliminated from the Charter, the question ought to 

be raised again and the Big Five should adopt the attitude of adhering 
to the Dumbarton Oaks text in this matter. ae 

7 AGREEMENTS FOR ARMED F’orcEs oo 

The amendments covering Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5, 
fell into two categories, Mr. Pasvolsky explained: (a) those proposed 
by the French, Delegation which had not so far been accepted by the 
Soviet Union, and (8) those clarifying the provisions as to the making 
of agreements so as to give the Security Council the power to conclude 
those agreements with the member states. He said that he felt that 
the Committee of Deputies of the five Foreign Ministers would be able 
to work out a flexible formula on this latter point which would be 
satisfactory to the five Delegations, = = Se 

_° Frencu AMENDMENT ON REGIONAL ARRANGEMENTS — 

The proposed French amendment to’ Chapter VILL, Section C, para- 
graph 3,'had not yet been agreed toby the United States Delegation, 
Mr. Pasvolsky reported. Consequently, on this matter it was the 
United States Delegation ‘which was causing a delay in further action. 

| ee a Soap os Preparatory Comission, .. of 7 » : ot 

Mr. Pasvolsky pointed: out that the question: of:a'preparatory com- 
inission ‘had not yet been discussed“in: the!Sirbebmmittes of Deputies. 
The Secretary: said that.in his opinion this’ should'cause no problem; 
since it was a comparatively simple question and-could: be handledin
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a routine fashion. Mr. Pasvolsky added that this question would be 
discussed later on in the day in the Subcommittee. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that the discussions on trusteeship appeared to 
be progressing satisfactorily and that no great issues seemed to be 
arising among the Big Five which would block further progress on 
this item. | 

| Cuapter XII 

As regards Chapter XII, Mr. Pasvolsky said that it was his judg- 
ment that the Big Five should stand on the Dumbarton Oaks text 
with the addition of France as one of the Governments referred to in 
the first paragraph. While he understood that some clarification in 
the language was being requested, he thought that it would be best 
if the Big Five were to await definite proposals from the Canadians 
as to the manner in which they wished the text clarified before any 

further action was taken. | | 

Powers oF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY | 

Mr. Pasvolsky said that, the remaining problem covered the three 
questions with respect to the powers of the General Assembly. On 

these he commented as follows: oa 7 

1, The revised text of Chapter V, Section B, paragraph t, as agreed 
to by the Big Five, should be maintained and the present amendments 
to that text as agreed to in the Committee should be reconsidered at 
a higher level, possibly in the Steering Committee. Se 

2.. he question as to whether the General Assembly could approve 
or disapprove reports of the Security Council did not appear to be a 
serious matter and for that reason he felt that no special stand need 
be taken on. this issue by the Big Five. He pointed out that this right 
resided in the powers of the General Assembly whether or not it was 
specifically stated in the Charter. a , CO os 
_. 8.. The question as to whether the General Assembly could. super- 
vise the activities of the Security Council to assure that the Council 
did not exceed its powers was a more serious one. In his opinion, he 
felt that all attempts to write such a provision into the Charter should 
be resisted. = a ree 

The Secretary said that he especially agreed with Mr. Pasyalsky’s 
suggestion with respect to the latter point. . Messrs. Gromyko and 

Sobolev then pointed out that the United States Delegation in, the 
Conference ‘Committee had instead voted to. give this right’ to the 
Generiil Assembly and in the Committee vote of 40 to 3, the. ohly oppo- 
nents were the three Soviet Republics. ‘The Secretary, stated that he 
Was suite that this was a matter of inadvertence on the part of, the 
Uhited States Pépreseritative at the Corimittee, since the question had 
not been discussed in the Delegation meetings. Consequently, he as-
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sured Ambassador Gromyko that he would look into the question: at 
once and see that the United States representative clarified his stand 
on this question. _— : 

Mr. Pasvolsky pointed out that this concluded the list of problems 
still before the Big Five and his comments on these questions. The 
Secretary said that he hoped that with this statement before them, it 
might be possible for Ambassador Gromyko and himself to dispose 
of some of these issues in order that they could jointly press forward 
to make the Conference a success. 

Position or THE Soviet DELEGATION - 

_ Ambassador Gromyko opened his statement by. saying that he was 
unable as yet to give a final answer on the proposed .Four-Power 
statement interpreting the voting procedure in the Security Council; 
that he was still studying the matter but that. he hoped. to-be able to 
give his reply very soon. _ However, he pointed out that he could not 
agree to the interpretation of the voting procedure. which was set 
forth in the third paragraph of that statement, namely, that since 
the Security Council would have the right to determine its own rules 
of procedure by a procedural vote, it would follow that it-could deter- 
mine.by a procedural vote as to whether.it.could discuss:and consider 
a matter brought before it. So : ee 
Ambassador Gromyko then said that his Delegation believed that. 

questions which might be raised requiring a vote as to: whether a 
matter before the Security Council should be settled by a‘procedural 
or a non-procedural vote should themselves be decided by the Council 
by a vote of a qualified majority.. Moreover, he said that he did not 
believe it was now necessary or possible to work out a full list of 
questions on which a procedural vote of the Security Council should 
govern. beyond those items listed m Chapter VI, Section D.'' He said 
that he felt that in the work of the Security Council there would be 
hundreds of questions which it would have to answer and that the 
manner in which the Security Council should vote on these questions 
could not be determined at this time. ne | 

Ambassador Gromyko continued that it was obvious now, hewever, 
that political questions should not be determined by a procedural 
vote but that he felt that they could not go much beyond such an 
interpretation at this time. | ee | 

The Secretary then inquired as to how Ambassador Gromyko’s pres- 
ent interpretation would affect the right of the Security Council to 
discuss and consider a question brought before it. Ambassador Gro- 
myko replied that his interpretation would not affect the right but 
that in his view, under the Yalta voting formula, the only place that 
a procedural vote would rule would be under the provisions of Chap-
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ter VI, Section D. Again, Ambassador Gromyko stressed the fact 
that in his opinion it would be impossible to go beyond that Section 
in covering at this time a list of questions on which a procedural vote 
should rule.. - 

Ambassador Gromyko next mentioned the fact that the situation 
with respect to the election of the Secretary General was somewhat 
confusing ; that Representative Bloom of the United States Delegation 
did not correct that situation as the Soviet Delegation had been 
promised ;.and that as the provision now stood, the recommendation of 
the Security Council on the Secretary General would be taken by a 
vote of sevén without a qualified majority. However, the Ambassador 
said, he was glad now to learn that the United States Delegation sup- 

ported his view that the recommendation of the Security Council on 
the Secretary General should be taken by a qualified majority vote. 

Mr. Pasvolsky explained that, in the Conference Committee, Repre- 
sentative Bloom had tried to avoid a situation under which a pro- 
‘vision would have been adopted which would have specified that a vote 
of only six members of the Security Council would be required, and, 
consequently, he had obtained a compromise whereby a vote of seven 

was specified without. its being indicated as to whether that seven 
would: be a. qualified or an unqualified majority. He said that it was 
the plan that the question as to the type of a majority that would be 
required would be settled in Committee 1 of Commission ITI, where all 
questions:of voting in the Security Council should be discussed and 
agreed to. -'. so , 

Mr. Sobolov: stated that the British Delegation interpreted the ma- 
jority vote of seven as being an unqualified one. Mr. Pasvolsky said 
that this was certainly not the interpretation placed upon it by the 
United States‘Delegation and that this matter would have to be clari- 
fied by taking it up to the Steering Committee, if necessary. Ambas- 
sador Gromyko said that it was quite possible that it would not be 
necessary: to take it to the Steering Committee at this time, but that by 
“freezing” the question, it could remain for final decision in Commit- 
tee 1 of Commission III when the entire question of voting procedure 
in the Security Council was settled. Nevertheless, he suggested that 
this question should be discussed in the next meeting of the Big Five in 

order that the position of the British Delegation could be clarified. 
The Secretary agreed that this would be done. 

Ambassador Gromyko said that it was their view that the same pro- 
cedure covering the election of the Secretary General should also 
cover the election of deputies. He pointed out that these deputies 
would occupy very important posts, and that their prestige would be 
higher if they were confirmed by a procedure which had the weight of 
both the Security Council and the General Assembly behind it. Es-
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pecially, he stated, would this be true if they were assigned regularly 
to one of the organs of the proposed organization as Mr. Pasvolsky 
had suggested. 

Mr. Pasvolsky replied by pointing out that if this prestige factor 
were to be considered, it appeared more necessary than ever that the 
deputy assigned to each one of the organs should be one which it would 
trust, and in which it had a voice in selecting. Mr. Pasvolsky con- 
tinued by restating the proposal which he had made earlier, stressing 
the fact that the prestige of the deputies would be considerably en- 
hanced if they were approved by the organ which they served. The 
Secretary suggested that Ambassador Gromyko ‘might wish to con- 
sider this proposal further and to give his opinion on it later. — 
Ambassador Gromyko said that he was glad to hear so clearly stated 

the United States position with respect to the amendment process and 
Chapter XII. Especially did he feel that the proposal to adhere to 
the Dumbarton Oaks text of Chapter XII was a good one. He also 
stated that he was pleased to learn that the situation with respect to 
the powers in the General Assembly which he had mentioned was 
going to be changed and he hoped that the United States Delegation 

would take the necessary steps to correct it. The Secretary promised 
him that this would be undertaken in the next meeting of the Big Five, 
and that the situation must be straightened out. 

Mr. Pasvolsky then asked Ambassador Gromyko’s opinion as to the 
two suggested modifications in the amendment process covering the 
change in the Assembly vote from three-fourths to two-thirds vote, and 
specifying a time limit for the calling of a conference for revising 
the Charter. Ambassador Gromyko said that he would study these 
suggested modifications. His first reaction, he reported, was that it 
would be inadvisable to set such a time limit since it would tend to 
make the charter less flexible and such a revision conference might be 
convened when there were no questions for it to discuss. Mr. Pas- 
volsky pointed out that it was not our proposal that such a modifica- 
tion be advanced by us but that we would agree to it as advanced by 
the smaller powers. Ambassador Gromyko said that he would con- 
sider this question along with the proposed modification in the voting 
majority in the General Assembly. : 

The Secretary inquired as to how long it would be before the Soviet 
Delegation could make its position clear on this and similar points. 
Ambassador Gromyko replied by stating that he wished to make one 
fact clear: that the Soviet Delegation was not always responsible for 

delaying Conference action or decisions among the Big Five; that 
there are two sides to every question and that they had their own 
position in these matters as well as each of the other Delegations 
had its own. He said that he agreed with the Secretary that the
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major powers must show leadership in this Conference and that, in 
his opinion, they could best do this by adhering to the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals, supplemented by the Yalta voting formula, and as 
subsequently modified by the Four Power amendments submitted early 
in this Conference. He pointed out that it had been part of the Four 
Power agreement that they would consult with each other when issues 
arose.at:‘the Conference which were contrary to this position, but that 
if the representatives of the five Delegations worked at cross purposes 
in the technical committees, then leadership would certainly drift 
away from the Big Five. | | 

Prorosep Big Five Mrerine 

The Secretary suggested that it might perhaps be well to have a 
meeting of the five Foreign Ministers later in the afternoon to con- 
sider whether or not it. might be well to close the Committee discussions 
at the end of this week and then to put before the Steering Committee 
the questions yet unsettled by the technical committees. Ambassador 
Gromyko said that while he would have no objection to such a meeting 
of the Big Five later in the afternoon, he wondered what they could 
discuss, since the Soviet Delegation was still considering several of 
the problems. Mr. Pasvolsky said that in his opinion such a meeting 
might not be fruitful at this time until the question of the interpreta- 
tion of the voting procedure could be settled. 

The Secretary then asked Ambassador Gromyko whether he would 
be ready to discuss the voting procedure on Friday. The Ambassador 
replied that perhaps he would be in such a position although he would 
advise the Secretary later. The Secretary emphasized that it was 
not possible to let matters drift, but that we must move ahead rapidly. 
Ambassador Gromyko said that in his opinion the decision on the 
interpretation of the voting procedure was not the “bottleneck” of the 
Conference. The Secretary said that he disagreed; that the small 
countries were awaiting a statement from the sponsoring Governments 
as to their interpretation of the procedure. 

The Secretary said that if they could not agree at this time that a 
meeting of the Big Five should be held later in the afternoon, perhaps 
they could agree on a procedure which could be undertaken as soon 
as Ambassador Gromyko was in a position to give his opinion on 
the questions yet remaining. Accordingly, the Secretary suggested 
that the first step would be to have a meeting of the Big Five to settle 
the issues yet remaining before them. Thereafter, he proposed that 
the Big Five place before the Steering Committee a proposal that the 
work of the technical committees cease as of a certain date early next 
week and that the questions yet remaining open before the technical 
committees would then be placed in the Steering Committee.
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' Ambassador Gromyko and Mr. Sobolev suggested that a better ‘ap- 
proach would be through the Executive Committee rather than the 

Steering Committee, and the Secretary agreed. Mr. Pasvolsky again 
called attention to the fact that before this procedure could be under- 

taken, the Big Five must be in agreement and that the biggest of the 
issues yet unsettled was the interpretation of the voting procedure. 

The discussion ended, with Ambassador Gromyko promising that 
as soon as he had reached a decision on the question of the statement 
interpreting voting procedure, he would get in touch with the Secre- 
tary in order that a meeting of the Big Five could be arranged imme- 
diately. As he was departing, Ambassador Gromyko mentioned the 
fact that the question of the revision of treaties would be up in Com- 
mittee 2 of Commission IT later in the afternoon, and that he hoped 
that some steps could be taken to defeat any such proposals. He 
said that Brazil seemed to be most active in sponsoring such amend- 
ments. The Secretary assured him that he would look into the matter. 

CHAPTER VI: JUNE 1-JUNE 26, 1945 

Continuing exploratory discussions in the United States delegation | 
and the Five-Power consultative group in an effort to reach unani- 
mous agreement on major issues remaining before the Conference, 
including questions of voting procedure in the Security Council, 
trusteeship, amendments to the Charter, powers of the General As- 
sembly, withdrawal, suspension and expulsion from. membership, 
French amendment on regional arrangements, Statute of the Inter- 
national Court of Justice, with particular reference to method of 
election of Court judges, compulsory jurisdiction, and, advisory 
opinions, the Preamble, economic and social cooperation, and draft . _ 

‘proposal for a Preparatory Commission; recommendations of Tech- 
nical Committees submitted to the four Commissions at open . 
meetings, reports adopted by the Commissions and, in turn, by 
plenary sessions; end of six-week “Working Committee” stage; 
preparation of final draft of Charter by the Coordination Committee . 
and the Advisory Committee of Jurists on basis of drafts received from 
the Technical Committees; unanimous vote of approval of Charter in 
plenary sessions; signing ceremony; and adjournment of Conference 
at close of the tenth plenary session. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 60 

Minutes of the Sixtieth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Friday, June 1, 1945, 9 a.m. 

{Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (39) present at meeting. | 
Tue Secretary called the meeting to order at 9:00 a. m. Tue 

Secretary asked that his remarks be considered as having been de- 
livered in executive session. THE Secretary remarked that he had 
held a private talk with Ambassador Gromyko the previous day and 
that headway had been made. Tuer Srorerary thought that within
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a few days Ambassador Gromyko would present Russian positions on 
the outstanding questions. However, Tus Sicrerary declared, first 
the United States’ position must be established-on these matters, and 
he pointed out that Monday would be June 4th and that the next week 
would have to be the last week of real work if the Conference were 
not to bog down completely. Tur Srcrerary hoped that he could 
hold a meeting of the Big Five that afternoon, and he stated that it 
was essential that the Big Five make up their minds quickly on the 
amendments which they were willing to accept. 
. Tue Secrerary urged that the Delegation ignore the agenda for 

the time-being and “cut through the underbrush”. He then asked 
whether Mr. Pasvolsky would outline for the Delegation those items 
on which decisions had not been reached. Tur Srcrrerary pointed 
out that until the Delegation fixed the position on these questions 
which were pending he, himself, would not be in any position to 
throw his weight around in attempting to bring pressure on the other 
members of the Big Five to establish their positions quickly. 

: QUESTIONS PENDING 

_ Mr. Pasvorsxy declared the most important item facing the Dele- 
gation was the French regional question, Chapter VIII, Section ©, 

Paragraph 2. The question of amending procedure had been decided 
_ previously by the Delegation as had the procedure for the election 

of judges to the World Court and for the election of the Secretary- 

General. Tue Srcrerary asked what position had been reached by 
the Delegation with respect to the Deputy Secretaries-General. Mr. 
Pasvotsky indicated that he thought the Delegation had wanted him 
to maintain a negotiating position. The Delegation had favored try- 
ing to obtain approval for the proposal which he had submitted in 
the previous day’s meeting * and if it proved impossible to obtain 
approval of this suggestion the Delegation favored going along with 
the Russian position. 

Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the question of supply of forces had 
been almost completely resolved satisfactorily. However, there was 
one matter which was still before the Big Five.and that was the Rus- 
sian opposition to the inclusion of any reference to “right of passage” 
in Chapter VIII, Section B, Paragraph 5.* 

a TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS. — 

Mr. Pasvoisky presented to the Delegation a draft of Chapter XIT, 
Transitional Arrangements. Mr. Pasvortsky declared that there had 

™ See minutes of the 59th meeting of the United States delegation, May 31, 
p. 989. For recent Committee action on the question of Deputy Secretaries Gen- 
eral, see Doc. 574, 1/2/39, May 25; Doc. 627, 1/2/44, May 26; and WD 34, 
1/2/40, May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, pp. 106, 182, and 184, respectively. 
> on See minutes of the 58th meeting of the United States delegation, May 30,
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been some opposition in Committee ITI/3 to the draft chapter as it 

was prepared by the Big Four powers.“ It had been argued that the 
wording was not clear and that clarification was necessary. The 
Canadian Delegation, which had been the chief source of opposition, 
presented a substitute draft to the subcommittee, although this had 
proved unacceptable because it made substantive changes in the 

meaning whereas the subcommittee was empowered only to clarify the 
existing meaning. Asa result, Mr. Hickerson had presented a draft 
which the Russians had declared that they could not accept. 

Tur Secrerary asked Mr. Pasvolsky whether he could not first 
present the picture of those questions which would require decision 
shortly.5> Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that an amendment on the revision 
of treaties would probably be proposed shortly, and he was of the 
opinion that the United States should oppose any such move. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG declared that it seemed to be a rather confused situation 
because Chile was opposed to such a movement while Bolivia had 
indicated strong support. Mr. Duties voiced an opinion that re- 
vision of treaties was the result of the suppression of the South Ameri- 
can proposals to sanctify regional arrangements. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
replied that in his opinion it was essential for the United States to 

oppose such a move, and SENATOR VANDENBERG agreed that this Gov- 
ernment should stand by its commitment to the other members of the 
Big Five. 

Mr. Pasvousxy reported that there were several matters being con- 
sidered in Committee II/2 which were bothering the Russians. The 
chief one was the definition of the terminology “sphere of inter- 
national relations”.* Senator VANDENBERG commented that the mat- 
ter had been argued the previous afternoon and that the United States 
had voted on the side of the Russians and had been voted down 
“eloquently and enthusiastically”. Srnaror VANDENBERG voiced the 
opinion that this measure could not be reopened with any possibility 
of success. Mr. Pasvotsxy advanced the view that the question would 
undoubtedly be raised again. 

At this point Tur Secrerary asked on what issue it was that the 
Russians had claimed that the United States had voted against its 
commitments. Mr. Sanprirer replied that the item referred to was 
Chapter V, Section B, Paragraph 8 for which Senator Vandenberg 
had voted favorably.” The Delegation was referred to the draft of 
this paragraph, approved by Committee II/2 (United States docu- 

“Doc. 704, III/3/36, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 400. 
* For a list of questions of principle involved in proposed amendments relating 

to chapter V, B, 6, see Doc. 416, II/2/A/3, May 18, ibid., vol. 9, p. 346. 
*® Doc. 686, II/2/84, May 30, ibid., p. 109. 
™ Doc. 707, II/2/26, May 31, ibid., p. 115.
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ment undistributed 5318). Senator Connatiy asked why the Dele- 
gation could not at that time take up Chapter VIII, Section B, Para- 
graph 5, and Mr. Pasvorsky declared that this matter should not have 
been on the agenda at all. The most important item before the Dele- 
gation, in his opinion, was the French treaty question. Ifthe United 
States reached a decision on that, it would be holding up no Big Five 
decisions and could consider its hands clean. Tue Sroretary declared 
that there were several items that had been appearing on the agenda 
of the Delegation meetings for several days without having been 
considered. Tuer Secretary urged that after the main meeting broke 
up a subcommittee should remain to consider items which were left 
over and establish the position of the Delegation. Tue SEcrerary 
referred specifically to the question of a preparatory commission. He 
asked if any of the members of the Delegation would be free to attend 
such a meeting and Dean GILpERSLEEVE, REPRESENTATIVE Bioom, Com- 
MANDER STASSEN, and Senator Connatty declared that they would be 
able to stay. 

Tum Srorerary then asked if there were any emergency items 
before the 10: 30 committee meetings. 

- AUSTRALIAN PLEDGE AMENDMENT 7 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE replied that she was having a meeting of 
Committee II/3 that morning. She reported that Commander 
Stassen and herself had met with Mr. Evatt and together with a 
Russian delegate had talked over with him the Australian pledge. 
The Russian had submitted a draft which had been accepted by the 

Russians and had seemed acceptable to Dean Gildersleeve and Com- 
mander Stassen. Dean GILDERSLEEVE referred the Delegation to the 
document, US Gen 206, page 3, which explained the background of 
the new wording which read as follows: 

“All members pledge themselves to take joint and separate action 
in cooperation with the Organization for the achievement of these 
purposes”. 

Dran GILDERSLEEVE mentioned that this draft did not differ very 
much from the position taken by the Delegation. CommMaNpER 
STASSEN said that he had found it necessary to probe into the reasons 
why the Australians insisted upon their draft and had finally man- 
aged to cause them to withdraw from their advanced position. Com- 
MANDER STAssEN thought that although the new wording was ambig- 

uous it was not too bad, and he agreed with Dean Gildersleeve that it 
conformed with the Delegation’s position. He remarked that the 
word “pledge” had been substituted for the word “undertake”, but 

# U.S. Doc. Und. 53 not printed; see Doc. 677, II/2/B/9, May 29, UNCIO Docu- 
ments, vol. 9, p. 416.
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he thought this was more than compensated for by the omission of 
the phrase “and to take separate action”. Tur Secretary asked what. 
Dean Gildersleeve and Commander Stassen would recommend, and 
both Dan GILDERSLEEVE and COMMANDER STASSEN indicated that 
they supported acceptance of this draft. Mr. Duxixs also indicated 
approval. Mr. Hacxworrs thought that this draft was’ somewhat 
vague in view of the varying interpretations that could be placed 
on the words “separate action”. Mr. Eaton observed that the idea 
behind the whole thing was to place the burden for world: economic 
well-being on the United States, but Mr. Hackwortu thought that 
this country would be sufficiently protected under the draft. Mr. 
Pasvoisky thought that this was not an amendment which the United 
States should support really, but that in- view of the circumstances he 
agreed that the Delegation ought to accept the amendment. Tur 

Secretary declared that the United States had already been com- 
mitted to the full employment proposition and thought this was 
important in considering the original pledge draft submitted by 
Australia because of its relation to the full employment proposal. 
REPRESENTATIVE BLoom was somewhat disturbed over the substitution 
of “pledge” for “undertake” but Commanper StassEn said that actu- 
ally the words had identical significance in this context. 

The Delegation agreed unanimously to accept the new phraseology. 
Mr. Dunn inquired whether there was sufficient reference in the 
minutes of Committee II/3 to make clear the position of the United 
States concerning domestic jurisdiction, and it was declared the 
United States’ stand on this issue had been made sufficiently clear. 
Tue Secretary asked the Secretary of the Delegation to make certain 
that a note was sent to Mr. Bowman instructing him to make clear in 
his confidential report to the President that this Delegation was of 
the opinion that the domestic jurisdiction clause was applicable to 
the provisions of the Economic and Social Council. me 

Raw Marerrats AMENDMENT 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE reported that in a conversation with. the 
French representative the latter had made clear that the inclusion of 
a reference to raw materials in the Charter was of primary import- 

ance to the French Delegation. He declared emphatically that it 
would not be sufficient merely to mention in the records of the Com- 
mittee that raw materials were included under the problems referred 
to m Chapter IX, Section A, Paragraph 1(6). Consequently he 
wanted to reopen the first paragraph of Chapter IX and Dean Gui- 
DERSLEEVE referred to the Delegation a suggested wording which had 
been drafted for inclusion in this paragraph (US Gen. 206, page 2). 

” Doe. 699, II/3/40, May 30, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 139.
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The new wording, intended to follow the words “and other related 
problems” in-paragraph B read as follows: 

“including, for example, those relating to international trade, finance, 
raw materials, capital goods, transportation, communication, recon- 
struction, and traffic in narcotic and dangerous drugs.”’ — 

Desn Ginprrsi¥eve remarked that this wording had been pro- 
posed because it had been thought necessary by members of the United 
States Delegation to include the reference to raw materials among 
a number of others. Mr. Strnespower declared that the Delegation 
was faced with two alternatives. The first would be to recognize the 
principle of equal access to raw materials, This, he thought, would 
have no real significance and he was of the opinion that the Delegation 
should oppose any such proposal. However, the wording under con- 
sideration accepted no principles and merely expanded on the mean- 
ing of “related problems”. At this point Tur Sxucrerary asked if 
there was any pressure from other nations for an inclusion of a refer- 
ence to raw materials. Mr. Srrnesower declared that the Belgians 
were pressing for such a reference and the Dutch seemed to want to 
turn it around so that it would work to the advantage of the producing 
nation. The Latin American states were also supporting tliis pro- 
posal and were tying raw materials to equal access to capital goods. 
Mr. StTrnepow_Er declared that he was in favor of accepting the word- 
ing under consideration because it would avoid log-rolling in the 
Committee. The wording had the advantage that it accepted no prin- 
ciples. It stated illustratively what the problems were with which 
the Organization might be concerned. The acceptance of this wording 
would be contingent upon French agreement to drop pressure for 
spelling the matter out any further. Mr. Dunn expressed the opinion 
that if possible this wording should be left out completely and Mr. 
Dutuxzs agreed that the Organization was becoming top-heavy with 
economic functions; this became obvious when the Charter was 
viewed as a whole. Senator VANDENBERG agreed with Mr. Dulles 
and said that the additions were being made piece by piece in such a 
way that the Delegation never received the full impact of the accre- 
tions. COMMANDER STassEN urged that the impact was not so serious 
as Senator Vandenberg and Mr. Dulles would make out. Dzran GiL- 
DERSLEEVE, he pointed out, had won out on a number of attempts to 
add additional functiens to the Economic and Social Council. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN expressed the opinion that the wording before the 
Delegation was not really objectionable except as it added additional 
unnecessary words to the Charter. Commanprr ST4ssen urged that 
the United States would be likely to meet defeat on the matter of 
principle if it were to come up and remarked that the principle had
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been admitted by this Government at Chapultepec. Dran Giu.pEr- 
SLEEVE agreed that the United States was likely to find itself in a more 
dificult position and might be forced to accept a most objectionable 
wording if it would not take the clause under consideration. Mr. 
WarRING announced his agreement with Commander Stassen’s inter- 
pretation. He declared that the group supporting this wording on 
raw materials also favored reference to reconstruction but the wording 
which was being considered by the Delegation was in Mr. Waring’s 
opinion innocuous and involved no pledge to take any action whatso- 
ever. SENATOR VANDENBERG wondered whether the reference to nar- 
cotics and dangerous drugs should be included in this paragraph 
which involved no pledge and about which there was no intention of 
taking any action. | 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy voiced the opinion that the new wording was “ter- 
rible”, especially the reference to reconstruction. This he said did 

not belong in the Charter to establish the Organization. ComMANDER 
Srassen inquired whether there was not really an international prob- 
lem of reconstruction. Representative Bioom urged that even if 
there was such a problem it should not be included in the United 
Nations’ Charter. Represenrative Broom pointed to the difficulty 
which had arisen in the fight for the ratification of the UNRRA agree- 
ment as a result of the reference to reconstruction. REPRESENTATIVE 
Boom declared that reconstruction belonged much more appropriately 
in the UNRRA agreement than in the United Nations’ Charter. Mr. 
Pasvoitsky asked what the situation would be if the French were to 
withdraw their proposal for a reference in the Charter to raw mate- 
rials. Mr. Srrnespower replied that if the French were to withdraw 
and the Latin American nations could be lined up in opposition to 

such a clause the pressure might collapse. However, Mr. Stinebower 
declared that this was not the case with respect to reconstruction. 
Mr. Pasvoitsxy asked which nations were supporting reference to re- 

construction and Mr. STINEBOWER replied that most of the small United 
Nations were lined up behind the Greek proposal.?° RrpresENTATIVE 
Buoom asked if someone would explain the meaning of reconstruction 

as it. might be used in the Charter. Mr. Srrnepower declared that it 
would involve merely an obligation to study the problems concerned 
with reconstruction. Mr. Norrer thought that it might be argued 
that if the proposed wording were ended with “communication” the 
problem of reconstruction would have been adequately covered. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom remarked that the use of the words “for 

*" Doc. 589, II/3/29, May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 77; the Greek rep- 
resentative presented a proposal to Subcommittee 11/38/A on: May 31 ‘that pro- 
vision be made in the Charter for establishing a Technical Commission to deal 
with reconstruction and for the Conference adopting a declaration on the im- 
portance of reconstruction problems (US II/3/A Doc. 12, May 31, not printed).



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1029 

example” made possible the addition to the list of any other problems 
which any nation might wish to have included. 

Tue Secretary thought that it was the opinion of the Delegation 
that pressure should be maintained for the omission of any reference 
to raw materials and reconstruction such as was under discussion 
and that if the Delegation were to be outvoted on the issue the United 
States should reserve its position. ComMMANDER Srasspn suggested 
that those members of the Delegation who were interested in the prob- 
lem should appear at the meeting of Committee II/3 to help out Dean 
Gildersleeve because the pressure, he thought, was going to be very 
strong. Mr. Pasvousxy said that he would like to take up this ques- 
tion with the French in the meeting of the Subcommittee of Five. 

Mr. RockEreter asked if this could be accomplished before the meet- 
ing of Committee IJ/3 7+ but Mr. Pasvoisxy declared that the Sub- 
committee could not make any decision available before the afternoon 
meeting. The Delegation agreed to authorize Mr. Pasvolsky to take 
up the matter with the French representative on the Subcommittee 

of Five. 
PREAMBLE 

Drawn GILDERSLEEVE presented to the Delegation a draft of the Pre- 
amble to the Charter which had been approved in a Subcommittee of 
Committee I/1. Dean GiLpErsLeeve declared that from a literary 

point of view this draft Preamble was “perfectly terrible’. She 
thought that this part of the Charter should be an inspiring literary 
piece of work and she objected very strongly to the final note of the 
Preamble concerning “the employment of international machinery”. 
This Preamble she thought would be subject to a great deal of scrutiny 
in this country and hence should be a presentable document. Tur 
SEcrEeTARY asked whether the question of drafting involved should not 
be properly referred to the Coordination Committee. Dran GiLpER- 
SLEEVE remarked that the Preamble should be shorter and simpler 
and should not repeat those principles which were established in later 
sections of the Charter. Mr. Dunn asked Dean Gildersleeve if she 
could explain what was the status of the draft Preamble and Dean 

GILDERSLEEVE replied that it had been adopted in Subcommittee I/1A. 
Committee I/1 was scheduled to consider the draft that afternoon at 

1:30 and Dean GitpersLeeve declared that she would like instructions 

from the Delegation as to what position she‘should take. Tx Secre- 
tary declared that he proposed that the-matter be referred to the 
Coordination Committee. Mr. Pasvorsxy: thought. that the. Com- 
mittee should list the ideas which it wanted to.include in the Preamble 
and not prepare a final form. However, Dran GILDERSLEEVE pointed 

* Doe. 747, 11/8/46, June 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 161. |
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out that the draft, as it appeared before the Delegation, had already 
been adopted by the Subcommittee. Mr. Pasvousky then asked 
whether the objection was to the wording or the ideas, and Dan 
(GILDERSLEEVE replied that it was the wording that was unsatisfactory. 
This, Mr. Pasvousxy declared, was a problem to be dealt with by the 
Coordination Committee. Mr. Norrer thought that the Coordination 

Committee could send the document to Committee I/1 with a request 

to shorten it but Secrerary Sretrinivs declared emphatically that 
such a step would prolong the discussion and thought that it would 

be inadvisable. Dran GILDERSLEEVE wanted it made clear that as a 
professor of literature she was very strongly opposed to the present 
draft. | 

AMENDMENT PROCEDURE — | 

Mr. Armstrone remarked that he had managed to have a postpone- 
ment of the Committee which was to consider the question of a revi- 

sionary convention for the purpose of amending the Charter; how- 
ever, that Committee was to meet that afternoon”? and Mr. Arm- 
strone declared that he would like instructions from the Delegation. 
Tue Secretary remarked that there might be a meeting of the Big 
Five that afternoon and that in his opinion final decision by the Com- 
mittee on this question should be postponed until an agreement could 
be worked out among the sponsoring governments and France. Mr. 
Armstrone declared that he would try to have the meeting of the 
subcommittee scheduled for that afternoon postponed. _ 

SENATOR CoNNALLY remarked that postponement was not an ideal 
procedure because this practice was slowing down the work of the 

Conference. THE Srcretary thought that in this case the postpone- 
ment was necessary despite the effect on the work of the entire Con- 
ference. SrnAToR ConNALLy declared that the Conference was lag- 
ging very noticeably, and he declared that of the two committees he 
was on neither was scheduled to meet that day and only one had met 
on the previous day. Srcrerary StTerrintivs declared that there could 
be no doubt that the “whole parade was marking time” because of the 
fact that the USSR was delaying the decisions needed for the con- 
tinuation of the working of the Conference. Mr. Dunn remarked 
that it was the United States which was holding up on the French 
treaty question, Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. Tue Sxc- 
RETARY urged that the Delegation consider this matter and settle it at 
the present meeting. Tue Secretary declared that he would speak 
on the matter with Ambassador Gromyko and might even declare 
that unless the Soviet position was made clear before that evening 

See Doc. 683, 1/2/48, May 29, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 154; discussion 
of chapter XI in that Committee was postponed after that meeting as it was 
in the Subcommittee after the May 31 meeting.
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the United States might be forced to recede from its position of sup- 
porting the Four Power Amendments. Representative Buoom de- 
clared that in his opinion the United States would have to be firm. 
COMMANDER STAssEN said that Mr. Dunn’s comment concerning the 
French treaty was not really valid because the matter of the veto 
arrangements was holding up a number, of committees and a number 
of problems were depending upon it. The French treaty question 
was an isolated incident. Tue Sxcrerary indicated that there had 
been indications in a conversation with Ambassador Gromyko the 
previous day that the Soviet position on the veto question would be 
made available later inthe day. | 

Mr. Dunn asked whether the United States Delegation was ready 
to present its position on the outstanding points to the Russians. 
This, he thought, was necessary if the Russians were.to be expected 
to make known their position to the United States. Mr. Dunn re- 
ferred first to the election of the Secretary-General and Secretary 
Srerrinius called on Mr. Pasvolsky to present the position of the 
Delegation. | 

SECRETARY-GENERAL AND Deputy SECRETARIES-GENERAL 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that in the final analysis this Delegation 
would take the same position with respect to the appointment of the 
Deputy Secretaries-General as it had taken with respect to the ap- 
pointment of the Secretary-General. The Delegation had agreed 
that the Secretary-General should be elected by the General Assembly 
upon the recommendation of the Security Council acting by qualified 
majority vote. Rrpresentative Broom dissented and asked whether 
Mr. Pasvolsky meant that the Secretary-General would have no say 
in the appointment of his Deputies. CommaNnbER SrassEn declared 
that he would definitely oppose such a position and thought it was 
essential that the Secretary-Genera] have some authority in the selec- 
tion of his assistants. Mr. Dunn pointed to this disagreement as an 
example of what he meant when he had declared that the Delegation 
must prepare its definite position for presentation to the Soviet Dele- 
gation. THe Srecrerary urged that the Delegation’s position on the 
election of the Secretary-General be established at this meeting. SxEn- 
ATOR ConNALLY asked if it was not also a question at issue as to 
whether the General Assembly would be required to accept a nomina- 
tion made by the Security Council and Representative Broom 
pointed out that the Belgians had taken the position that the General 
Assembly must elect the Secretary-Genreral nominated by the Security 
Council. RepreseNTATIVE Broom thought that it was a ridiculous 
position and that the Assembly-had the authority to elector reject a 
nominee as it saw fit. RepreseNTative BLoom pointed out that at 

723-681—67-69 ee :
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one time the Committee had been thinking in terms of three nomina- 
tions from which the General Assembly would be required to select 

one candidate. | : 
, QuxEsTIons PENDING | | 

Tue Secretary urged Mr. Pasvolsky to go down the list of ques- 
tions requiring definitive positions in order that the Delegation could 
take its stand on these matters. Mr. Pasvonsxy remarked that the 
first question facing the Delegation was the matter of voting. This 
he declared could not be decided further by the Delegation at this 
time although he thought a discussion of what acts might be consid- 
ered for procedural voting might be valuable. Mr. Pasvouisxy de- 
clared that as he understood the Delegation’s decision procedural 
voting arrangements would apply to: (1) All matters under Chapter 
VI, Section D; (2) discussion of disputes under Chapter VIII, Sec- 
tion A; (8) the convocation of a general conference for the purpose 
of amending the Charter; and (4) the election of the judges of the 
World Court. The Russians were apparently in agreement with this 
position of the United States Delegation on the election of judges 
although they had taken the position that the Committee which had 
voted favorably had not had the authority to consider the question. 
This, Mr. Pasvorsxy declared, was the Delegation’s position as to 
what was procedural voting. 
. Mr. Pasvoisxy thought that the Delegation was willing to accept 
the nomination of the Secretary-General and his Deputies by ,a non- 

procedural vote. ComMANDER Strassen said that he had thought the 
Delegation had decided to accept Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal of the pre- 
vious day that the Deputy Secretaries-General should each be subject 
to the approval of the body that he was to serve. Mr. Pasvoisxy 
asked 1f he might not explain his understanding of the situation. Mr. 
Pasvousky pointed out that the United States was committed by the 
Four Power amendment to the position that the Deputy Secretaries- 
General should be-nominated by the Security Council voting under a 
unanimity requirement.. He had asked the Delegation at a previous 
meeting whether it would be agreeable to the Delegation for Mr. Pas- 
volsky to attempt to negotiate on the basis of the formula which he had 
explained and the Delegation. had granted this authorization. Mr. 
Duww asked what the position of. the Delegation should be if the other 
members of the Big Five insisted on a nonprocedural vote for the elec- 

tion of the Secretary-General and his five Deputies. Mr. Norrer 
replied that this matter would come up in Representative Eaton’s Com- 
mittee and that the Big Five would be beaten badly on a vote. SEcrE- 
raRy Srerrinius asked what the stand of the Delegation was on this 
matter and Mr. Hackworrs said he thought the Delegation would 
have to stand by its commitment. ComMmanpserR STasseNn urged that
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this was ani open question because of the fact that the Four Power 
proposal was couched in the following terms: | : 

“The Secretary General and his Deputies should be elected on recom- 
mendation of the Security Council for a period of three years. . .” 

This wording, Commanprr Strassen declared, established no pro- 
cedure by which the Security Council vote should be taken. However, 

Mr. Sanpirer remarked that this amendment to Chapter X should be 
read in connection with the Yalta formula on voting arrangements. 
Mr. Norrer declared that this paragraph of Chapter X was going to 
be approved at the next meeting of Committee I/2 ?* and that there 
would be no mention of Deputy Secretaries-General because of the 
fact that it had been beaten. Mr. Dunn reiterated that the Russian 
position on the various questions at issue would not become available 
unless the United States established its position on the same issues, 
including the questions of the Secretary-General and his Deputies. 

SENATOR Connauuy declared that he was of the opinion that the 
unanimity rule should legitimately apply to the election of the 
Secretary-General because it would be unwise in his opinion to force 
a Secretary-General upon any nation to which he was not satisfactory ; 
however, he thought the Deputies should be nominated by the 
Secretary-General under whom they were to function. Mr. Dunn 
pointed out that this Government had already agreed that the Deputies 
should be appointed by the General Assembly upon the recommenda- 
tion of the Security Council, and Senator Connatiy agreed: that 
the United States should adhere to its commitment. Mr. Pasvotsky 
declared that he too thought that it should adhere to its commitment 
but that the proposal could be improved greatly. . 

Tue Secretary asked whether it was the decision of the Delegation 
that this should be the final position of the United States. Com- 
MANDER SrassEw declared that. this stand had already been defeated 
in the Committee but Mr. Pasvotsxy urged that decisions taken in the 
technical committees were not necessarily final on important issues. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom remarked that in the Four Power amend- 
ment Chapter X, Paragraph 1 there was no mention of the eligibility 
of the Deputy Secretaries-General for reelection. Mr. Pasvotsky 
replied that this had been an oversight and had since been rectified. 
Mr. Norrer reported that the Russian proposal for the nomination of 
the Deputy Secretaries-General according to the unanimity require- 
ment had been defeated in the Committee. Tur CHarrmMan had made 
an error ** and the Secretary-General of the Conference had returned 
the question to the Committee for another vote. There would be, 

* Doc. 732, 1/2/50, June 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 161. . 
* Doc. 574, 1/2/39, May .25, ibid., pp. 106-107. se
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Mr. Norrer said, a vote without any further discussion and the Russian 
position would be defeated once again. RepresENTATIVE Bioom de- 
clared it was his understanding that this matter had been submitted to 
the Steering Committee for decision, but Mr. Norrer said he was 
talking about the Deputy Secretaries-General, not the Secretary- 
General himself. The question of the Deputies had been returned to 
the Committee by Secretary-General Hiss because of the mistake made 
by the Chairman of 1/2. Mr. Hacxworrs urged that the Delegation 
consider the constitutional setup of the United States in reaching a 
decision on this question. He pointed to the power of the President 
to nominate his own Cabinet subject to the approval of the Senate. 
He thought that this situation was very similar to the situation which 
would exist under the Organization. He would prefer very much, he 
said, to see some such system as the United States system of nomina- 
tions adopted by this Conference; however, Mr. Hackwortnu admitted 
that since the United States was committed by the Russian position 
it should stand by its commitment. Mr. Sanprrer proposed that the 
Delegation stand by the Four Power position unless it was found that 
Mr. Pasvolsky could negotiate the acceptance of his proposal for a 
nomination of the Deputy Secretaries-General by the Secretary- 

General subject to the approval of the agency with which they were 
to serve. Dr. Bowman declared that this was a sound and practical 
suggestion although Senaror ConNALLY ventured the position that this 
could never be achieved. Mr. Pasvousxy admitted that he probably 
could not gain acceptance for his proposal but thought it was worth 
trying anyhow. THe Srcrerary declared the view of the Delegation 
that if Mr. Pasvolsky’s proposal could not be obtained the United 
States should stand by the Four Power amendment. 

TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS | 

The Delegation was presented with a revised draft of Chapter XII, 
Transitional Arrangements:: Senator ConNaLLy declared that he 
would be satisfied with the text of this Chapter as it appeared: in the 
Dumbarton Oaks proposals. The British had also been satisfied. 
However, the Canadians had objected to the phraseology on the 
grounds that it was ambiguous and had succeeded in forcing through 
the submission of the question to a Subcommittee.” The amendment 
before the Delegation had been prepared by Mr. Hickerson, and 
SENATOR CoNNALLY thought that this draft would probably be ac- 
cepted. The new draft made the following changes: 

1. “Until such time as the Security Council shall decide that it has 
at, its disposal through” was substituted for “pending the coming in 
to force of”, , 

* Doc. 704, III/3/36, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, pp. 4038-404.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1035 

9. “Sufficient forces and facilities to carry out the responsibilities 
imposed upon it by this Charter, the States parties to” was substituted 
for “and in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 5 of”. 

3. The words, “the States parties to that Declaration” were omitted, 
the following words, “signed at Moscow October 30, 1943”. 

4, The words, “as contemplated in that Declaration” were added 
following the words “. . . and France should”. 

5. “To maintain or restore” was substituted for “for the purpose of 
maintaining”’. | 

‘Senator Connatiy declared that the addition of the words “and 
France” had been agreed to previously and constituted no problem. 
He explained further that the words appearing in parenthesis “under 

Chapter VIII, Section B”, were still under discussion. Senator 

ConNALy declared that he himself was willing to leave these words 
out of the paragraph, because extraordinary authority was being 
granted to the five major powers and he did not think that this au- 
thority should be tied so closely to the functions of the Security 

Council, under Chapter VIII, Section B. 
Mr. Dues voiced the opinion that the entire draft was very 

dangerous. He‘declared that the new draft would: postpone; until 
the Security Council made a formal decision that it had “Sufficient 
forces and facilities” at its disposal, the transferral, automatic under 
the earlier draft, of authority for the maintenance of peace to the 
Security Council. ‘Senator Connatiy asked whether the inclusion of 
the reference to Chapter VIII, Section B would meet this difficulty, 
and Mr. Duties replied that this reference would be extraneous. Mr. 
Dutizs remarked that the draft made it possible for permanent mem- 
bers of the Security Council to keep the Charter from coming into 
force. Mr. Hickerson pointed out that the objection of the Canadians 
had been to the ambiguity of the phraseology, which seemed to make 
it necessary for all the agreements for the supply of forces to become 
effective before the Security Council could assume jurisdiction over 
the maintenance of peace. Mr. Dunn pointed out that there had 
been no necessity for Security Council agreement under the old word- 
ing, but Mr. Hickmrson reiterated that there had been an objection to 
the supposed ambiguity of the original phraseology. Mr. JoHnson 

declared that in his opinion, the old wording required a decision as to 
the number of the agreements which would be necessary before the 

Security Council could assume the additional functions provided for 
in this paragraph. Mr. Dunn thought that this was an erroneous 
conception. The entire field of interim enforcement measures was out- 
side the scope of the Organization. To change the language and to 
bring this field of action under the scope of the Organization and make 
it subject to the decision of the Security Council, would be to change



1036 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

the entire idea of the paragraph. The Moscow Declaration had only 
declared that there would be consultation until such time as the Orga- 
nization came into force. The United States, he thought, must main- 
tain the position that the interim arrangements under the Moscow 
Declaration had nothing whatsoever to do with the Organization. 
The Russians, he declared, felt very strongly on these measures and 
objected to bringing the field of interim enforcement under the scope 
of the Organization, and making a decision of the Security Council 
necessary for the transfer of that function to the Security Council. 

Senator ConNALLY declared that he had upheld this position and he 
had argued in the Committee that the powers of the Security Council 

were not affected in any way by this Chapter. Mr. Hickrrson re- 
marked that he, himself, had prepared this draft because the draft 
proposed by the Canadians ** had been no good at all. The Canadian 
draft had made no mention of the Moscow Declaration. : 

SENATOR CONNALLY expressed the hope that he would be able to 
force the acceptance of the old language, but Mr. Jonson disagreed, 
and replied that the United States had been beaten on that attempt 
when the decision was taken to submit the matter to the Subcommittee. 
Mr. Dunn declared that the new wording established an additional 
responsibility for the United States. Mr. Pasvoisxy explained that 

Chapter XII was designed to bridge the gap during the mterim period 
after the war ended, until such time as the Organization would come 
into force. The chapter, he declared, was based on the obligations 
undertaken by Great Britain, Russia and the United States in the 
Moscow Declaration. This, he declared, was not inconsistent or in 
any way contrary to the Charter. As the paragraph was phrased 
originally, it involved only an obligation on the part of the five great 
powers. If the functions involved were to be tied to Chapter VIII, 
Section B, it would become a grant of authority, which was not what 
it had originally been intended to be. Mr. Pasvorsxy felt that the 
Delegation should adhere to the original draft. 

SENATOR ConNALLY expressed, the opinion that this interim period 
might last for two years or more, and that under the arrangements 
tremendous power would be granted to the Five Powers. Mr. Dunn 
added that if a member of the Security Council were to veto the 
assumption of jurisdiction by the Security Council, this interim 
period could be extended interminably. Mr. JoHwson reaffirmed his 
earlier position that some sort of decision would have been necessary 
under the earlier draft. As to when the necessary number of agree- 
ments would have come into force, it would, Mr. Jonnson declared, 
take a long time for a sufficient number of agreements to be concluded, 

6 Canadian draft, presented at the second meeting of Subcommittee ITI/3/A, 
May 31, 3: 88 p. m., not printed (US III/3/A, Doc. 2, June1).
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and until that number came into force, the Security Council would 
have no authority. Mr. Dunn declared that the Organization would 
have authority but no forces at its disposal, and S—ENator VANDENBERG 
declared that even without forces and facilities, the Security Council 
could exercise all the peaceful means at its disposal to settle any 
dispute. Senator Connat.ty declared that he would be satisfied with 
the original text, but he had been defeated. Mr. Dunn declared 
emphatically, that the United States could not accept the new word- 
ing, and declared that he advised adhering to the original text. Mr. 
Hicxerrson asked whether the difficulty could not be met by qualifying 
the time element. Mr. Dunn declared that this Chapter was merely 
a recognition of the Moscow Declaration, and he thought that the 
United States could exercise a veto under the Moscow Declaration, 
just as it exercised a veto on the Security Council, but he declared 
that it was important to establish that the functions outlined under 
this Chapter. were distinct from the functions of the Organization. 
Mr. Hickerson agreed that this was a sound interpretation. THE 

Secretary asked whether this discussion might be postponed, inas- 
much as Senator Vandenberg had to leave to attend a Committee 
meeting in ten minutes. Mr. Dunn remarked that even if this draft 
were to be accepted by the vote of the Committee, the United States 
still could not accept it. Mr. Hicxrerson thought that it was purely 
a drafting question. | 

- Mr. Jonson urged that under the old draft any power could veto 
the transferral of the functions under this Chapter to the Organiza- 
tion merely by refusing to sign an agreement to supply forces to the 
Organization. ApmriraL Hrepsurn remarked that there was an ad- 

vantage to mentioning the Moscow Declaration in the Charter, be- 
cause in order to act under that Declaration, Senatorial consent would 
be required. A reference in the Charter would make it easier to obtain 
that consent. : 

Mr. Hackworrtu asked what was provided for in the Moscow Dec- 
laration and urged that the wording be maintained in this paragraph. 
SENATOR CoNNALLY declared that’ the Declaration provided that the 
interim arrangements should last only until the Security Council was 
organized. Mr. Hicxrrson pointed out that the problem facing the 
Delegation was the insistence of the small powers that this Chapter 
could be interpreted as meaning that all the agreements for the supply 
of forces might have to become effective before the interim arrange- 
ments would be terminated. The problem facing the Delegation, he 
declared, was how it could be proved that such was not the case. 

SENATOR ConNALLY remarked that he had stated in the Committee 
meeting that it would be up to the Security Council to decide how 
many arrangements would be necessary, and Mr. Jounson urged that
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the language under consideration followed out that construction. Mr. 
Hicxerson urged that if a decision was required, as provided for 
in the present draft, any member of the Security Council could veto 
the transferral of functions from the “responsible powers” to the 

Security Council. Mr. Duties declared that he was in favor of 
maintaining the earlier wording, even if it should remain ambiguous. 
The fears of the small States could be allayed by pointing out that 
the Five Powers would be most anxious to escape their responsibili- 
ties under this paragraph. Senator Connatzy thought that all ref- 
erence to the special agreements should be deleted from this paragraph 
and that it should be broadly stated that the Security Council would 
assume the jurisdiction upon the coming into effect of the Organiza- 
tion. Mr. Hickerson expressed the opinion that such language 
would not be adequate because it was possible that the Organization 
would come into effect before the agreements for the supply of forces 
were concluded. In that case the Organization would have authority 

for enforcement, but no forces with which to implement this author- 
ity. Tum Srcorerary asked Senator Connally what his recommenda- 
tion to the Delegation was. The latter declared that he-had com- 
mitted himself in the meeting of Committee III/3 to the original 
language of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals.?7 Mr. Hicxsrson stated 
that this was acceptable to him, but he wondered how the Canadian 
fears would be dispelled. Tae Srecrerary remarked that the Dele- 
gation could reserve its position and take up the question again in 
the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Dunn remarked that there would be no substantial difference 
if this paragraph did not appear in the Charter. The Moscow Dec- 
laration carried legal obligation. without any further implementation, 
and the-same five powers would have the final decision under the 
Moscow Declaration as under the Security Council, because of the 
veto provision. Mr. Hickrrson said he agreed with this position, 
but thought that the vote on the matter would be lost. Mr. Jounson 

pointed out that the matter was being considered by a nine-man sub- 
committee. A. two-thirds vote would be required, he said, and the 
Committee might reach no decision if the five major powers were to be 
aligned against the opposition of the other four members of the 
subcommittee. 
Tue Secrerary asked what the Delegation’s position was on this 

matter and ComMANDER STAssEN proposed that the United States 
position be that advanced by Senator Connally, that the original 
language be maintained. The Delegation agreed unanimously to this 

decision. 

7" Doc. 704, III/3/36, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 408.
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Tue SecreTary asked what were the other questions that it was 
necessary for the Delegation to consider. At this point, Senator 

Vandenberg left the meeting and declared that he would return at 
12:00 o’clock for his instruction. 

Frenco Treaty AMENDMENT ~ | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy referred the Delegation to the May 23 and May 31 
drafts of the Proposed Change in Sponsoring Governments’ Amend- 
ment to Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2.2 There were, Mr. 
Pasvoutsky declared, three alternatives open to the Delegation. It 
could accept either the original language of the sponsoring govern- 
ments’ amendment, the French Amendment of May 23, or the latest 
draft, of May 31. He declared that the other four powers had been 
in agreement on accepting the French draft. Mr. PasvonsKy re- 
marked that there was another possibility which involved changing 
the words “be necessary”, to “become necessary” in the last sentence 
of the May 23 draft. This, he said, would take account of the time 
factor. 
CoMMANDER Strassen declared that the May 31 draft which was 

before the Delegation was acceptable to him, if the Delegation was 
willing to accept it. He thought that the draft might be improved 
by including the word “all” before “the United Nations” in the end 
of the draft. This, he said, would have the advantage of eliminating 
those Nations which had fought only Japan from participation in 
the European sphere. ComMMANDER StTAssEN asserted that if all the 
other members of the Delegation agreed, he would accept the May 31 
draft. Under no circumstance, he said, would he accept the draft of 
May 23. Tue Srcrerary asked whether the other four members of 
the Big Five would be willing to accept the May 31 draft, and Mr. 
Pasvotsky thought that they would. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that this 
draft could be simplified somewhat by rewording part of the second 
sentence to read, “with the exception of measures against enemy 
states provided for in Chapter XII, Paragraph 2... the govern- 
ments parties to the arrangement referred to above .. .”. 

Mr. Dutixs declared that he was opposed to the draft of May 31. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked what was the source of Mr. Dulles’ op- 
position, and the latter replied that the only problem being dealt with 
in this amendment was the condition under which the special regime 
would come to an end. It was the desire of the United States, he 
said, to have this regime ended as soon as possible. The fewer states 
there were, he declared, in a position to prolong this regime, the 

** Neither draft printed; see minutes of tenth Five-Power meeting, May 29, 
11 a. m., p. 968, and of eleventh meeting, June 1, 9 p. m., p. 1071; also, minutes of 
Do ne eo States delegation, May 23, 9 a. m., p. 849, and May 31,
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better the situation would be. The French proposal, Mr. Duixs 
declared, limited the states with such power to the parties to the 
regional agreement. The May 31 draft enlarged this number to in- 
clude all the United Nations. Commanprr Strassen asked where, in 
the May 31 draft, such a provision appeared. Mr. Dutuss replied 
that 1t was embodied in the phrase “at the request of the governments 
having the responsibility for the taking of measures provided for 
pursuant to Chapter XII, Paragraph 2”. Commanper STassen de- 
clared that this obviously was derived from Chapter XII, Para- 
graph 2, and asked Mr. Dulles whether his interpretation of the 
language of that paragraph included all the United Nations, and Mr. 
Dutues replied in the affirmative. ComMANDER StTassEN declared 
that this was not his interpretation at all, [At this point the Secre- 
tary had to leave the meeting ].°° RepresENTATIVE Bioom asked that 
Mr. Dulles reply to Commander Stassen’s question. COMMANDER 
Strassen observed that the wording “governments concerned” had 
been deleted from both drafts, and that “the governments responsible” 
involved the addition of only the United States to the list of states 
whose concurrence would be required. Mr. Duties asked why the 
United States should want to be included in the list of nations with 
power to block assumption by the Security Council of the responsi- 
bilities referred to in the paragraph under discussion. ComMANDER 
Strassen declared that the power granted to the United States would 
be the power to initiate the transferral of these functions. Comman- 
DER STASSEN declared that it was not intended that there should ever be 
complete renunciation of the regional pacts. The question was that of 
at what point the approval of the Security Council would be necessary 
for action under these agreements. The United States, he said, 
would favor the earliest possible assumption of the responsibility 
for approving such action on the part of the Security Council. For 
this reason, he wanted the United States to take part in the consulta- 
tions by which this authority would be granted to the Security 
Council. 

Mr. Duties remarked that the issue concerned was the original 

interpretation of Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2, and Com- 
MANDER STassEn replied that if this argument were accepted, it would 
be necessary to rewrite Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. Mr. Dutzus re- 
plied that in his interpretation, the French draft provided that if 
the two parties to the original agreement could decide to subject 
that agreement to the authority of the Security Council, and if the 
Security Council would agree to accept that responsibility, action 
under that agreement could be taken only with the approval of the 

Security Council. Consent was required on the “giving end”, by the 

»” Brackets appear in the original.
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parties to the regional pact.only. In this way, Mr. Dutuzs declared, 
it would be possible seriatim to terminate all the regional treaties with 

the consent of the parties thereto. The new draft, he said, added to 
the number of nations whose consent would be required. If it were 
possible to limit the number of nations whose consent was necessary 
to two, why should there be additions made. to the Powers who could 
block transferral of power. | | | 
CoMMANDER SrassEN declared that he was willing to compromise 

on the use of the words “parties and permanent members of the Secu- 
rity Council”. ComMMANDER STASSEN said that he never wanted the 

United States to be excluded from the consultation concerning the 
transferral of authority to the Organization. Mr. Duties thought 
that even without specific reference to the United States in any way, 
this country would still have to be included in the consultation, because 
of its interest in this transferral of power resulting from the member- 
ship of the United States on the Security Council. Mr. Duxizs did 

not, however, want the United States “cut in” on the side which could 

block the transferral of power. CoMMANDER STASSEN agreed that the 
United States would be able to participate on these decisions, as a 
result of its membership on the Security Council. He wanted to 
insure, however, that the United States would be able to initiate such 
actions. Mr. Duties commented that under the earlier wording, a 
request for the transferral of powers could be initiated by the two 
parties to any regional agreement, and would require the approval 

of only three or four others on the Security Council; the new draft 
would merely add to the number of states whose approval would be 
required and would constitute an additional obstacle to turning over 
the necessary authority. ComMANDER STassEN declared that he did 
not think that Mr. Dulles’ interpretation was correct, but since there 
was some doubt, Commanprr SrassEn declared that he was willing 
to attempt wording that would clarify the situation. ComMaANDER 
STASsEN asked the Delegation to consider, as an example, what would 
have been the situation if the conflict in Syria and Lebanon had oc- 
curred instead in Italy. Commanprr Strassen declared that under 
such conditions, he would not want the United States to be cut out of 

the decisions that would be made. | 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy remarked that he was afraid that Mr. Dulles’ in- 

terpretation would not be accepted by the other four members of the 

Big Five. It had been clear in the discussions, he said, that the act 
of superseding the authority of the regional pacts would require the 
consent of the parties in the two categories, signatories and those 
having responsibility under Paragraph 2 of Chapter XII. Mr. Pas- 
voisKY declared that the Big Five would not accept consent by only 

two powers for the Security Council’s assuming these functions. The
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other four were of the opinion that the consent of the parties respon- 

sible under Chapter XII, Paragraph 2 would be necessary. Com- 
MANDER STASsEN asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky could tell the Delega- 
tion who the parties under Chapter XII would be. Mr. Pasvorsky 
replied that he did not know, and he explained that Chapter XII 
had been written as it was, because it would be impossible to give a 
clear picture of which powers would be responsible for enforcement 
action, and which powers would be willing to relinquish their special 
position as victors in the war and assume a position of equality with 
the enemy states. He pointed out further, as an example of what 
might result from the decisions of the United Nations that the Italian 

Advisory Commission ** had more than six members, but ComMANDER 
STASSEN interjected that the decision as to which states should be mem- 
bers of the Italian Advisory Commission had been made by two or 
three states. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that there was no way of telling 
what the situation might be after the war. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked if Commander Stassen would expand 
on a statement he had made earlier in the meeting concerning the ap- 
plication of this paragraph to Russia and Japan. Commanorr Sras- 
sEN replied that on the termination of the war Russia might interpret 
the word. “regional” as signifying arrangements made with respect to 
Japan, without ever having participated in the Pacific war. In this 
way, arrangements made by Russia concerning the prevention of 
future aggression by Japan might be interpreted as not being subject 
to the enforcement authority of the Security Council. 

Mr. Kane asked whether he was correct in understanding that if 
the change were adopted, the French would interpret the phraseology 
as requiring both the parties to regional pacts and those powers re- 
sponsible under Chapter XII, Paragraph 2 to join in the request for 
the Security Council to assume jurisdiction. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied 
that this request could be made by any nation. Upon receipt of 
such a request the Security Council would get in touch with the 
other powers whose consent was necessary and put pressure on all 

the parties concerned to agree to the transfer. Mr. Kane asked 
whether Mr. Pasvolsky did not think that this would require the 
consent of all the United Nations. Mr. Pasvotsxy proposed, as an 
example of what he meant, a situation where one nation raised the 
question of transferring the authority to the Security Council. The 
Security Council would then ask for the positions of all the other re- 

“The Allied Advisory Council for Italy was established in conjunction with 
the Allied Control Commission for Italy in accordance with an agreement reached 
at the Moscow Conference in October 1943; its membership included Great 
Britain, the United States, the Soviet Union, France, Greece, and Yugoslavia. 
The first meeting of the Council was held at Algiers on November 30, 1943. For 
documentation on this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vols. I and 1, index 

entries under Italy.
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sponsible powers, perhaps twenty or more. If they did not agree 
immediately, the Security Council could put pressure on them to join 
in the request. In the end there would be either abstention from the 
request by some of the responsible powers or all the responsible 
powers would join in presenting the request to the Security Council. 
A procedure similar to this, Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out, had arisen 
with respect to the evacuation of the Rhineland. Mr. Pasvoitsky 
thought that too much importance was being attached to the phrase- 
ology of the new paragraph, because in the final analysis the transfer 
of authority could not take place unless the responsible powers were 
willing. Mr. Armsrrone asked whether it would be possible for any 
state to stop this transfer, and Mr. Pasvoisxy declared that that de- 
pended on who took the responsibility for pressing for transfer. Mr. 
Armstrone thought that if the possibility were not excluded definitely 

in the language, it would be possible for one state to block the assump- 
tion:of jurisdiction by the Security Council. : | : 

iMr. Kane remarked that Mr. Pasvolsky had been holding the posi- 
tion that all the parties under Chapter XII, Paragraph 2 would have 
to join in the request’ for a transfer of authority to take place, in addi- 

tion to the signatories of a regional pact. Now, he thought that Mr. 
Pasvolsky was advancing a different interpretation. ComMANDER 
Strassen asked if Mr. Pasvolsky could enumerate the responsible par- 
ties. Mr. Pasvorsky declared that he could not answer this question, 
and he remarked that with respect to Germany, there was a distinctly 
open question as to who would have the responsibility of making the 
decision to readmit Germany into the society of nations on an equal 
basis. The responsibility for policing Germany at this time, Mr. 
Pasvoisky observed, resided in all the United Nations, with a few 
acting in their behalf. It was still an open question as to who would 
be responsible for the decision to remove the restrictions. <A treaty 
would have to be negotiated on this question.’ Mr. Pasvotsxy thought 
it would make no difference what language was written in the Char- 
ter, because it was clear that the Organization had no responsibility 
over enemy states—that responsibility resided in the victorious na- 
tions. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that all sorts of arrangements would 

be possible and that enforcement action against the enemy states 
would not fall under the jurisdiction of the Organization. How- 
ever, after the Organization takes over these functions, treaties 
granting freedom of action with respect to the enemy states would be 
inconsistent with the terms of the Charter. It was clear, he said, that 
the “until” clause appearing in the original Four Power, Amendment 
covered both classes of states, those parties to regional arrangements 
and responsible powers under Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. Mr. Pas- 
VoLsKY said that there was also no dispute over the fact that, even
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without this clause, it would be necessary for the responsible powers 
to agree before the Organization could take over enforcement respon- 
sibility with respect to the enemy nations. The French language and 
the new wording, Mr. Pasvoitsxy declared, said exactly the same 
thing. Mr. Pasvoitsxy suggested that, since Mr. Dulles and several 
other members of the Delegation had found it difficult to interpret 
this paragraph, interpretation should be left controversial and should 
be left for future settlement. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that the Dele- 
gation should accept the simple changes in the new draft under which 
the United States would be protected on both sides of the picture. 

SENATOR CONNALLY observed that this paragraph gave unusual 
powers to the parties to regional arrangements. Senator CONNALLY 
asked whether it was thought that a majority of the forty-nine na- 
tions would be necessary for the assumption of controlling responsi- 
bility by the Security Council. Mr. Duties thought that unanimity 
of the United Nations might be necessary. Mr. Pasvorsxy observed 
that the requirement could be interpreted in a number of ways. Mr. 
PasvotsKy thought that nothing would be gained by accepting lan- 
guage which would limit the requirement to the “request” of the par- 
ties to regional arrangements, because of the fact that none of the 
major powers. would interpret such language as meaning that the 
consent of the parties was all that would be necessary. Mr. Pasvor- 
sky remarked that under this arrangement, any state could raise the 
question of transferring these powers to the Security Council. Sen- 
ATOR ConNALLY thought that if the consent of all the United Nations 
should be necessary, it would be just as well to throw out the entire 
Charter, because the United Nations would never be able to control 
the powers exercised under the regional arrangements. Mr. Dunixs 
observed that the French text referred only. to the signatories to re- 

gional arrangements. Jlermination of. these agreements could be 
brought about by the consent of the two parties. The new wording, 
he thought, would make possible the participation of all the United 
Nations in the decision to terminate a regional pact. 

_ Mr. Pasvortsxy declared that the new wording only expanded on 
what was already implicit in Chapter XII. The question at issue 
was not to terminate the treaties, but to end the right. to act without 
the approval of the Security Council. This power would no longer 
reside in the parties to a regional arrangement, once the Organization 
assumed jurisdiction. Mr. Pasvonsky declared that the Organiza- 
tion could not assume this jurisdiction against the protest of the re- 
sponsible parties under Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. Mr. Duxxzs 
thought that Chapter XII, Paragraph 2 referred to the surrender 
terms only, and therefore did not require the consent of the parties 
thereto to the assumption by the Security Council of the functions
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under consideration in Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. Mr. 
Pasvoutsxy declared that the responsible powers under Chapter XII, 
“were in” and he remarked that the French, Russians and British 

agreed that they “were in”. | oe 
Mr. Hackxworru thought that the Delegation. was “talking in a 

circle”. He referred the Delegation to Chapter XII, Paragraph 2. 
He asked who had the responsibility for policing Germany and re- 
plied that this function resided in three powers. SENATOR CONNALLY 
interposed that these three powers were acting in behalf of the United 
Nations, but Mr. Hackworru said that the United States, Russia, 
and the United Kingdom had a direct responsibility with respect to 
enforcement action against Germany. These three powers, Mr. 
Hackwortu declared, could give up their responsibility whenever 
they were ready to do so. However, there were also regional ar- 
rangements for enforcement action against the enemy states. The 
problem was then a double-barrelled one, and Mr. Hackwortu 
thought that both sides could block the assumption of jurisdiction by 
the Security Council. Apsrrat Hepsurn voiced his agreement with 
Mr. Hackworth’s interpretation. Mr. Hackwortu thought it was 
unfortunate that the bilateral agreements had been legalized in the 
Charter. ComMMANDER STASSEN again agreed to this and thought that 
there was nothing that could be done about that situation. oo 

Mr. Kane remarked that he had a somewhat: different interpreta- 
tion of paragraph 2 than that of Mr. Pasvolsky. Mr. Kane thought 
that the words “pursuant to Chapter XII, paragraph 2” had been 
included in order to indicate a slight expansion of Chapter XII, para- 
graph 2 to,add to the functions authorized thereunder. In addition 
to this reference in the Chapter under consideration there might also 
be bilateral regional arrangements. Chapter XII, paragraph 2, Mr. 
Kane declared, contemplated occupation of enemy territories by the 
powers in whom that responsibility should be vested. This function 
would not fall within the compass of the General International Orga- 
nization and none knew how long it would last. 

Mr. KAneE went on to declare that when the Four Power amend- 

ments had been adopted on May.3, it-had been understood that the 

amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2 would enlarge 
the area under which the individual nations could act without the 
authorization of the Security Council. This, Mr. Kane thought, gave 
to these states an undesirably wide freedom of action which had, 
however, been politically necessary. Mr. Kane submitted that the 
only way in which the United States could participate in European 
affairs was through the operation of the Security Council. Mr. Kane 
thought that the Delegation must attempt to increase the possibility 
of the United States’ participating in enforcement action in Europe.
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However, the effect of the new language, in Mr. Kanr’s opinion, was 
to reduce this possibility, inasmuch as it seemed to make necessary 
consent by more nations to the transferral of authority over enforce- 
ment measures against the enemy states to the Security Council. In 
this respect, he agreed with the opinion advanced by Mr. Dulles. As 
a result of the additional consents necessary, Mr. Kane thought that 
the freedom of individual action might be extended beyond the actual 
occupation period.. There were two ways, Mr. Kane thought, in 
which the United States could use its influence to keep the situation 
open, by occupation of enemy territory under Chapter XII, para- 
graph 2 and by its membership on the Security Council. Mr. Kang 
declared that the military advisers of the Delegation would have to 
view seriously this interpretation which might have the effect of post- 
poning indefinitely participation of the United States in enforcement 
action in Europe. | 

Mr. Pasvoisky declared that he would have to say something in 
reply to Mr. Kane’s statement. There never was, Mr. PasvotsKy 
said, any other interpretation. The present wording, he said, was 
not important because Chapter XII had been clearly interpreted at 
Dumbarton Oaks. It had been understood that Chapter XII referred, 
in addition to: enforcement measures during the actual occupation 
period, to the act of bringing Germany into the family of nations. 
No other interpretation was possible in Mr. Pasvolsky’s view. Mr. 
KANn® asked whether formal authority would be necessary, under 
Chapter XII, paragraph 2, for the transferral of the functions in- 
volved therein to the Security Council. Mr. Pasvousry declared that 
such authorization was necessary and that the willingness of the Secu- 
rity Council to accept this responsibility would also be required. Mr. 
KANE remarked that under this arrangement, even if the occupation 
were to end in a short time, it might take years for the responsible 
powers to work out the necessary agreement for bringing Germany 
under authority of the Security Council. Mr. Dunn remarked that 
such an agreement might never be worked out and Mr. Pasvousxy 
agreed, declaring that the responsible powers might not be willing 
to take the chance of further German aggression. Mr. DuNN re- 
marked that he was unable to see the basis for Mr. Kane’s interpre- 

tation that only military occupation was referred to under 
Chapter XII. : 

CoMMANDER STASSEN urged that the Delegation consider a specific 
example of what might be a possible situation in the future. Suppose, 
he declared, the problem of Trieste were to arise after the occupation 
period were ended. Could Yugoslavia, asked ComMANDER STASSEN, 
block action by the Security Council? Mr. Pasvoisxy declared that 
Yugoslavia could take such a step but that the Security Council would
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have no business to act anyway. ComMMANDER Strassen thought that 
since such a serious issue was involved no change of any nature should 
be made in the Charter. Mr. PasvouisKy observed that the Security 

Council was not charged with the responsibility of keeping down 
the enemy states. If the responsible powers should fail to fulfill 
their responsibilities then the Security Council would have power 
to act. ComMaANDER Strassen asked whether the Security Council 
could block action by the responsible powers and Mr. Pasvotsky 
replied that the Security Council could not block such action in the 
first instance. CoMMANDER SrasseEN asked whether this would be 
an all-inclusive situation that the Security Council could not block 
action by the responsible governments with respect to enemy states. 
Mr. Dunn replied that Chapter XII authorized such action and that 
the Security Council could not prevent action by the responsible 
powers. It was pointed out, however, that the Security Council was 
always empowered to act in a case where peace was endangered. In 
this way, the Security. Council, although it could not stop action in 
the first instance, could intervene if it became apparent: that a dan- 
gerous situation was being developed. 

Mr. Duties remarked that he was in favor of standing on the orig- 
inal four-power amendment without makimg any concessions to 
France. Mr. Duuuxs pointed out that the need for meeting the 
French demands was less pressing at that time than it had been three 
or four days previously, as a result of the political situation with 

respect to Syria and Lebanon. Mr. Duties thought that he would 
agree to the substitution of the word “request” for “consent” but 
he said that he was opposed to rewriting the paragraph because of 
the numerous complications. Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that there was 
a complication involved in the original wording that the Delegation 
had not considered. The words “states concerned”, Mr. Pasvotsky 
submitted, could be interpreted as including the enemy states. 

Mr. Hackworts thought that under the later drafts the Security 
Council could take action. However, the Council could not preclude 
the responsible states from acting under the regional arrangements. 

Mr. Dunn declared that this was correct and that if the respon- 
sible powers fulfilled their responsibility adequately it would not be 
necessary for the Security Council to act. Mr. Dunn declared that 
he wanted to inject a political note into this discussion. He agreed 

with Mr. Dulles that the United States was not in the same position 
with respect to France as this Government had been prior to the erup- 
tion of the dangerous situation in Syria and Lebanon. Mr. Dunn 
declared that he could no longer see any need for making a concession 

723-681—67-——70
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to France, although he would favor changing the word “consent” to 
“request”. . | 

SENATOR ConNALLY asked whether the Delegation agreed to stand 
on the four-power amendment with the possible change of one word. 
Dean GILpERSLEEVE and COMMANDER STASSEN were in favor of this 

position, but Senator Connatty thought that since no other members 
of the Delegation were present at that time the matter should be 
postponed for lack of a majority. Mr. Sanpirer submitted that Sen- 
ator Vandenberg had expressed his approval of the position under 
dissension [discussion?] several times in the meetings of the Delega- 
tion and Senator ConNnALLy agreed that a majority vote had been 
achieved. 

Mr. Hackworts thought that Chapter XII paragraph 2 might 
be amended to clarify the situation with respect to which states would 
be responsible for enforcement action against enemy states by the 
inclusion of the word “primary” before “responsibility” in para- 
graph 2. Commanprer Strassen however urged that the language 
not be changed because to put. in language now would subject the 
paragraph to varying interpretation at a later date. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
thought that the Delegation had made a mistake in taking the position 
it did, although he agreed to go along with the Delegation. Mr. 
Pasvoitsky thought that the wording would be ambiguous whichever 
draft would be adopted, and declared that under all the drafts there 
was room for all sorts of interpretations. Senator ConNALLY asked 
whether France had agreed to the four-power wording and Mr. Dunn 
replied that the French had not agreed. : Mr. Dunn asked whether 
there was any possibility of the Delegation reaching unanimity on 
the March 23 draft, submitted by the French. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied 
that such unanimity was impossible. Mr. Sanprrer remarked that 
the position the Delegation had just taken would probably involve 
delay in gaining Russian acceptance for.returning to the old wording. 

_ ApmirAL Hepsurn remarked that the words “provided for” before 
‘“oursuant to Chapter XII, paragraph 2” were out of place in Chapter 
VIII, Section C, paragraph 2 because of the fact that Chapter XII, 
paragraph 2 did not really provide for anything. ComMANDER 
Strassen thought that this was not a matter of great significance. Mr. 
Pasvousky said that there was nothing on this matter that could 
be discussed in the Subcommittee of Five and he thought that the 
matter would have to be taken up further by the Delegation. Mr. 
Dunn remarked that Senator Vandenberg would be “on the spot” 
in Committee III/3 because of the further delay involved. He asked 
whether the Subcommittee of Five had agreed to the use of the word 
“request”. Mr. Pasvortsky declared that Russia had not agreed to 
this substitution in the original four-power amendment. Russian
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agreement had been only to the French draft of May 23.3% Com- 
MANDER STASSEN remarked that there was not much chance of France 
being granted much freedom of action as a result of the recent devel- 
opments in Syria. . 

' Preparatory COMMISSION so 

Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that he had nothing much to offer on the 
subject of the “preparatory commission”. The discussion of this 
matter had been begun in the Subcommittee of Five and that body was 
engaged in assimilating the various drafts submitted. Mr. Pasvotsky 
declared that he would have a report on this matter for the Delega- 
tion in the near future. | | 

| Cuaprer V, Section B, Paracraru 8 | 

Mr. Sanvirer urged that consideration of the approved draft of 

Chapter V, Section B, Paragraph 8 be held over until such time as 
Senator Vandenberg could be present for the discussion. [At this 
point 11:15 a. m., Mr. Pasvolsky left the meeting.]** Mr. Dunn 
urged: that this matter would have to be settled some time and pre- 
sented to the Delegation the draft of this paragraph which had been 
approved by Committee II/2, US Doc Und 53,* which read as follows: 

“8. The General Assembly should receive and consider annual and 
special reports from the Security Council; such reports should include 
an account of the measures which the Security Council, has adopted 
or applied to maintain international peace and security. ,. |. 

“Subject to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Section, the 
General Assembly should be empowered: 

“q) to approve or disapprove in. .whole or in part any report 
from the Security Council and to make any recommendations 

_or observations thereon; oe | 
—  “5) to submit recommendations to the 'Security Council with 

a view to ensuring complete observance of the duties of.the Se- 
curity Council inherent in its responsibility to maintain inter- 

_ national peace and security. | os . 

“The General Assembly should receive and consider reports from 
the other bodies of the Organization and may make any recommen- 
dations or observations thereon.” | 

Mr. Hackwortn asked which members of the Delegation were in 
favor of the draft as it read. Mr. Sanpirer remarked that this draft 
had been approved by Committee II/2 but that the Russians had 
objected to this strengthening of the Assembly in relation to the 
Security Council. Mr. Hackxworrn thought that a very serious 

*° See minutes of the tenth Five-Power meeting, May 29, 11 a. m., p. 968. 
*“ Brackets appear in the original. 
* Doc. 677, II1/2/B/9, May 29, and Doc. 707, II/2/36, May 31, UNCIO Docu- 

ments, vol. 9, pp. 416 and 115, respectively.
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question was raised by this draft. He asked what would happen if 
the General Assembly should disapprove the report submitted to it 
by the Security Council under part (a) of the paragraph. Mr. Dunn 
remarked that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals gave to the Security 

Council “a primary responsibility for maintaining peace” and Mr. 
Dunw did not think that this draft paragraph was consistent with 
this principle of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Mr. ArmsTRone 
asked what nations had favored this draft and where it had originated. 
Mr. Sanpirer replied that the paragraph had been passed by Com- 
mittee II/2 with only the USSR and the two Soviet Republics dis- 
senting. The United States, he declared, had voted for the draft. 
The Russians, Mr. Sanpirer declared, had objected particularly to 
part (0) of the draft paragraph. Several members of the Delegation 
agreed that this section was rather blatant aspersion upon the com- 
petence of the Security Council. Mr. Dunn repeated that this para- 
graph was not consistent with the conception of primary responsibility 
of the Security Council. Mr. Sanprrer thought that there were two 
possibilities as to the course of action which the Delegation might 
adopt. Committee II/2 could be asked to reconsider the question 
or it could be referred to the Steering Committee. Mr. Dunn asked 
whether this Government could legally reopen the matter in view 
of the fact that the United States had voted for the new paragraph. 
Mr. SANpDIFER remarked that that was the reason why he had thought 
Senator Vandenberg should be present when this paragraph was 
discussed. — 7 | a | 

Mr. Hacxworru declared that he was in favor of dropping parts 
(a) and (0) of the draft paragraph and leaving only the first and 
last sentence. Mr. Sanprrer declared that he had with him a rough 
draft of a substitute paragraph which had been prepared by Mr. 
Cordier, one of the Technical Experts on the Delegation. Mr. Sannpt- 
FER said that he had hesitated to present this draft without Senator 
Vandenberg being present. The new wording, to be substituted for 
part (6), would read as follows: 

“6) to submit recommendations to the Security Council designed 
to facilitate observance of the duties of the Security Council inherent 
in its responsibility to maintain international peace and security.” 

SENATOR ConNALLY declared that this paragraph gave to the Gen- 
eral Assembly the power to “cut up” anything which the Security 
Council might do. Mr. Armsrrone remarked that the Russians were 
suspicious of the United States for having voted in favor of this pro- 
posal. Mr. Hackwortu suggested that the question be taken under 
advisement by the Steering Committee and that the United States 
should recommend the elimination of parts (a) and (6). Mr. Hacg- 
WORTH said that there were no objections to the first paragraph of the
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draft and the last three lines. SrenATOR ConnaLty declared, how- 
ever, that there was no quorum and remarked further that Senator 
Vandenberg who was not present was the United States Delegate on 
II/2. Mr. Hackworru suggested that a recommendation be pre- 
pared by those members of the Delegation who were present for Sen- 
ator Vandenberg’s approval. Mr. Hacxworts thought that the 
recommendation to be submitted to Senator Vandenberg should sug- 
gest referral of the question to the Steering Committee and should 
recommend that all except the first and last paragraphs be eliminated. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE asked why Senator Vandenberg had voted for 
the acceptance of this draft. Mr. Sanprrer thought that Senator 

Vandenberg had voted in answer to questions raised by some of the 
other Delegations. The implications of the draft had not been clearly 
apparent in that form. Muss Fospicx declared, however, that Sen- 
ator Vandenberg had voted for the draft in this form. SznarTor 
Connatxy declared that the draft had not been approved in the Dele- 
gation and thought that Senator Vandenberg should be advised of 
the decision of those members of the Delegation who were present. 

Mr. Armstrone thought that a compromise might be achieved by 
cutting off the first half of part (a) and omitting all of part (>). In 
this way the General Assembly would be empowered to make “rec- 
ommendations and observations”. Mr. Dunn remarked that the As- 
sembly could take such action now under the last paragraph of the 
draft but Miss Fospicx pointed out that the last paragraph referred 
to other bodies of the Organization. Mr. Kane asked whether it 
was not inherent in the Dumbarton Oaks proposals that the General 
Assembly could make recommendations or observations on any situa- 
tion it desired. Mr. Sanpirer replied that the General Assembly 
could make recommendations on any matter except a dispute being 
dealt with by the Security Council. . 

Mr. Dunn pointed out that the time was approaching when the 
Delegation would try to find out what the intentions of the USSR 
were with respect to a number of open questions. The Russians had 
contended that the United States’ support for this paragraph was 
contrary to the agreement among the Big Four. If any change were 
to be made it would be necessary to consult with the other major 
powers. Mr. Armstrone agreed that no proposal should be made 
that was not agreed upon by the other large powers. SENaToR Con- 
NALLY declared that the recommendation of those members of the 
Delegation who were present would be turned over to Senator Van- 
denberg as an “advisement”. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

CoMMANDER STAssEN reported that the Big Five were close to reach- 
ing agreement on the outstanding issues. He remarked that there 
were three points which would require consideration.
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The Egyptians had proposed the addition of the words “or states” 
to paragraph 6 of Section B of the working paper.**. This addition 
would make possible the designation of more than one state as trustees 
for any specific territory. CommaNnprER SrassEen declared that this 
was not desirable but he thought it was not worth fighting if the other 
major powers agreed to. it. ComMANDER SrassEN declared that he 
would vote against the addition of these words if any other member 
of the Big Five was opposed to it; however, if all the other powers 
were agreed he would vote for it. ComMANDER SrassEN thought that 
the United States was protected by the fact that the designation of 
administering authorities would take place by means of future trus- 
teeship arrangements to which the United States would have to be a 
party. Inany event, ComMANDER StassEN declared, he was not going 
to speak one way or the other. 

CoMMANDER STASssEN reported that paragraph 5 had been accepted 
by Committee II/4 with the proviso that the Iraqi Delegation should 
be given a chance to propose an amendment.’ The Iraqi Delegate 
expressed the fear that this paragraph would freeze the status of all 
territories to be placed under trusteeship forever. ComMMANDER STAs- 
SEN pointed out to the Iraqis that the agreements by which territories 
would be placed under trusteeship would supersede the status quo 
under paragraph 5. Paragraph 5 had included a phrase maintaining 
“the terms of any mandate” for the interim period until the trustee- 
ship arrangements can come into effect, but the Egyptians had been 
afraid to accept a wording to which they had never agreed before. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN presented to the Delegation a new wording 

which had been prepared to meet the desires of the Arab Delegates 
as follows: 

“5. Until such time as territories are placed under trusteeship by 
subsequent individual agreements made under paragraphs 3, 4 and 6 
and except as may be provided in such subsequent agreements, nothing 
in this Chapter should be construed in and of itself to increase or 
diminish, prolong or terminate or alter in any manner the rights 
whatsoever of any state or any peoples.” | 

CoMMANDER STASSEN expressed the opinion that this new wording 
had exactly the same significance as the previous phraseology but that 
it made clear that the subsequent agreements were controlling. Mr. 
Kane declared that he did not want to create any unnecessary difficulty 
as far as the new phraseology was concerned. He said that para- 
graph 5 could very well be omitted. CommaNver Srassen declared 
that he would take the liberty of “throwing” Senator Byrd at Mr. 
Kane. ComMMANDER STASSEN declared that this paragraph had been 

* Doc. 712, 11/4/30, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 499. 
" Doc. 580, II/4/24, May 26, ibid., pp. 486-487.
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drafted after a talk with. Senator Byrd and his committee. Mr. 
Kane admitted that technically this paragraph would not change any 
rights. He went on to say that the language of the working paper 
had been completely acceptable. However, Mr. Kanu thought that 
under the new phraseology which turned the paragraph around to 
say “until such time as territories are placed under trusteeship . . .” 
a moral commitment to place under trusteeship territories falling 
under categories (a) and (6) of paragraph 8 might be implied. The 
“until” clause seemed to give the implication that all territories under 
categories (a) and (0) of paragraph 3 must be submitted to the trustee- 
ship mechanism. However, the agreement at Yalta had made no 
commitment concerning any specific territory. It was apparent, he 
said, in listening to the speeches made by the Russian Delegates and 
several others, that these nations looked on the two categories of ter- 
ritories as the first which would come up for consideration for in- 
clusion under the trusteeship machinery. Mr. Kane thought that 
the language which was used in the Chapter should not provide any 
peg on which a specific obligation could be hung. Mr. Kane was fear- 

ful of the use of the “until” clause. 
ApmiraL Hepsurn thought that the difficulty might be obviated 

by using the singular, “any territory is placed”, in place of “terri- 
tories are placed”. ComMaANDER Strassen thought that this was an 
acceptable solution and explained that he did not want any unneces- 
sary implications and so had used the word “territories” instead of 
“mandates”. . 

Mr. Kane remarked that there seemed to be the impression among 
some of the Delegates that there would be no consideration of the two 
categories of territories outlined in paragraph 3 unless there was an 
intention of placing them under the trusteeship system. SENATOR 
Byrp had asked how it would be possible to avoid a moral commit- 
ment if mention was made of the categories which might be considered 
for inclusion under the trusteeship system. SrNnatTor Byrp had been 
insistent that every effort be made to avoid any such commitment. 

Dr. Bowman remarked that he was in favor of the suggestion made 
previously by Admiral Hepburn that the singular of “territory” be 
used as well as the substitution of the word “may be” for “is”. Dr. 
Bowman thought that “is” would make for rigidity. CommaNnpER 
STASSEN replied that the use of “may be” would raise a Russian objec- 
tion that there was the implication that some territories might never 
be placed under trusteeship. Senator ConnaLiy asked how the sub- 
sequent agreements referred to would be concluded among the in- 
terested parties. Senator ConnaLiy asked what would happen if 
the interested parties were unable to agree. Under such a situation 
Senator Connatiy asked whether the power which was in possession
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at the time would maintain its possession. COMMANDER STASSEN re- 
plied‘in the affirmative and Sznaror ConNat_y asked again whether, 
if an agreement could not be concluded, would the power in possession 
at the time continue to “set”. CommanprER Strassen replied in the 
affirmative again. 

Mr. Kane remarked that he did not want to create a situation 

whereby the United States would be morally in the wrong in main- 
taining its possession of any territory. Senator CoNNALLY declared 
that although he agreed with this sentiment, he wanted to maintain 
control of the islands. Mr. Kane declared that he was interested in 
making it easy for the United States not to accept the moral commit- 
ment. Mr. Stevenson thought that the paragraph might be turned 
around again with the omission of the “until” clause. Mr. Dunn 

remarked that the words “may be” appeared in paragraph 3 and he 
could see no objection to the inclusion of this phraseology in para- 
graph 5. Mr. Dunn pointed out that there was a possibility that a 
conflict might develop with respect to the interpretation of the time 
sequence in view of the fact that the word “time” appeared followed 
shortly thereafter by “subsequent individual agreements”. He 
thought some reference of the order of “subsequent to the adoption of 
this Charter” would clarify the situation. Mr. Kans proposed that 
the paragraph be started with the word “accept” and should include 
the expanded, explanatory wording. Mr. Kane asked whether Com- 
mander Stassen thought the Arabs would accept that. ComMaNDER 
Stassen replied that he did not know. Mr. Kane remarked that 
Lord Cranborne had a valid point when he had differentiated between 
the word “status” and the word “rights”. The word “rights” as it 
appeared in the new draft was not entirely satisfactory to Mr. Kane, 
but the chief difficulty was the “until” clause. Senator ConNALLY 
asked what the exact difficulty was. Commanper Strassen declared 
that there was objection chiefly on the part of the Russians that the 
wording of this paragraph might continue the existing status inter- 
minably. The Arabs had expressed the fear that the wording might 
expand the situation to which they were opposed. ComMMANDER STAS- 
SEN expressed the view that if the Delegation wanted he could main- 

tain the present wording by voting down the opposition groups. 
Mr. Kane thought that there was no harm in offering the Arabs the 
explanatory wording in the second part of the paragraph. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN asked Mr. Kane whether he would be satisfied by 

the substitution of the words “may be” for “are”. Mr. Kane declared 
that he was still not satisfied with the “until” clause. ComMaNDER 
STASSEN declared that he would be willing to reiterate in public state- 
ments that nothing specific was intended by the present wording. 
Mr. Kane expressed his agreement with this course of action but he
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declared that he was still afraid of the implications of the clause 

under discussion. .COMMANDER Strassen declared that, in view of 
the difficulties, he would not close the discussion in Committee I1/4 

that afternoon. This would give the Delegation more time to study 
it. Mr. HackwortH asked whether the double reference to time might 
not cause difficulty. CommaNnpser Strassen replied this might prove 
to be an obstacle but he declared no vote would be taken on the para- 
graph that day and the Delegation could study it over night. 

The third problem with respect to the Trusteeship Chapter arose 
in paragraph b, 2. ‘The words “self determination” suggested by the 

Russians had proved objectionable to the British and French. They 
had countered with the proposal that the words “in accord with the 
freely expressed will of the people” be adopted. Senator CoNNALLY 
thought that either wording would weaken the position of the United 

States, but Commanprr Strassen thought that this country was pro- 
tected adequately by the reference to the trusteeship arrangements. 
CoMMANDER SrassENn declared that he would recommend getting the 
British and French to accept any wording which would suit the Rus- 
sians. SENATOR ConNALLY thought that to accept “the principle of 
self determination” in any form would be to invite trouble. ApMIRAL 
Hzrsurn remarked that the Chinese had proposed an acceptable solu- 
tion that “self determination” be established on an equal basis with 
independent and self-govérnment as a third alternative. oS 
CoMMANDER Stassen thought that he was faced with a situation 

where the Soviet Delegation had been given alternative wordings be- 
yond which they would not have power to go. COMMANDER STASSEN 
thought that it would be necessary to accept some of the Russian 
language. The United States could not really place itself in a posi- 
tion of denying the principle of “self determination”, but that should 
not be the primary consideration. ComMMANDER Strassen thought it 
would be necessary to hedge it in. Senaror Connatiy thought that 
the Delegation was agreed with Commander Stassen’s position pro- 
viding that ComMMANDER STASSEN was certain that it would be neces- 
sary. COMMANDER STassEN replied that in his view it was essential 
to accept some modification in order to gain acceptance for the 
paragraph. 

Mr. Dunn asked a procedural question. He asked whether the 
Russians had consulted with the other major powers before submitting 
their last proposal.*®° Commanper StTassEn replied that they had, and 
that he had made certain to “nail down” the obligation to consult 
among the Big Five. . ; 

Mr. Tavssic reopened discussion of paragraph 5 and suggested that 

an attempt be made to return to the original wording “except as may 

*® See minutes of the May 29 meeting of the United States delegation, p. 954.
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be agreed upon...” Mr. Taussie asked whether there was any 
indication of opposition to this wording. ComMANDER STAssEN de- 
clared that it had been urged in Committee II/4 that this beginning 
did not have enough force to overcome the later wording and thus 
had the-implication of freezing the existing situation. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11: 52 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 61 

Minutes of the Siaty-First Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Friday, Jume 1, 1945, 6: 04 p.m 

{Informal Notes] | a, 

[Here follows list of names of persons (31) present at meeting. | 
In the absence of the Secretary, Senator Connally called the meeting 

toorder at 6:04p.m. ||: | yo - 

Postrion on Important OPEN QUESTIONS | - . 

Mr. Sanpirer reported to the Delegation that he had prepared, with 
the assistance of other members of the Staff, a paper, Position on Im- 
portant Open Questions, US Gen 209,*: for the consideration and 
approval of the Delegation. Mr. Sanpirer then read the document 
to the Delegation. 

a. Voting | 

Mr. Duuuzs asked whether it was proposed to circulate this docu- 
ment among the other Delegations. Mr. Sanpirer replied that this 
paper was merely for the use of the Delegation and Mr. Dunn added 
that the paper was drafted for the purpose of making it possible 
for the Secretary to state the position of the Delegation on the issues 
to be considered by the Big Five. The Delegation was agreed that 
exact phraseology should not be an important consideration with 
respect to this document because it was not to be circulated and would 
merely aid in the negotiation among the big powers. 

Mr. SANDIFER remarked that point (2) under Section (a) of the first 
item on voting had been established as the position of this Delegation 

in one of the three papers which were to constitute the jomt Four 
Power statement on interpretation of the Yalta voting formula. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom thought that the words “any situation which 
may lead to international friction or give rise to a dispute” were very 
broad, but Concressman Bioom agreed with the other members of 
the Delegation that this was as it should be. 

* Not printed.
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Mr. Duties remarked with respect to point (3) under part (a) 
of the section on voting that the Russians construed. the authority 
granted in Chapter XI, paragraph 3 for the convocation of the Con- 
ference for review of the Charter to be a power that could be used only 
once. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the four items which were 
listed under Section A: questions under Section D, Chapter VI; 
discussion or consideration of any dispute or any situation which 
may lead to international friction or give rise to a dispute; convoca- 
tion of a conference for review of the Charter; and the election of 
judges, were the only items which were to be decided by a procedural 
vote of the Security Council. Mr. Dunn remarked that it was up to 
the Delegation to decide at that time whether it had any additions 
to make to this list. Mr. Sanpirer remarked that these items had 
been agreed to in Mr. Pasvolsky’s Subcommittee of the Big Five, 
but Mr. Dunn replied that this was merely the position of the United 
States Delegation and had not been agreed upon in the five power 
group. Actually, Mr. Dunw declared, it had not been agreed in the 
Subcommittee that point (4), election of judges, should. take place by 
a procedural vote and Miss Fospick added that point (2), a discus- 
sion on consideration of any dispute or any situation that might lead 
to an international dispute, had, likewise, not been agreed upon. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked whether he was right in understand- 
ing that any items which were not listed:in this draft as being subject 
to a procedural vote on the Security Council were to be considered 
as being excluded for this category. Mr. Dunn thought that the 
Delegation would have to assume that this was the case. Mr. SANDIFER 
declared, however, that the list he had presented was not intended 
to be all-inclusive because he had not had the time to investigate the 
matter thoroughly and also because these four points were the very 
ones on which the Delegation had reached agreement. Mr. DuNN 
asked Mr. Sandifer whether the latter knew of any other items which 
should be considered by procedural vote. Mr. Sanprrer replied that 
he had not examined the matter too closely and was not able to say 
whether the list was actually complete. Commanper STassEN agreed 
that the approval of the judges of the World Court should not be by 
the unanimous vote of the Big Five. He also thought that the Secre- 
tary-General and the five Deputy Secretaries-General should sim- 
ilarly be approved by procedural vote. Mr. Sanpirer declared that he 
had only reported to the Delegation on those matters which had 
already been decided. Mr. Sanpirer thought that since there was 
doubt as to the inclusiveness of the list it would be advisable to end 
Part A after the word “vote” so that this section would read as 
follows: “(a) that the Charter should specify those questions on
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which the Council would act by procedural vote.” ConaressmMAN 
Bioom thought, however, the word “including” which followed the 
word “vote” in the original draft made possible the addition of fur- 
ther categories as it became desirable. Mr. SanprFer reiterated that 
this list was by no means comprehensive and it had not been intended 
as a.comprehensive listing of matters which should be considered by 
procedural vote. Mr. Sanprrer said he would not favor listing any 
categories at all unless there were added to the list all the additional 
categories of questions which should be considered by procedural 
vote. SENATOR VANDENBERG agreed with Mr. Sandifer and added 
that it was the only safe course. Mr. Jonson suggested that the 
Delegation adopt Mr. Sandifer’s suggestion that Part A be concluded 
after the word “vote”. Mr. Jounson thought that the Delegation 
could then add a new section B which would state that questions on 
which the Council would. act by procedural vote would “include” 
the four categories then specified in Part A. : 

SENATOR CONNALLY remarked that he seemed to recall Mr. Pasvol- 
sky having had a list of.eleven items which should be considered by 
procedural vote. Mr. Duties thought that a number of these items 
were included under point (1) of the present draft, “questions under 

Section D”, Chapter VI. Srnator Connatiy urged that if it was 
intended to specify some of the categories of questions which would 
be decided by a procedural vote it would be necessary to specify all 
such categories or the unspecified class of questions would auto- 
matically fall into-the bracket of questions which were to be decided 
by a nonprocedural vote. Senator VANDENBERG thought that the 
difficulty could be resolved by using the words “such as” in place of 
“including”. Mr. Duxies urged that there was no need for a great 
deal of discussion on the phraseology of this paper because it was 
only for the use of the Delegation. : a 
CoMMANDER SrAssEN submitted that the question of calling a spe- 

cial meeting of the General Assembly should be decided by proce- 
dural vote. Senator Connatiy remarked that all members of the 
Delegation should submit any suggestions they had for the inclusion 
of any category in the group of questions which would be decided by 
procedural vote to Mr. Pasvolsky to incorporate in the Four Power 
amendment. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom remarked that Part (B) of this section on 
voting arrangements made provision for the addition of other pro- 
cedural matters to the list.. Spnaror ConNaLuy urged that if the 
Delegation was so minded it could adopt this statement of its position 
without specifying any categories whatsoever. However, SENATOR 
ConNALLY declared if some categories were specified all others would 
be excluded. Mr. Sanpirer thought that it would be impossible be-
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cause of practical considerations to incorporate all possible categories 
of decisions which should be procedural at that time. He thought 
that the choice before the Delegation was the use of wording of the 
order of “such as” or the avoidance of any specification whatsoever. 
Mr. RocKEFre.LerR remarked that from the standpoint of the smaller 
nations it would be easier to gain acceptance for the Yalta formula 
if there were the appearance of numerous acceptances [exceptions | 
to the veto power. RepresENTATIVE Bioom thought that the Delega- 
tion should attempt to get a list from the other four Powers of the 
items which they wished to include as being subject to procedural 
vote. [At this time, 6:25 p. m., Secretary Stettintus arrived at the 
meeting]. Mr. Armstrong replied to Representative Bloom’s sug- 

gestion that a list achieved in such a way would be a list of items 
agreed upon by the five Powers and would not be a statement of thé 
United States position. Commanpbrr Strassen said he thought that 
the four items listed in the present draft should be retained but that 
it should be made clear that these were not the only items which might 
fall in the procedural category. Mr. Jounson thought that it would 
be best to end the sentence with the word “vote” and then add a new 
sentence, “These should, in any case, include. . .” 

Mr. Sanpirer remarked that the decision as to the convocation of 
a special meeting of the General Assembly should also be included 
in the category of the questions decided by procedural vote. The 
position of the Delegation on the election of the: Deputy Secretaries- 
General was stated elsewhere in this paper, Mr: Sanprrer said, and 
need not be considered in the present section on voting arrangements. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG urged that since the list could not be com- 
pleted it would be best to specify that the items in the list were ex- 
amples of the type of question which would be considered by pro- 
cedural vote. SEcrEeTARY STETTINIvs urged that the most important 
need, in his mind, was that there be established a United States posi- 
tion on the open items. SENATOR CoNNALLY reported to the Secre- 

tary that the Delegation had been reviewing the United States 
position on matters which should be decided by procedural vote. The 
Delegation, he declared, had been considering whether the draft be- 
fore it specified in enough detail those questions which should -be 
considered by a non-unanimous vote of the Big Five. Mr. Duties 
declared that the Delegation would be unable to close the list of items 
under this category that evening. Senator Connaty declared ‘if 
agreement among the Big Five were achieved on point (2), “discus- 
sion and consideration of any dispute . . .”, a great deal would have 
been achieved. He thought that it would be important for the Dele- 
gation to achieve a clear and complete agreement on this matter but 

“” Brackets appear in the original. a |
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he urged that it would be impossible for the Delegation to establish 
a comprehensive list at that time. CoMMANDER StassEn thought that 
the Delegation might present two lists of items, those which were pro- 
cedural in nature and those which were substantive in nature. There 
should also be, CommMANDER STAssEN thought, a statement that the 
decision as to all other items should be made by a majority vote of 
seven including the five permanent members of the Security Council. 
Mr. Sanpirer declared that he favored Mr. Johnson’s suggestion for 
the incorporation of the words “in any event”. Mr. Dunn thought 
that it was important to remember that the Russians were sometimes 
difficult to deal with on these matters and that agreement was not 
going to be achieved on this matter unless the entire.question was 
considered at the same time. Representative Bioom thought that 
there should be obtained from each Delegation a statement of the 
items which it thought should be considered by procedural vote.» Mr. 
SANDIFER declared that the paper under consideration would be read 
at the meeting of the Big Five as.the statement of the United States 
position. Mr. Srerrinivus declared, however, that it would be Am- 
bassador Gromyko’s responsibility to take the initiative because it 
had been the Ambassador who had asked for the Big Five meeting. 
This had been a most fortunate circumstance, THe SEcRETARY de- 
clared, because he had been on the verge of calling for the meeting 

when Ambassador Gromyko called him and asked that a meeting be 
convened. Mr. Duxies asked whether this statement by the Secre- 
tary was based -on the talk Mr. Dulles had had with Ambassador 
Gromyko earlier in the day. At that time, Mr. Duttezs declared, the 
Russian had indicated that he would probably be ready for a meeting 
that evening. Senator Conna.zy declared that in any event Ambas- 
sador Gromyko would be at the meeting. 

Mr. Sanvirer asked what was the feeling of the Delegation on add- 
ing to the list of questions that should be decided by procedural vote 
the question of calling .a special. meeting of the General Assembly. 
CoMMANDER StTassEn moved formally that this question be considered 
by a procedural vote and the Delegation agreed unanimously that 
this was its position. ComMANpDER StasseN then moved that 
the Secretary-General be approved by qualified majority vote. Mr. 
Duties pointed out that this question was covered by a later point in 
the draft and CoMMANDER STASSEN withdrew his motion. CoMMANDER 

Strassen then moved that the five categories in part (a) of the first 
item on the list of open questions be approved as requiring procedural 
votes. The Delegation agreed unanimously with this position. 
Senator ConNALLy wanted it made clear that this list did not pre- 
clude the addition of other items. ComMaANnpErR Strassen added that 
as a matter of fact he thought this list was complete with the possible 
exception of the election of the Deputy Secretaries-General.
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b. Amendments oo | : 

The Delegation agreed to the statement of its position on the question 
of amendments as follows: a | 

“Conditional upon agreement by the other four powers the Dele- 
gation agreed (a)-.to a time proviso for the calling of a conference for 
review of the Charter of ‘not less than seven nor more than ten years’ 
(5) to substitute a two-thirds for a three-fourths vote in the Assembly 
for the calling of such a conference and (¢) to stand firmly on the 
recommendation for ratification as stated in the sponsoring govern- 
ments’ amendment.” | 

SECRETARY STETTINIvS declared that he wanted to add a footnote 
to the discussion on this item.. Tur Secretary declared that he had 
spoken with Lord Halifax concerning the attitude of the Dominions 
on this question. Lord Halifax had thought that it would be very 
desirable for two or three members of the Delegation to meet with 
the Delegations of the various Dominions and tell them firmly that 
this was the furtherest the United States was willing to go. The 
British, Secretary STertinivus stated, were agreeable to this position 
of the United States but. were having trouble with the Dominions on 
the matter. Tur Secretary declared that he had told Lord Halifax 

that he would consider meeting with the Commonwealth group some- 
time within the week. Senator Connatity said he had often 
wondered why the British had Dominions and decided that it was 
in order that they might not be bothered by them. 

Mr. RocKEFELLER asked what position the small states would be in 
with respect to ratification of amendments passed by a revisionary 
convention. Mr. RockrereLiter urged that some small states might 
be placed in a difficult situation 1f an amendment were to be passed 
by such a conference and the legislature of any state were unable to 
accept the amendment. Mr. Rockerrriuer thought that. some sort 

of statement should be made to assure the small states that they would 
be safeguarded under this provision. Mr. Sanpirer remarked that 
Mr. Hackworth had referred in a previous meeting of the Delegation 
to the possibility of making a provision for any state to add a reserva- 
tion to its ratification of any amendment. CoMMANDER STASSEN sug- 
gested that a provision be made in the Charter embodying a reserva- 
tion to the effect that if any state could not agree to an amendment 
passed by the necessary majority it would have the right to withdraw 
from the Organization. RErpresENTATIVE Boom submitted that 1t had 
been a long standing practice that reservations could be made to any 
treaty and that there could be no ill effects resulting from the adoption 

of Commander Stassen’s view; this, he declared, was in reality 
ordinary procedure... CoMMANDER STassEN urged that his suggestion 
would have the advantage of satisfying the small states that the
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Charter could not be changed without their consent unless they were 
allowed to withdraw from the Organization. Mr. Sanpirer thought 
that it would be unfortunate to introduce such a clause even though 
it was standard procedure that reservations of this nature could be 
made to an international agreement. Mr. Sanpirer thought it would 

be unwise to bring the matter out into the open. : 
Mr. Duis submitted that a statement had already been incor- 

porated in the record of the Committee considering withdrawal con- 
cerning the United States interpretation of the absence of any spe- 
cific clause making withdrawal possible. Mr. Duties thought that 
this statement which had been introduced by Representative Eaton 
could be expanded somewhat to satisfy the small states with respect 
to the question of amendment. Mr. Rockerrenier thought that the 
incorporation of a statement embodying Commander Stassen’s pro- 
posal would meet the objection of the small states. Mr. Duties asked 
where Mr. Rockefeller would have such a statement made. He asked 
whether Mr. Rockefeller thought the Committee would be the proper 
place. Mr. Dunn observed that Sir Alexander Cadogan had already 
made a statement to this effect in the Committee. Mr. RockEFELLER 
read a statement which he thought would meet the situation, to the 
effect that it would be possible to make a reservation upon ratification 
of the Charter to the effect that if any amendment proved inaccept- 

able to any state that state could withdraw from the Organization. 
Mr. Dues asked why it was necessary to refer to the right of reser- 
vation and remarked that it would be much more appropriate in his 
view merely to broaden Congressman Eaton’s statement. RErpRESENT- 
ative Bioom thought that it might be best, instead of permitting 
withdrawal from the Organization, to permit any state to deny the 
applicability of an amendment to itself if it were unable to accept 
that amendment. Mr. Dunn remarked that this was not at all sat- 
isfactory because 1t would make possible a large number of different 
types of members of the Organization with different obligations, 
having different parts of the Charter applicable to them. Com- 
MANDER STAssEN thought that there was an' advantage to be gained 
from a statement of a state’s rights to make reservations. This 
advantage was that if it were made clear that this right were avail- 
ble the majority of nations might not take advantage of it and the 
United States would have placed itself in the position of champion- 
ing the rights of smaller states without any material loss resulting. 

Mr. SANDIFER remarked that this entire question of amendment pro- 
cedure and revisionary convention was highly important because 
of the fact that the Yalta voting formula would prove acceptable to 
the smaller states only if there were adequate provisions for revision 
of the Charter. Mr. Norrmr thought that it was a slightly different
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question and remarked that the voting provisions would probably be 
accepted in any event but a number of states might not ratify the 
Charter when it was finished. Mr. Rockereiier thought that either 
Commander Stassen’s suggestion or the proposal made by Mr. Dulles 
would cover the situation. Mr. Duties remarked that he was very 
much afraid of establishing a precedent of reservations and Com- 
MANDER Strassen declared, that Mr. Dulles’ proposal was agreeable 
tohim. Senator VANDENBERG thought that a mistake had been made 
when there had been no provision made for a section on withdrawal 
in the Organization. He thought that “The Life of Henry Cabot 
Lodge” ** with special reference to the parts of the book pertaining 
to the Covenant of the League of Nations, proved his point. 

CoMMANDER STassEN thought that Mr. Dulles’ suggestion should 
be presented for consideration on the lower levels of the Big Five. 
SECRETARY STETTINIUs declared, confidentially, that from that point 
on there was no lower level; the Subcommittee of Five had been abol- 
ished.** All Big Five discussions would take place among the heads 
of Delegations in the Pent House. Representative Broom pointed 
to the Constitution of the United States as an example of what should 
be incorporated in the Charter. He pointed out that the Constitu- 
tion did not permit withdrawal on the part of any state because it 
did not find an amendment passed by the constitutional processes to 
be acceptable. Dran GILDERSLEEVE remarked that in her opinion a 
provision making possible reservations would be troublesome and de- 
clared that she would favor a clause on withdrawal. Srcrerary 
STETTINIUS wondered why it was necessary to bring the question of 
reservation into the open. Any country, he declared, could make a 
reservation to an international agreement without. express recogni- 
tion of that right. Tuer Srcrerary reiterated that the position of the 
United States be settled first. Mr, Rocknre ter urged that the mat- 
ter be settled now and that Mr. Dulles should present a draft of the 
statement to be added to Representative Eaton’s declaration in the 
records of the committee which was concerned with withdrawal. Mr. 
Dutixs remarked that such a statement was extraneous to the United 
States position on the question of amendment and the convocation 
of a conference for the reviewing of the Charter and hence was not 
necessary that evening. However, it was agreed that Mr. Dulles 
should prepare a draft to present later on in the meeting. 

“Possible reference to The Gentleman from Massachusetts: Henry Cabot 
Lodge, by Karl Schriftgiesser (Boston, 1944). 

“In his daily message of June 2 to President Truman and Mr. Hull on de- 
velopments of the Conference, Mr. Stettinius noted that “the so-called working 
committee of the Big Five which has been doing excellent preparatory work 
under the chairmanship of Dr. Pasvolsky has now been dissolved as a result of 
the recall to Moscow of its Soviet member Sobolev. All further regular con- 
sultation among the Big Five therefore will take place among the chiefs of 
delegations.” (500.CC/6-245) 

723-681—67——71
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c. Election of the Secretary General 

The Delegation agreed to this statement of its position on the elec- 
tion of the Secretary General as follows: 

“It was agreed to stand on the sponsoring governments’ amendment 
whereby the Secretary General would be elected by the General As- 
sembly on recommendation of the Security Council acting by a vote 
of seven members, including the concurring votes of the permanent 
members”. 

d. Election of Deputy Secretaries-General 

The Delegation next considered the statement of its position on the 
matter of electing the Deputy Secretaries-General, as follows: 

“It was agreed to stand on the sponsoring governments’ amend- 
ment whereby the Deputy Secretaries-General would be elected by 
the General Assembly on recommendation of the Security Council 
acting by a vote of seven members, including the concurring votes 
of the permanent members, unless Mr. Pasvolsky could negotiate 
the proposal that the Deputy Secretaries-General should be appointed 
by the Secretary-General and approved respectively by the Security 
Council, the Assembly, the Economic and Social Council and the 
Trusteeship Council, the fifth Deputy to be appointed by the Secre- 
tary-General without approval.” 

Tuer Secretary thought that the Delegation might as well cross 
out the last part of its position beginning with the words “unless Mr. 
Pasvolsky” because it would be impossible of acceptance. There was 
no use, The Secretary thought, in pursuing that course. The Secre- 
tary advised the Delegation to stand on the Four Power proposal for 
election of the Deputy Secretaries-General by the General Assembly 
on recommendation of the Security Council acting under the unanim- 
ity rule. Mr. Rockerecier asked whether this Four Power proposal 
had been defeated in the committee and he was told it had been.*¢ 
However, the Delegation agreed to the Secretary’s suggestion. 

e. Election of Judges 

SENATOR CONNALLY reported that the Big Five had not as yet 
agreed to the position taken by the United States Delegation that 
judges to the World Court should be elected by a procedural vote. 
CoMMANDER Strassen urged that if there was no agreement to this 
item on the election of judges this Delegation should not agree 
initially to the position of the USSR on the election of the Deputy 
Secretaries-General. ComMANDER Strassen pointed out that the pro- 
vision for the election of Deputy Secretaries-General referred only 
to “the recommendation of the Security Council” with no explanation 

“Doc. 574, 1/2/89, May 25, Doc. 627, 1/2/44, May 26, and WD 34, 1/2/40, 
May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, pp. 106, 182, and 134, respectively.
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of the manner in which the Security Council should reach its deci- 
sion. Mr. Sanpirer replied that at the time the language for the 
election of the Deputies had been agreed upon there had been an under- 
standing that this would be subject to the Yalta formula. ‘The Yalta 
formula was that Section A of Chapter VIII would be considered by 
procedural vote but that the remainder of the Charter should be sub- 
ject to substantive procedure. Mr. StonE recommended that if it was 
at all possible appointment of the Deputy Secretaries-General should 
be by the Secretary-General himself. ‘This, he declared, would give 
a truly international character to the Secretariat rather than having 
a Secretariat appointed by, and reflecting, national interests. Rrp- 
RESENTATIVE Bioom thought it might be possible for some compromise 
to be worked out whereby the Secretary-General should elect the 
Deputies who were to work under him while the Council should 
formally nominate them and the General Assembly elect them. Mr. 
SToNE reiterated that the Secretary-General should have a voice in 
the selection of his deputies. Senator ConNALLY asked whether in 
view of the fact that the Secretary General would be elected with the 
concurring votes of the major powers it was not likely that the Secre- 
tary General would appoint Deputies acceptable to these states. ‘The 
Delegation was of the opinion that this would not necessarily follow. 
Mr. JoHNson asked what was the significance of the Delegation’s 
decision to “stand on” the Four Power amendment. SENator Con- 
NALLY declared that this would apply only with respect to the Big Five 
meeting that evening. Mr. Jounson observed that it might be asked 
just how far the United States would go in support of the Four Power 
position. Mr. Norrer observed that if this delegation were to stand 
by the Four Power agreement it would certainly please the Russians, 
but there was doubt as to the British and Chinese position and the 
Delegation would not be meeting the issue. THE Secretary reiter- 
ated that the United States position must be established or it would 
be impossible for him to bring pressure to bear on the other members 
of the Big Five to make their positions available. ConcressMAN 
Broom thought that if the United States were to fight on this issue 
the Russians would complain with respect to the others. Mr. Duis 
agreed with the position maintained by Commander Stassen earlier 
that there was nothing in the Yalta formula concerning the election of 
the Secretary-General and his Deputies. 

Mr. Notrer remarked that the Russians had been beaten in the Com- 
mittee in their attempt to have the Committee itself submit the ques- 
tion to the Steering Committee. The Russians had been forced to 
submit the matter themselves. 
CoMMANDER STASSEN moved that the United States support the 

Russian position in the Steering Committee and that if this position
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were defeated in the Steering Committee the United States could 
attempt to work out a compromise with the Russians. This motion 
was adopted unanimously by the Delegation.. Mr. RocKEFretier urged 
that he wanted it to go on record that the Delegation did not want 
to line up votes behind the Four Power position. Mr. DuLixs sug- 
gested that the Delegation make it clear to the Russians that the 
United States did not think the Yalta formula was very clear on 

this issue. | 
The Delegation returned to the question of the election of judges 

and agreed that its position as stated, that judges should be elected 
by procedural vote. an 

j. Hapulsion 

The Delegation agreed to the statement of its position on expulsion 

to the effect that the United States would support the reinstatement 
of the proposal on expulsion of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. THE 

Srcrerary declared that he wanted the Staff to prepare a brief, one- 
page statement of the argument for the reinstatement of the provision 
on expulsion in the Charter. | | | 

g. Provision of Armed Forces | | 

The Delegation agreed to this statement of its position favoring 
the tentative text of May 30, 1945 for Chapter VILL, Section B, para- 
graph 5. This text provided that the special agreement or agreements 
for the supply of forces to the Organization should be negotiated on 
the initiative of the Security Council and might be considered among 
the member states or between the Security Council and the member 
states. This draft also included the rights of passage and the general 
readiness of forces. 

Mr. Dulles’ Draft Statement 
Mr. RockeFre.ierR suggested that Mr. Dulles be permitted to read 

to the Delegation his first draft statement concerning the right of with- 
drawal with respect to the adoption of amendments to be added to 
Congressman Eaton’s statement which had been incorporated in the 
records of the Committee. The statement read: 

“The Committee is also of the opinion that the absence of any 
express right of withdrawal does not preclude the right of any member 
to withdraw if the Charter is changed by any amendment in which 
that member has not concurred and which amendment adversely 
affects it”. 

Mr. SanviFer thought that it might be better to use the words “that 
member finds it impossible to accept” in place of Mr. Dulles’ proposed 
wording at the end of the statement. The Delegation agreed upon 
Mr. Dulles’ statement as amended by Sandifer.
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Armed Forces : : o 
Mr. Dunn declared that he wanted to point out to the Delegation, 

with respect to the position of the Delegation on the supply of forces 
to the Organization that the Russians had been opposed to any refer- 
ence in Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5 to rights of passage. 
However, Mr. Dunn declared that he would not want to influence 
the Delegation’s position and the Delegation agreed to maintain the 

position previously stated. : oe 

h. Australian Pledge Amendment 

The Delegation agreed to this statement of its position favoring 
a revised draft of the Australian draft for separate action as follows: 
“All members pledge themselves to take joint and separate action in 
cooperation with the Organization for the achievement of these pur- 
poses”. Draw GILpERSLEEVE declared that this amendment had been 

passed by Committee IT/3 that afternoon.” 

i. Raw Materials 

The Delegation agreed to this statement of its position opposing 
any reference in the Charter to raw materials and also to its inclusion 

even as part of any illustrative enumeration: 

j. Reconstruction | | 

The Delegation considered the statement of its position on recon- 

struction as follows: | a | . | 

“The Delegation agreed to oppose any reference in the Charter to 
reconstruction”. SF | 

Drawn GILDERSLEEVE ceclared that she felt uneasy about this position 
because the United States would be placed in a bad situation if it 
opposed reference to reconstruction as a.matter of international con- 
cern. Dean Gildersleeve thought that. this Delegation actually did 
want the Organization to express interest inthe problems of recon- 
struction. Mr. Dunn pointed out, however, that reconstruction is 
a problem. of a transitory nature whereas the document is intended 
as a long-term document. Mr. Norrer suggested that an interpreta- 
tion might be included in the record of the Committee of II/3 declar- 
ing that since this was not of a nature to be appropriately included 
in the Charter that it should be left to the individual Governments 
to handle themselves. Senator Vanpenperc declared that he felt 
sympathetic toward Senator Connally who would have to stand up 
and defend the provisions in Chapter IX, on the Social and Economic 
Council, before the United States Senate. Representative Broom 
remarked that reconstruction was a tremendous problem and declared 

“ Doc. 747, 11/3/46, June 2, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 161.
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that it would probably cost as much as the war itself. Senator Con- 
NALLY declared that there was really no need to consider this problem 
at the present time because the Delegation had already passed on a 
statement of its position. Mr. Dutizs thought that the language of 
the Australian proposal concerning separate action provided adequate 
reason not to accept any reference to reconstruction as a matter for 
the proper concern of the Organization. 

k. Revised Draft of Chapter VIIT, Section C, paragraph 2 

The Delegation agreed to this statement of its position, “to stand 
on the wording of the sponsoring Government’s amendment to Chap- 
ter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2 with the one change of the words 

‘by consent’ to ‘and request of’. Senator VANDENBERG remarked that 
the Chairman of Committee ITI/4 had been critical of the United 
States for its insistence on postponement of consideration of this mat- 
ter. Mr. Duuuxs remarked that Russia seemed to be lining up behind 
the French on this issue. 

l. Chapter XII, Paragraph 1 a 

The Delegation agreed to this statement of its position, opposing 
any change in Chapter XII, paragraph 1 as it appeared in the Dum- 
barton Oaks Proposals. Mr. Jounson thought that the Delegation 
would be beaten on this issue and declared that the Subcommittee of 
TIT/3 was referring the matter back to the full committee for wider 
instructions.*® Senator Connautty thought that the United States 
would win on this question because the other nations found it impos- 
sible to agree on any amendment. 

m. Action by the General Assembly on Reports of the Security 

Council : : | 

The Delegation considered this statement of its position on the 
power of the General Assembly to act on reports submitted by the 

Security Council as follows: , 

“Subject to further discussion in a full Delegation meeting, the 
Delegates present this morning favored the elimination of the three 
middle paragraphs of the draft approved by Committee II/2 for 
paragraph 8, Section B, Chapter V. This would have to be done in 
the Steering Committee.” 

Mr. Dunn reiterated the opinion he had expressed in the morning 
meeting that the provisions of this paragraph as accepted by Com- 
mittee II /2 were inconsistent with the primary responsibility for the 
enforcement of peace granted to the Security Council by the Dum- 

barton Oaks Proposals. SrNAToR VANDENBERG declared that this 
draft had been approved by a twenty-six to three vote,’ but he ven- 

* WD 68, III/3/A/2, June 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 651. 
* Doc. 707, 11/2/36, May 31, ibid., vol. 9, p. 115. |
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tured the opinion that the other nations might change their minds if 

Mr. Dunn’s opinion were made known to them. THE SEcRETARY 

thought the granting of supervisory powers to the General Assembly 
was not acceptable to this Government. The Delegation agreed to 
uphold the position taken at that morning’s meeting. 

n. Right of the General Assembly To Discuss any Matter Within the 
Sphere of International Relations 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that he was in agreement with this 
statement of the Delegation’s position as follows: 

“The Delegation has agreed to oppose the inclusion of the phrase 
‘any matter within the sphere of international relations’ in a new 
paragraph 1 of Section B, Chapter V, unless accompanied by the 
words ‘affecting the maintenance of international peace and security’. 
The Delegation has consistently taken the position that the sponsor- 
ing governments’ amendments to paragraphs 1 and 6 of Section B, 
Chapter V and the provisions of Chapter IX adequately cover the 
powers of the Assembly to discuss matters within the sphere of inter- 
national relations.” 

The Delegation agreed unanimously to this statement of its position. 
Mr. SAnpIFER remarked that the text had been adopted in the Com- 
mittee by the vote of twenty-seven to eleven.*° 

o. Revision of Treaties (Australian, Brazilian and Egyptian pro- 
posals) _ | 

The Delegation agreed to this statement of its position as follows: 

“The Delegation has agreed that the wording of paragraph 6, 
Section B, Vhapter V relating to peaceful adjustment, which has been 
approved by Committee IT/2,°* adequately covers the question of 
revision of treaties and that any amendment to specify ‘revision of 
treaties’ should be opposed”. 

p. Advisory Opinions 

Mr. Sanpirer remarked that the Russian Delegation was opposed 
to a provision for permitting the General Assembly to request advisory 
opinions of the International Court, favored by this Delegation. 
SENATOR CONNALLY declared that he did not know if he was in favor 
of the granting of this right. He thought it was inconsistent to allow 

the General Assembly to request advisory opinions and not allow the 
other agencies of the Organization to do so. There was some ques- 
tion as to whether the Delegation had ever actually agreed to the 
position stated that it approved this right on the part of the General 
Assembly. Muss Fosprck declared, however, that the statement of 
the Delegation’s agreement to this proposal appeared in Delegation 

*° Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 30, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 109. : 
biden 208, II/2/8, May 10, ibid., p. 21; see also Doc. 416, II/2/A/3, May 18, 
ibid., p. 345.
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minutes No. 25. Srcrerary STETTINIUs urged that there was a possi- 
bility of a question of Jurisdiction arising if both the Security Coun- 
cil and the General Assembly were given this right, but Mr. SANDIFER 
pointed out that both the Security Council and the General Assembly 
were allowed to request advisory opinions under the League of Na- 
tions. SENATOR VANDENBERG agreed with the Secretary that jurisdic- 
tional disputes might result. Mr. Duties thought that this was not 
the chief difficulty. He was afraid that the General Assembly might 
venture into the field of domestic jurisdiction. Tur Secretary asked 
Mr. Dulles for his recommendation to the Delegation. Mr. DuLuzs 
declared that he was opposed to the granting of this power to the 
General Assembly. Mr. Dutxes thought that if this power were 
granted it might raise a number of academic questions. ComMMANDER 

STASSEN suggested that the Delegation look one step further, and said 
if the power were not granted to the General Assembly the Security 
Council might be able to consider the same questions and act on them. 
The Delegation agreed on the statement of its position favoring that 
the right to request advisory opinions from the International Court 
be granted to the General Assembly. ' 

| PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

_It was reported to the Delegation that this question had not been 
included on the list of important open questions because the Big Five 
were not prepared to consider it that evening. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

COMMANDER STASSEN reported that Committee II/4 had approved 
paragraphs 6, 10, and 13 of Section B of the draft trusteeship 
chapter. One of the questions still open before the Committee was 
the language to be used with respect to the problem of self determina- 
tion and the freely expressed will of the people. The British were 
opposed to such a reference. Another question to be faced by the 
Committee was the matter of paragraph 5, to which Russia was op- 
posed. <A third question was the problem of membership on the 
Trusteeship Council on which tentative agreement had been reached 
but on which final agreement was being held up until the other issues 
had been settled. A similar situation existed with respect to the 
power of the Trusteeship Council of the Organization to investigate 
petitions and the like. 

Hearine or Non-MEmMBERS OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CoUNCIL 

Mr. Stinepower declared that Committee IIT/3 had been faced 
with a new problem. There had been no provision in the Dumbarton 

Oaks Proposals, Mr. Strnepower reported, for the hearing of non- 

? Doc. 735, I1/4/31, June 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 506.
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members of the Economic and Social Council in cases in which they 
were concerned. A permissive clause had been drafted allowing the 
Economic and Social Council to use discretion in inviting non-mem- 
bers of the Economic and Social Council to participate in its delibera- 

tions.** However, the Latin American nations were pressing for the 
adoption for language which would make.it mandatory to hear non- 
members when they were concerned. Mr. Stinesower urged that the 
members of the Delegation attempt, over the week-end, to contact the 
heads of the Latin-American Delegations to urge them to withdraw 
from this advanced position. , | 

The meeting was adjourned at 7: 20 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 11 

Minutes of the Eleventh Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 1, 1945, 
9 p.m. | 

{Informal Notes] 

{Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (19); United Kingdom (5) ; Soviet 

Union (4) ; China (3) ; and France (5).| | 
Mr. STETTINIUS opened the meeting by stating that there were ap- 

proximately 12 open items on which the sponsoring governments and 
their distinguished friends from France had not yet reached agreement 
in their consultations held to date. The time had come, he said, when 
consultations on these questions must be completed so that the work 
of the Conference could go forward. He called on Mr. Pasvolsky 
to state the open items on which agreement had not yet been reached. 

Mr. Pasvortsxy stated that the American Delegation, after study of 
the matter, thought that the following important open questions 
should now be discussed at the level of the heads of delegations: 

1. Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5. : 
2. Proposed changes in Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. 
3. Chapter XII, paragraph 1 concerning which a problem had only 

just emerged. 
‘. Convocation of a general conference for review of the Charter. 

. Voting. 
6. Election of Secretary-General. 
7. Election of Deputy Secretaries-General. 
8. Election of judges. 
(Mr. Pasvotsxy noted that problems 5, 6, 7 and 8 were directly 

related to the question of voting.) 
9. Expulsion—(A point on which the technical committee had al- 

ready reached a decision). 

= Doe, 725, II/3/42, June 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 153. For the pro- 
posal originally made by Uruguay, see Doc. 2, G/7(a) (1), May 5, ibid., vol. 3, p. 46.
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10. Action by the General Assembly on reports of the Security 
Council—Mr. Pasvo.tsxy noted that on this question also the technical 
committee concerned had already acted. 

11. Right of General Assembly to discuss any matter within the 
sphere of international relations. 

12. Revision of treaties—(A matter pressed by a number of delega- 
tions and one likely to come up for discussion before long.) 

13. Advisory opinions—(Right of the General Assembly to ask the 
Court for advisory opinions.) 

14. Australian pledge for separate action-—(A question raised in 
Committee IT/3.) 

15. Reference to raw materials. 
16. Reference to reconstruction. 
17. Certain questions relating to trusteeship. 
18. The preparatory commission. 

Mr. Pasvousxy stated that all these questions would seem to require 
the attention of the heads of delegations and consideration at the 
highest political level. — 

Mr. Srerrinius asked what procedure should be followed in view 
of the recommendation that these 18 matters be dealt with by the heads 
of the five delegations and in view of the belief that the discussion of 
them in the Subcommittee of Five had gone as far as it could profit- 
ably go. Mr. Pasvotsxy said that the discussions in the Subcommittee 
had reached a stage where it was necessary to have these questions 
discussed at a higher level. He suggested that the other delegations 
might wish to add problems to this list he had given. Mr. Srerrinius 
asked if there were any additions and none were suggested. 

Mr. Sterrinivus then suggested that the Committee of Five might 
meet as frequently as possible, every day, and if necessary, twice a 
day, to dispose of the open items and to reach a common understand- 
ing so that the work of the Conference could be advanced. 
Ampassapor Hairax indicated that he wished to cooperate with the 

Secretary to his utmost. He expressed concern at the number of out- 
standing questions and said that, if some of them could be cleared 
in this group, the way would be considerably cleared for the work of 
the Conference to go forward. He said he was prepared to meet 
with the Secretary as often as could be arranged. He felt that, if 
the representatives of the Five Powers, charged with a feeling of 
urgency, did their utmost to reach agreement among themselves, they 
could then go before the committees and the Steering Committee with 
a definite plan of action. This plan, he said, would in some cases 
involve insisting on certain solutions or, if the solutions were not 
accepted, of deciding what compromises could be worked out. He 
thought the purpose of these meetings would be to work out a definite 
plan of action. He said he could not contemplate with equanimity 
the dragging on of the Conference and the consequent loss of interest 
in it. He felt that at this point the leadership of the Five Powers
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was essential. Mr. Sterrrnius stated that Mr. Hiss was present today 
asan observer. He added that it was clear from the recent discussions 
on expediting the work of the Conference that it was really difficult 
to press for faster work on the part of the committees and commissions 
as long as the sponsoring governments and the French did not present 

their final positions. 
Ampagsapor Gromyko indicated that he agreed fully with what 

Ambassador Halifax had said and that he thought agreement should 
be reached on all the important open points as the best way of expe- 
diting the work of the committees. He stated that the Soviet Dele- 
gation was ready to cooperate and that the only correct way was to 
reach agreement among the heads of the five delegations on this level. 
He noted that the assistants and advisers could help by discussing the 
questions before they were taken up in this series of meetings. 
Ampassapor Gromykxo stated that the question of primary impor- 

tance on the list presented by Mr. Pasvolsky was voting procedure in 
the Security Council. He stated that he was now in a position to 
give the final opinion of the Soviet Delegation on this subject. Two 

questions had remained open until now: 

1. Whether the Security Council, in deciding whether to accept or 
not to accept a matter for discussion, should decide by procedural 
vote or by a vote requiring the unanimity of the five permanent. 
members ? 

2. Whether the decision in the future as to the substantive or proce- 
dural character of a question should be made by a procedural vote 
or by the normal vote on substantive questions ? 

AmBassaDoR Gromyko stated that the Soviet Union had some time 

ago given its answer to the second question. It was the opinion of 
the Soviet Union that a unanimous vote of all the five permanent. 
members should be required—the normal substantive vote. Ambas- 
sador Gromyko stated that the Soviet Union considered the answer 
to question 1 of primary importance. The Soviet Union believed 
that the Crimean decision should be adhered to as it stands so that 
all decisions as to whether to accept a matter for consideration by the 

Security Council would be adopted by a vote of 7, including the 5 
permanent members of the Council. He stated that the Soviet Union 
believed that this was the only correct way of answering the question, 
which would correspond to the necessity of preserving the position of 
the great powers as the bearers of the main responsibility for the 
future organization. This consideration, he said, had to be put above 
every other consideration. It was essential to safeguard the unanimity 
and unity of the Great Powers. 

AmBassSapvor Gromyxo said he had prepared a new text of the joint 
statement on voting procedure, which, in the opinion of the Soviet 
Delegation, would give the proper answers to the questionnaire of
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the small powers. He said he would like to distribute the text and 
then give an explanation of it. He said that there was a Russian 
and an English text. The English text would serve as the working 
document, while the original document was in Russian. He noted 
that a copy of the original Russian document had been given to Mr. 
Pasvolsky. 

The document entitled Statement by the Delegations of the Four 
Sponsoring Governments on Voting Procedure in the Security Coun- 
ceil, June 1, 1945,54 was then distributed. 
AMBASSADOR GRomMyYKO explained that the new text involved no 

change in the opening unnumbered paragraph from the May 26 state- 
ment. The first numbered paragraph of the old text was crossed 
out and instead a new paragraph was added. Point 2 of the old text 
was Included in the new point 1 with the exception of the final sentence. 
Point 2 in the Soviet draft was a new text and point 3 was also a new 
text. Points 3 and 4 in the old text were omitted and point 5 of the 
old text became point 4 in the new text. - 

-AmpBassapor Gromyko explained that the Soviet Delegation agreed 
with the second half of the joint statement revised as of May 28 *4 
with the substitution of the word “contains” for “should contain” in 
point 1. Ambassador Gromyko concluded by saying that this was 
the explanation he had wished to give of the document before the 
group. | 

Mr. Sterrinius asked whether there was any further comment. 
Ampassapor Koo said he fully shared the views of Ambassador 

Halifax and Ambassador Gromyko as to the urgency of the situation. 
The work of the Conference should be expedited and to do this it was 
necessary to have a more rapid method of reaching decisions among 
the Five Powers. He therefore welcomed the present procedure. 
Ambassador Koo said he was glad that Ambassador Gromyko had 
stated his position on the ‘voting question and that time would be 
needed to study the statement. He thought that many problems could 
be eliminated by decisions reached in this group, and that, if any were 
left, those could be put up before the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Deseran said he was in agreement that the work of the Confer- 
ence should be expedited. On a few questions there might be some 
real difficulty, but he looked forward to a quick and early settlement 
of others. 

Mr. Srerrinius asked what procedure the group wished to follow. 
Did they wish to discuss now the matter raised by Ambassador Gro- 
myko or did they wish to consider the items in the order presented by 
Mr. Pasvolsky? Ameassapor Hautirax indicated that he would like 

*4 Not printed.
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time to consider Ambassador Gromyko’s paper and that, if it was 
agreeable, he would prefer to make progress at this time on some of 
the other matters. Mr. Boncour, Ampassapor Koo, and AMBASSADOR 
Gromyko concurred in Ambassador Halifax’s statement. 

Me. Sterrinius then called upon Mr. Pasvolsky to present the first 
item on the list of open questions—provision of armed forces. 

Mr. Pasvotsky stated that the first item concerned the three changes 
in Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5. (Proposed Change in 
Chapter VIII, Section B, Paragraph 5, May 30, 1945, was then dis- 
tributed.) 55 Mr. Pasvolsky explained that one point concerned the 
manner in which the agreements for the provision of armed forces 
would be concluded. Originally they were to be concluded among 

the member states and the wording used was “among themselves”. 
Agreement had since been reached that these agreements should be 
made on the initiative of the Security Council. It was proposed fur- 
ther that they be concluded between the Security Council and member 
states or groups of member states. Mr. Pasvolsky said that the sec- 
ond point was the addition of the phrase “facilities including rights 
of passage”. The four delegations were in favor of this addition, 
while the Soviet Delegation did not favor it. The third point was 
the addition of the phrase “their degree of readiness and general loca- 
tion” as one of the items to be governed by the special agreements. 

Upon this, he said, the five delegations were in agreement. Mr. Pas- 
volsky said he hoped that he had stated the positions of the govern- 
ments correctly. 

Mr. Juss suggested that Mr. Pasvolsky had not read from the latest 
text, or that, if his text was the most recent one, then the British had 
a suggestion tomake. Mr. Pasvousxy asked what the suggestion was 
and Mr. Jess replied that the British favored using the following 
wording for the first point stated by Mr. Pasvolsky : “on the initiative 
of the Security Council and concluded between the Security Council 
and member states or between the Security Council and groups of 
member states”. The last three lines on the May 30, 1945, draft would 
then be omitted and the last sentence would stop with the word 
“processes”, 

General agreement was expressed with this redrafting and Ampassa- 
por Hauirax suggested that consideration of the draft as a whole be 
given sentence by sentence. : 

Mr. Pasvotsky then read the first sentence in which it was proposed 
to add the phrase “including rights of passage”. 
Ampassapor Hatirax stated that he understood the French Delega- 

tion attached considerable importance to the inclusion of the provi- 

** Not printed.
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sion for “rights of passage’’, and that the Soviet Delegation did not 
want to include this provision. He understood the argument of the 
Soviet Delegation was that the use of the general term “facilities” 
was satisfactory, whereas doubt would be thrown on certain very 
important facilities if only one of them, i.e., the rights of passage, was 
included. He stated that, so far as the British Delegation was con- 
cerned, they felt the force of the Soviet argument. However, the 
British Delegation did not think the enumeration of the rights of 
passage would be restrictive since the word “including” was used. 
The Delegation did not feel strongly that the words should be in or 
out, but, since the French Delegation attached such importance to 
the addition and since the rights of passage would certainly be needed 
as one of the facilities, the Delegation took the view that the phrase 
should be added. Mr. Drsran said he was very happy at the state- 
ment made by Lord Halifax and that the French did attach great 
importance to this provision. 
Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that the Soviet Delegation took the 

view that facilities include “Rights of passage” and that to mention 
them threw doubt on other facilities. 

Mr. Dersean stated that, if it was not possible to reach agreement 
among the Big Five, then it would perhaps be wise to handle the 
matter further in the technical committee. Ampassapor Hazirax 

agreed that this was a good suggestion and that a decision might well 
be left to the vote of the committee. Mr. Srerrinius asked if this 
was agreeable to Mr. Koo. Ampassapor Koo did not think it was 
necessary to include the phrase, but, because of the feeling of the 
French on the importance of the phrase, the Chinese Delegation was 
willing to accept it on the understanding that the French would 
withdraw their two other related amendments. Mr. Drsran agreed 
that the French Delegation would not insist on its amendment to 
paragraph 6, but that its other amendment was in a somewhat different 
category. 

Mr. Srerrinivs stated that the position of the United States Delega- 
tion was similar to the British Delegation. He stated that he was 
very anxious that agreement should be reached and was agreeable 
to the suggestion that the question now be brought before the technical 
committee and eventually, if necessary, before the Steering Com- 
mittee. Ampassapor Gromyko said he wished to make it clear that 
he was not ready to accept the inclusion of the phrase “rights of 
passage” at this meeting or at any meeting of a technical committee. 
Mr. Sterrinius commented that this was already the fifth week 

and that it was very important to bring the work to a successful con- 
clusion. Onsome items it was possible to reach unanimous agreement. 
When it was not possible to reach unanimous agreement, a decision
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would have to be made on how to deal with the question at issue. He 
suggested that there be a discussion of the procedure. AMBASSADOR 
Hauirax questioned whether it was well to refer the problem under 
discussion to the Steering Committee. He preferred letting the matter 
come to a vote in the technical committee and questioned whether it 
would be a very serious matter for the Soviet Ambassador, on a matter 
which was not vitally important, to have the vote go against him. 

He pointed out that every state had at times to accept adverse votes 
and that this was not serious so long as a vital problem was not at 
issue. Each state, he said, could give their position in the technical 
committee and should be content with the decision of the committee. 

Mr. Dresran said he also favored reference of the problem under 
discussion to the Technical Committee. Amsassavor Koo also agreed, 
but noted that reference to the Technical Committee should only be a 
last resort after the best effort had been made to reach agreement 
among the Five Powers. 

Mr. STETTINIvs said the procedure suggested was agreeable to him. 
If, after discussion was exhausted in this group, agreement had not 
been reached, he felt the matter should be referred back to the techni- 
cal committees for their decision. AmpBassapor GromyYKko indicated 
he had nothing to say on this matter. Mr. Sterrinrus commented 
that, when it was impossible to reach a final decision in this group, 
consultations would have to be ended and there was obviously no other 
recourse but to refer the matter to the committees. 

Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that he could not at any time give 
his consent to inclusion of the phrase concerning “rights of passage”. 
Mr. STETTINIUs commented that the French would not withdraw their 
amendment and the Soviets would not consent to the amendment. 
He asked if some one had a suggestion as to what should be done. 
He added that, since the Soviet position was not acceptable to the 
French Delegation, he saw nothing else to do but go to the committee 
for a vote. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO indicated that the Soviet position rested on 
the assumption that “assistance and facilities” includes “rights of 
passage” and that it was not logical to enumerate one type of assistance 
and not to enumerate naval bases, airfields, etc. 

Mr. Boncovur pointed out that the French believed that provision 
for rights of passage was very important and was not a mere detail. 
The absence of rights of passage before the war had been one of the 
greatest obstacles to the prevention of aggression. It was too impor- 
tant not to be expressly mentioned. Mr. Drszan pointed out that, if 
agreement could be reached at this meeting that facilities includes 
rights of passage, then already some progress had been made.
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Ampassapor Harirax said he would like to make it clear that the 
British would be content with a committee vote on this question. The 
use of the word “including” implies that rights of passage are in- 
cluded in the term “facilities” and he said did not imply that any 
other particular facilities were excluded. 

Mr. Boncour suggested that, if the Soviet Delegation applied their 
principle consistently, then 1t was not proper to enumerate the meas- 
ures that could be taken by the Security Council under paragraph 3, 
Section B, Chapter VIII. Ampassapor Gromyxo indicated that in 
this paragraph a large number of measures were enumerated and 
not simply one. Mr. Drsrean noted that the French insistence on 
enumerating the “rights of passage” was due to a conviction that 
these rights were essential. Mr. Boncour referred to an incident 
when a statesman in reply to the comment that “the matter goes with- 

out saying” replied that it “goes all the better if you say it”. 
Ampassapor Koo suggested that it might be better to include the 

phrase “rights of passage” in brackets. Mr. Boncour suggested that 
the rights of passage were the least one could ask of a state that was 
not called upon to supply armed forces. He noted that “rights of 
passage” were specifically mentioned in the League Covenant. Am- 
BASSADOR GROoMYKO added that this special mention did not help to 
get the League Covenant accepted. Mr. Boncovr replied that it 
would have been far worse not to have them mentioned. 

Mr. Pasvoisky said that the Subcommittee of Five had considered 
the possibility of not mentioning the “rights of passage” in the text, 
but including them in a supplementary memorandum and agreeing 
to an official interpretation of the text. 

Mr. Srerrinivus said he could see nothing better than to go before 
the Committee for a discussion and a vote on this matter. He indi- 
cated that, if no objection was raised, this procedure would be fol- 
lowed. Since no objection was indicated, Mr. Stettinius announced 
that consultations on this item were closed and that the question would 
be referred to the Technical Committee. 

Mr. Srerrinivus then asked Mr. Pasvolsky to proceed to the next 
item of business. Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that the next business before 
the group was to consider the proposed French amendment to Chapter 

VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. He asked that distribution be made 
of the document Proposed Change in Sponsoring Governments’ 
Amendment to Chapter VITI, Section C, Paragraph 2, May 23, 1945. 

Mr. PasvonisKy explained that on this paper a proposal was set 
forth by the French Delegation for the substitution of a last sentence 
in place of the final phrasing of the sponsoring governments’ amend- 
ment. Mr. Pasvolsky then read the additional sentence: “The author- 
ization of the Security Council shall be necessary for such measures
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from the moment when, at the request of the governments parties 
to the arrangements referred to above, the Organization is charged 
with the responsibility for preventing further aggression by a state 
enemy of the United Nations in this war.” 

Mr. PasvoitskKy noted that there had been some discussion of the 
addition of the word “enforcement” before “measures” in the second 
sentence. Following discussion of this question on many occasions 
in the Subcommittee of Five agreement had been reached to eliminate 
the word “enforcement”. He said that the situation with respect to 
the proposed amendment was a complicated one. The French and 
the Soviet Delegations favored the substitution of the new language 
just read for the previous text of the sponsoring governments’ amend- 
ment. The United States and Chinese Delegations favored retaining 
the original text, changing only the words “by consent” to “on request”. 
The United Kingdom has said it would accept either version. 

Mr. Desean explained that on the question of substance there was 
general agreement and that it was felt that the two texts actually 
meant the same thing. He added that the French Delegation believed 
their text to be clearer. He said the French had two preoccupations 
on which he felt there should be agreement among the Five: 

1. To make sure that the scope of this paragraph is limited to pre- 
ventive measures, and 

2. That the regional agreements directed against removal [7e- 
newal?| of aggression on the part of the enemy states remain in 
existence. 

He explained that the reason for the presentation of the new text 
was in particular to correct the misinterpretations that had arisen to 
the effect that the regional agreements would go out of existence when 
the Security Council assumed responsibility for preventing further 
aggression by enemy states. 

Mr. Pasvoitsky stated that with respect to the first point raised by 
Mr. Dejean the texts were exactly the same. In both texts the regional 
arrangements would be defined as those directed against removal [7e- 
newal?] of aggressive policy on the part of enemy states and in both 
the alternative texts under discussion the phrase “responsibility for 
preventing further aggression” was used. As to the second point, he 
felt that under the original text there was no room for doubt as to the 
continued existence of regional agreements. The entire paragraph 
dealt only with the measures under such agreements directed against 
ageression on the part of enemy states. Mr. Desran said that his 
Government had been severely criticized and, if there had not been 
wide-spread misinterpretation of this paragraph, there would have 
been no need of the proposed French clarification. 

723-681—67——72
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Me. Sterrinivs asked whether Ambassador Koo would like to com- 
ment on this question. Ampassapor Koo replied that the Chairman 
would recall that the position of the Chinese Delegation on this matter 
was clear. So far as the prevention of aggression by enemy states was 
concerned the Chinese Delegation felt that the original text was satis- 
factory. So far as the position of the regional arrangements was 
concerned the Delegation preferred the wording of the paragraph in 
the sponsoring governments’ amendment with “by consent” changed 
to “on request”. 

Mr. Stetrinius asked whether Ambassador Gromyko wished to 
comment further on this question. AmMBassapoR GromyKo replied 
that the French text was better than the original. It was more precise 
and gave a better definition of the idea involved. He said he still 
maintained the view that the text as set forth in the draft of May 23, 
1945, was desirable with the exception of the elimination of the word 
“enforcement”. 
Ampassabor Hatrrax said that the British did not detect any great 

difference between the two texts and said that they did not feel 
strongly on the subject. They were inclined, however, to feel that 
the French text was clearer and on balance would prefer to see the 
French text adopted. Mr. Strerrrntus stated that he did not believe 
the delegations were too far apart on this question. In principle they 
were in agreement. He wondered whether it would not be wise to 
sleep over the issue and see if we could not come up with some 
revised language that would meet the wishes of all. He asked Am- 
bassador Gromyko if this procedure would be satisfactory. Am- 
BASSADOR GRomyY«KO replied that he would agree to it if everybody else 
agreed, but that he still believed that the French text most perfectly 
expressed the idea we wanted. Mr. Drsran indicated that he also 
felt that the French text was quite clear, but that he realized an effort 
should be made to come to an agreed text. AmpassapoR GROMYKO 
said there were no defects in the French text that he would wish to 
have eliminated. | 

Ampassapor Gromyxo then asked the Secretary for the reasons 
why the American Delegation would not accept the French text. He 
commented that very little had been said upon this question. 

Mr. Pasvorsky explained that the United States Delegation felt 
that the original text was quite direct and simple and stated adequately 
the ideas we have in mind. He added that it was clear from this text 
that the only thing excluded from the scope of the Organization were 
enforcement measures against enemy states under Chapter XII, para- 
graph 2 or under regional arrangements. Moreover, the original 
text tied the exception closely to the subsequent provision for action 
by the Organization. He explained that the United States Delegation
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liked the phrase “until such time as” since this indicated the strong 
probability of the Organization at some time taking over the responsi- 
bility for preventing aggression by present enemy states. He felt 
the position of both the Organization and of the regional arrange- 
ments were safeguarded and that the separation of the thought into 
two distinct sentences introduced an element of weakness. He added 
that it was clear from the original text, if the words “by consent” were 
changed to “on request”, that the functions involved could only be 
passed over to the Organization when a request was made and the Or- 
ganization was agreeable to accepting these functions. He explained 
that the United States Delegation favored the phrase “on request of 
the governments concerned” to the phrase “parties to the arrange- 
ments referred to above” since it raised fewer questions. Funda- 
mentally, the United States Delegation questioned why we should 
begin to revise the text of this paragraph when in fact it covers the 
needs of the French. 

AMBASSADOR Hatirax said he would like to make one observation. 
He said he did not detect any real difference between the two pro- 

posals before the committee. He saw the virtues claimed by Mr. 
Pasvolsky for the original text in the French amendment. From 
the point of view of public acceptance, he thought the French text 
would be better, particularly since it appeared to give greater place 
to the role of the Security Council. Instead of the phrase “until 
such time”, the statement was directly made “the authorization of 
the Security Council shall be necessary ...” -He suggested that this 
emphasis was a good one for those who were interested in building 
up the Security Council. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that, while the United States Delegation had 
no intention of weakening the regional arrangements, they wished 
to indicate clearly that these arrangements would not operate in 
perpetuity to prevent aggression by the enemy states. The phrase 
“until such time” he felt suggested clearly that the Organization 
would take over these functions, that were now for good reason out- 
side the purview of the Organization, when it was sufficiently effective 
to take them over. Clearly, he said, the regional arrangements them- 
selves would not need to go out of existence, but the principal interest 
of the United States Delegation was in the time factor. 
Ampassapor Harirax commented that the time factor was ex- 

pressed with clarity in the French amendment. 
Mr. Strerrinius indicated that Mr. Stassen wished to ask a ques- 

tion on a point of clarification. Mr. Srassen said it was not clear in 

his mind why a change was desired in the text of the Four-Power 
amendment which had been agreed to after the most thorough and 

painstaking discussion. He said he did not understand why, if the
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new text meant the same as the old, the new text was so strongly 
preferred. He wondered whether there was not in fact some real 
difference between the two texts. He understood that the French 
Delegation had been consulted on the original text and that the Soviet 
Delegation had withheld final approval of the text until it had had 
time to study it carefully and had given its approval a day or two 
after the other three governments had agreed to sponsor it. He asked 
why the request for a change had come up at this time. 

Mr. DesEaAn commented that the original text had been misinter- 
preted in France and that a clarification seemed necessary. He said 
he did not believe the French had had any part in the formulation of 
the original Four-Power amendment. SENATOR VANDENBERG thought 
that, if the question was really a matter of misinterpretation, it would 
be possible to correct the misinterpretation by an agreed official 
interpretation. Mr. Drsran thought the language should be clear 
in the Charter. The misinterpretation that he had spoken of earlier, 

he said, was that people believed in France that under the original 
proposal the regional agreements would cease to exist. 

Mr. Stassen wondered whether the problem could not be solved if 
wording was found to make clear that the Organization would have 
in the course of time the right to take over responsibility for prevent- 
ing further aggression against enemy states, but that the arrange- 
ments themselves would continue in force for the other purposes for 
which they had been organized. Mr. Drsrean agreed that some lan- 
guage to convey this idea ought not to be difficult to find and pointed 
out that the French did not attach special importance to the separa- 
tion of the two sentences. 

AmBaAssADoR GROMYKO pointed out that there seemed to be a real 
difference in the two formulas. The words “the responsibility” sug- 
gested that all responsibility would be taken over by the Security 
Council so that the treaty arrangements would altogether cease to 
exist. The phrase “arrangements” in the French amendment, how- 
ever, suggested that part of the responsibility only would be trans- 
ferred to the Security Council at the request of the parties and part 
of the responsibility would still be carried by the regional arrange- 
ments. He said this difference was very important for those who 
believed in the treaties. 

Mr. Sterrinivs suggested that this question be studied over night 
to see whether some modification of language could be arrived at. 
This procedure was accepted. 

Mr. Pasvousxy stated that the next item for discussion involved 
Chapter XI and concerned the question of the time at which a gen- 
eral conference for review of the Charter would be convened and also 
the question as to the type of majority vote required in the Assembly 
for the calling of such a conference. Mr. Pasvousky added that the
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point had also been suggested that the vote of the Council might be 
entirely eliminated in the calling of the conference so that the As- 
sembly alone would have the power to act on this question. He stated 
that the United States Delegation had studied the matter and had 
no objection to a two-thirds vote in the General Assembly, had no 
objection to stating that the conference would be called within a cer- 
tain period, say between seven and ten years, and felt strongly that 
elimination of the Council from the decision to call the conference 

should be resisted. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy added that there was a related question as to what 

would happen to a country not one of the permanent members that 
found itself unable to accept an amendment.’ Should this country be 
given the right to withdraw? The matter might be handled, he said, 
by providing in a committee interpretation that, should a country at 
any time find an amendment impossible to accept, the silence of the 
Charter on withdrawal would not forbid withdrawal and each with- 
drawal effort would be considered in the light of the circumstances 
of the time. | 

Me. Srerrinius called on Ambassador Gromyko to comment on 

the problem under discussion. AmsBassApor Gromyko stated that it 
would be undesirable to accept a specific period of time for the call- 
ing of the conference. If such an acceptance was decided upon, the 
implication would be that, for the period until the calling of the con- 
ference, the Organization we were setting up had merely a temporary 
character. He pointed out that it was not accidental that many of 
the delegations were pushing this proposal. They were opposed to 
the veto provision and wished to give the Charter a temporary char- 
acter so that the next conference could be the real one. From this 
point of view he did not think it advisable to accept the definite pe- 
riod of time. He added that, supposing the period was set at seven 
years and it became necessary to call a conference within five years, 
we would find ourselves bound by a rigid provision. On the other 
hand, perhaps in ten years there would be no important proposals 
for change, yet we would have to call a conference. What would 
there be to discuss? In his opinion the most flexible formula, which 
did not state the time of the conference but allowed it to be called 
according to circumstances, would be most satisfactory. 

Mr. Sterrinius asked Ambassador Gromyko whether he would be 

willing to accept a two-thirds vote in the General Assembly. Ampas- 
sApor Gromyko replied that he would prefer to stick to the former 
agreement on a three-fourths vote.’ He added that the more votes 
the better and the more democratic. | 

Ampassapor Hatirax expressed agreement that it would be a great 
mistake to specify the period for holding the conference. There was 
great force in the argument that we might not want a conference at
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the time set, so that everyone would have to set to work to find flaws 
in the Charter about which to make speeches. He said he could not 
help recalling that when the Constitution for India was drawn up 
it had been unwisely provided that at the end of ten years the Con- 
stitution should be reviewed. Regardless of the circumstances it had 
been necessary to have the inquiry. This had persuaded him of the 
evil of fixed dates. He did not like the idea of pulling up the plant 
to see how it was growing, and preferred saying in the Charter that, 
after the lapse of a certain time, machinery could be set to work to 
hold a conference if it was desirable. 
Ampassapor Harrrax indicated that this whole matter was related 

to the opposition of many states to the veto provision. Since many 
states were very sensitive on this matter, it would be good to meet 
their desires to some extent. He would be agreeable, therefore, to 
changing the vote in the Assembly from a three-fourths to a two- 
thirds vote. With respect to the right of withdrawal, he would 
strongly oppose doing anything that would emphasize that the 

Charter had anything other than a permanent character. 
Mr. Drgean said he had no objection to the change to a two-thirds 

vote, but that he felt that it would be better not to stipulate a specific 
time for the holding of a conference. AmsBassapor Koo commented 
that 1t was quite unusual to. have any provision for the general review 
of an instrument. He realized, however, that other countries were 
very anxious to strengthen this provision and that it was important 
to complete the work of the conference with maximum satisfaction, 
so that the delegations would go away with a real sense of confidence. 
He said that if there was a definite period stipulated of seven to ten 
years he would favor a two-thirds vote. If, however, no definite 
period was set, he would favor a three-fourths vote. He said the one 
concern of the Chinese Delegation was to make this provision more 
acceptable in order to diminish the anxiety felt by many states. He 
expressed a preference for not setting a definite time for the confer- 
ence, feeling that this would induce misgivings. © 

Mr. STeTTINIUvs indicated that Ambassador Gromyko had indicated 
a desire to study this question further. Amspassapor Harirax asked 
whether it would be possible to record some common agreement on 
the question. AmsBassapor Gromyko stated that a number of new 
thoughts had been presented and that he did not find himself in a 
position to state his final views. Mr. Srerrinivs suggested that fur- 

ther study be given to this matter. 
Mr. Sretrinivs then stated that Norway’s request to invite Denmark 

to the Conference should next be discussed. He added that the Soviet 
Government had requested that three matters go before the Steering
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Committee—the election of the Secretary-General, the election of 
deputy secretaries-general, and expulsion. He thought it might be 
preferable to defer action in the Steering Committee on these points 
until agreement had been reached in this group. AMBASSADOR 
GrRoMYKO said this procedure was quite agreeable to him. 

Mr. Srerrinius stated that the possibility of a meeting of the 
Steering Committee and of the Executive Committee was under consid- 
eration. There was the problem, however, that a large number of 
questions would be asked on points on which it would be difficult to 
give an answer at this time. He called on Mr. Hiss to indicate some- 
thing of the background on the situation. 

Mr. Hiss recommended that a series of Steering Committee meet- 
ings be avoided while the technical committees were still at work. 
The holding of Steering Committee meetings interrupted the work 
of the technical committees and also he felt it would be well to clear 
up as many points as possible in this group before calling any meet- 
ing of the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Sterrinius asked Mr. Hiss to report on the progress of the 
Conference. Mr. Hiss stated that, if the eighteen questions before 
the group were cleared up, he thought the committees could finish by 
the end of next week, the commissions meet by the first of the next 
week, and the drafting be completed by the Coordinating Committee 
during that week. He thought that speed on these eighteen issues 
and a decision on them would immensely speed up the Conference 
as a whole, 

Me. Sterrinivs asked whether there was considerable uneasiness in 
the committees at the necessity of waiting for decisions by this group. 
Mr. Hiss replied that he had not received many reports of criticism, 
but that he felt the criticisms would grow in the next day or two unless 
the more important log jams were broken. He pointed out that 
already a number of committees were unable to do anything. Am- 
BASSADOR Harirax indicated that a number of committees were not 
even meeting. 

Mr. STeTrinius suggested that this group reconvene at ten the 
next morning and spend the necessary hours to go through the open 

questions. 
AMBASSADOR Hatrirax agreed to this procedure, and asked that an 

agenda be prepared for each meeting so that the subjects under dis- 
cussion would be clear. He said he hoped that Denmark would be 
asked to the Conference, and quickly. He thought the power rested 
with the sponsoring governments to invite Denmark and questioned 
further delay. Ambassador Halifax asked Mr. Hiss if his assumption 
was correct.
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Me. Hiss replied that without any ruling the Conference had as- 
sumed the right to pass on all invitations when it admitted the three 
delegations not originally invited to the Conference. Once the Con- 
ference began, the function of inviting additional members became a 
Conference function and the authority of the sponsoring governments 
expired. Mr. Hiss pointed out that there was no specific rule to this 
effect but that it would seem to be understood. 

Mr. Stertrnivs agreed that all the United Nations would want the 
opportunity to express their approval or disapproval of a further 
invitation. Mr. Boncour suggested that the matter might be referred 
to the Steering Committee. Mr. Sterrintus indicated that was what 
he had in mind. Ampassapor Harirax noted that with respect to 
the three delegations previously admitted to the Conference there 
had been no agreement among the sponsoring governments, whereas 
he thought there could be such agreement on Denmark. ‘The sponsor- 
ing governments could then report their decision to the Steering Com- 
mittee and expect unanimous support. Ambassador Halifax sug- 
gested that there were two alternatives: To call a meeting of the 
Steering Committee the next day with this one item of business on 
the agenda or to call a meeting of the Steering Committee on Monday 
with this item and possibly a number of othersonthe agenda. 

Mr. Srerrinius suggested it might be best to hold an Executive 
Committee meeting first to formulate a recommendation to the 
Steering Committee. Amsassapor Harirax thought a short circuit 
might be used since there was general agreement in the group on the 
substance of the matter. : 7 : 
AMBASSADOR GRroMYKO indicated that either way he handled the 

matter would suit him. Ampassapor Koo suggested that in the in- 
terests of economy the Steering Committee meetings be held only 
when there were a number of items to discuss. 

Mr. Sterrinivus suggested the meeting be called on Monday follow- 

ing the strenuous labors of this group to reach decisions on the open 
items and that the issue of Denmark’s invitation be placed first on 
the agenda of the Monday meeting. Mr. Stettinius asked if this 
was agreeable to the other members of the group and all of the mem- 

bers indicated their agreement. - 
Ampassapor GRromyko suggested that this present group should 

determine the agenda for the Steering Committee meeting. Mr. 
STETTINIUS agreed. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11: 05 p.m.
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RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 62 (Exec) 

Minutes of the Siaty-Second Meeting (Hxecutwe Session) of the 
United States Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 2, 
1945, 9 a.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (26) present at meeting. | 
Tue Secretary called the meeting to order at 9:00 a. m. and asked 

Mr. Gerig whether there was anything which the Delegation should 
consider before it met in Executive Session at the Penthouse. 

FrENCcH Treaty AMENDMENT 

Mr. Geric suggested that the Delegation consider the question of 
the amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2, affecting 
regional arrangements. Tur Secrerary asked whether there was any 
new wording and Mr. Duties replied that the Big Five had main- 
tained the language considered by the Delegation at its earlier meet- 
ings, with the addition of a new sentence on the order of “such regional 
arrangements may exist subject to the enforcement machinery of the 

Organization.” Mr. Dulles thought that this wording was accept- 
able as an addition to the existing phraseology. THE Secrerary asked 
whether it was thought that the French would accept this addition. 
CoMMANDER StasseNn thought that the new wording appearing in a 
separate sentence was a most acceptable addition because it would 
allay the fears of the French concerning the status of their regional 
pacts but would still make it certain that they were to be subject. to the 
enforcement authority of the Organization once the Security Council 
had assumed jurisdiction. AJ] the members of the Delegation agreed 
to the new phraseology as amended by Mr. Dulles, as follows: “Such 
regional arrangements may subsist as part of the enforcement ma- 
chinery of the Security Council”. Tse Secretary agreed that this 
was a suitable phraseology but asked that final decision be delayed 
until the language could be cleared with Mr. Pasvolsky who was not 
present at this time. Tuer Srecrerary asked Mr. Raynor to check with 
Mr. Pasvolsky. 

AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 

The Delegation was informed that there was no need to consider 
the question of amendment procedure which had been settled by the 
Delegation. The statement of the Delegation’s position appeared in 
the document Position On Important Open Questions, US Gen 209a, 
in which amendment procedure appeared as the fourth item. Tue 

SEcreETary declared that this Delegation’s position had been established 
and that the matter was under discussion among the five powers. 

At 9:10 a. m. the Delegation adjourned to meet in the Penthouse 
for an Executive Session ten minutes later.
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Tue Sxcrerary convened the Executive Session at 9:30 a. m. in 
the Penthouse. Srcrerary STETTINIUS urged that this meeting be 
considered as a “truly Executive Session” of the Delegation. He 
remarked that the Advisers of the Delegation, in all of whom the 
Delegation had confidence, had been invited as observers and guests. 

Yatra Votine Formua | 

Tue Secretary reported in the strictest confidence that he had had 
long conversations with the President and with former Secretary 
Hull earlier that morning on the subject of the Russian position on 
voting procedure. The Secretary declared that he had done a great 

deal of thinking on this subject since the Russian delegates had re- 
leased their bad news in the Big Five meeting on the previous evening. 
The Secretary observed that in his view the situation was not so 
bad as might be thought in view of the absurdity of the Russian 
position. The Russian proposal, he declared, was entirely contrary 
to anything which had been considered previously at Dumbarton 
Oaks, Yalta, or anywhere else. The Secretary urged that the Dele- 
gation must turn its attention to thinking and planning on how to 
handle the Conference and to keep up the morale of the various dele- 
gations in the light of this latest development. The Secretary 
remarked that it was almost certain that the Russian position would 
receive widespread attention in the press over the weekend and one 
of the most pressing matters before the Delegation would be the prob- 
lem of holding the Conference together. 

Tue Secretary reported that he had called former Secretary Hull 
early in the morning and had spoken to Mr. Hull just as the latter 
finished breakfast. The Secretary and Mr. Hull had held a long 
leisurely conversation. Mr. Huuu had expressed extreme disappoint- 
ment at the news and said that he had thought that everything was 
progressing favorably. Mr. Hull had expressed the opinion that the 
American public and the United States Senate would not accept this 
new Russian interpretation of the Yalta voting formula. The Sec- 
retary reported that Mr. Hull had stressed the importance of not 
allowing this matter to be released to the press in an unfavorable 
light. Mr. Hull urged that if the press should get wind of this devel- 
opment it should be presented in a dignified manner with the United 
States position being made clear. 

Tue Srcretary reported that he had next called the President who 
had a crystal clear understanding of the issues at stake. It was ap- 
parent, The Secretary declared, that the President had been studying 
carefully the daily despatches on the Conference and had a thorough 
appreciation of the significance of the various positions. The tele- 
phone conversation, Mr. Stettinius declared, had consisted of “real 
meat”. The President had expressed the opinion that this latest
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interpretation proposed by the USSR was “something neither I nor 
you nor the American people can ever take”. President Truman had 
expressed the opinion that the Russian interpretation was something 
completely new which had never been considered before and he thought 
that this interpretation was completely unacceptable to the United 
States. The United States, the President had declared, could never 
be a party to this interpretation. : 

THe Secrerary reported that he had told the President that the 
latest developments might alter considerably the time schedule for 
the rest of the Conference and might extend the business of the Con- 
ference for a considerable period. The President said that he under- 
stood the difficulty and although he was disappointed that his plans 
for arriving in San Francisco some time around June 12 or 14 would 
have to be altered, the President declared that he would stand by for 
the conclusion of the Conference, whenever that might be. The 
Secretary reported that he had promised to the President that a 
Charter would be produced. He had declared that it might become 
necessary for the United States to make reservations to the Charter 
and some of the other nations might have to join the Organization 
at a later date, but he had expressed the opinion that a majority 

of the peace-loving peoples of the world would be able to agree on a 

Charter here in San Francisco. | 
Tue SrecreTary expressed the opinion that the Russians could not 

be serious about this interpretation and he pointed out that the Rus- 
sian Delegation had been extremely cooperative on all the other issues 
which were under discussion. The Secretary remarked to Senator 
Vandenberg that the Russians had been willing to cooperate with 
respect to those questions which had been of particular concern to the 
Senator. Representative Broom asked whether it was not possible 
that this cooperative attitude with respect to some of the other prob- 
lems under consideration might not be part of the game the Russians 
were playing and THE Secretary agreed that this might be possible. 
Mr. Dutims asked whether any interpretation had been placed on 
Mr. Sobolev’s return to Moscow. Tue Secretary remarked that there 
were two possibilities, that Mr. Sobolev was returning for consultation, 
or that he had been unable to get along with Ambassador Gromyko 
because of his cooperation with the United States Delegation. Mr. 
PasvotsKy remarked that the first interpretation was plausible in 
view of the fact that Mr. Sobolev had been chosen to report to Moscow 
on the results of the Dumbarton Oaks conversations. Mr. Sobolev, 
Mr. Pasvolsky declared, had been ordered to report to Moscow en 
route to London at the end of the Conversations last fall. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether Harry Hopkins had been in- 
formed of the latest developments. TH Srcrerary replied in the neg- 
ative and declared that there had been no communication between
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Washington and Moscow. Furthermore, The Secretary declared 
that Mr. Hopkins’ mission ** had nothing whatsoever to do with the 
San Francisco Conference. 

SENATOR CONNALLY urged that the Delegation would have to take 
a firm stand, not “blustering”, but firm. THe Senator declared that 
he favored the Yalta formula because the United States was commit- 
ted to it. However, Senator Connally did not support this ridiculous 
interpretation. SENATOR CoNnNALLY declared that there would be a 
very slight concession involved between the Russian position and the 
position of this Delegation and he expressed the view that the Russians 
were taking a very unreasonable stand. 

SECRETARY STETTINIvs asked whether the Delegation would be agree- 
able to the suggestion he was about to propose. The Secretary 
thought that he should state to the Russian Delegation “calmly and 
firmly” that the United States Delegation had studied the Russian 
interpretation over-night. The Secretary thought that this Govern- 
ment should take the position that the Russian statement was an en- 
tirely new interpretation and that the United States would find it 
impossible to join in any Organization under which discussion could 
be cut off in the Security Council by the veto of any one nation. The 

Secretary thought that this position should be accepted by the Dele- 
gation and that no further discussion of the matter would be necessary. 

Mr. Duties observed that the position stated by the Secretary would 
not be a new one for the United States. Under Secretary Grew had 
held a similar position in his statement of March 24 and Senator Con- 
NALLY added that Secretary Stettinius had stated a-similar position in 
his interpretation of the Yalta formula at Mexico City.’ Mr. Pas- 
VvoLsKY thought that in presenting the United States position to the 
Russians it should be made clear that this was not a new position for 
the United States and that the views of this Government had been 
made clear ever since Yalta.. 

Mr. Dunn remarked that the Russians had seemed to be of the 
opinion that this very matter had been discussed at Yalta. Mr. Arm- 
STRONG remarked that one of the Russian delegates had indicated that 
he had been present at a meeting at Yalta where it had been agreed 
that discussions could be held by the Security Council without the veto 
power being applicable. One of the members of the Delegation com- 
mented that Secretary Stettinius himself had been present at that 
meeting and Tur Secretary replied that he remembered very well.®* 

In reply to a question concerning the position that would be taken 
by the other major powers, Tue Secretary declared that Lord Hali- 

** For documentation on the Hopkins Mission to Moscow, see Foreign Relations, 
The Conference of Berlin (The Potsdam Conference), 1945, vol. 1, pp. 21 ff. 
1945 eee ment of State Bulletin, March 25, 1945, p. 479, and ibid., March 11, 

* See Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 661-667 and 711-712.
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fax would support the position of the United States. The position 
France would take was uncertain, The Secretary thought, in view 
of the political situation existing between France and the USSR. The 
Secretary thought that there could be no doubt that the Chinese would 
support the United States on this issue, but The Secretary declared 
that he would call the Chinese Delegation to make certain. 

Mr. Pasvousxy raised a question concerning the procedure which 
should be followed. He urged that the Secretary not plunge into the 
matter of voting at the very start of the Big Five meeting. Mr. 
Pasvolsky observed that all the parties concerned were in negotiating 
positions and he thought that this question should be taken in its order 
on the agenda, probably ten minutes after the start of the meeting. In 
that time, Mr. Pasvolsky declared, it would probably be possible to 
satisfy the French on the regional question and in that way make 
possible French support for the United States position. Mr. Pas- 
volsky then asked whether the Delegation would agree to a new 
wording he had prepared for the sentence to be added to the amend- 
ment of Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. The new sentence 
reads as follows: “After the Organization is charged with the respon- 
sibility above indicated, nothing in this Charter will prevent the con- 
tinued existence of such regional arrangements subject to the require- 
ment for the Council’s authorization for the taking of enforcement 
measures.” | 

This revised wording was acceptable to the Delegation. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY remarked that it was highly important to satisfy the French on 
this issue because they would play an important part in the decision on 
the voting formula. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom thought that the Delegation should release 
a press statement making clear its position on this issue before the 
opposition released its position to the press. Representative Bloom 
thought that the Secretary should make clear the United States posi- 
tion. SENATOR VANDENBERG did not think that the United States 
should hasten the release of its position. Mr. Hackworru 
concurred, adding that a statement at this time would freeze 

the positions of the various parties to the controversy and would make 
negotiation more difficult. Conaressman Broom repeated that he 
thought there would be an advantage to be gained by beating the Rus- 
sians to the punch in stating a position on this latest interpretation. 
Tues Secrerary declared that he had not thought in terms of releasing 
a statement to the press, but Senator VANDENBERG remarked that he 
was quite certain that the press would get wind of this important con- 
troversy which would be most difficult to keep secret. Senator Van- 
denberg thought that the Secretary’s hand would be forced and he 
would have to make a statement eventually. Tue Srecrerary re-



1092 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

marked that the United States’ position on this question had been clear 
from the beginning and he requested Mr. Stevenson to prepare a state- 
ment to be ready some time during the morning. 

At this time, Tue Secretary declared that he would have to leave 
the meeting for a few minutes to call the Chinese to ascertain what 
their position would be. 
CoMMANDER StTAssEN remarked that the question under dispute 

was a matter of interpretation and did not involve a change in the 
Charter itself. The need for interpretation had been raised by the 
presentation of the questionnaire on voting formula. Commander 
Stassen thought that the issue was not necessarily crucial in view of 
the fact that there would probably be need in the future for many 
interpretations. Commander Stassen thought that the Big Five 
could accept the language of the Charter without necessarily agree- 
ing to an interpretation. Interpretation of the language agreed upon 
could be left to the future. 

Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the famous question 19 was involved 
and once the United States agreed to a unanimous vote of the per- 
manent members of the Security Council for procedural questions, 
the battle would have been lost. Question 19, Mr. Pasvotsxy thought, 
was dependent upon the answers to some of the other questions which 
were covered in the four power statement. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY urged that if the Russian position on the inter- 
pretation of the Yalta formula were to be established as the position 
of the Big Five, the small powers would unite in an effort to defeat 
the phraseology in the Charter and Senator Connally thought that 
there was danger that they might succeed. Tse Secretary asked 
how the Delegation felt about the position he had stated earlier in 
the meeting. The Delegation agreed unanimously to the firm position 
taken by the Secretary. 

Tue Secretary reiterated that it was of the utmost importance 
that the work of the Conference be continued. It would be impos- 
sible, he declared, to stall for another week waiting for instructions 
from Moscow. The Secretary declared that he would discuss with 
the Big Five that morning the procedure that should be followed in 
order to keep the Conference going. Mr. Armstrone thought that 
the United States might follow the course, established the previous 
evening in the Big Five discussion, of retaining full freedom of action 
in the Committees and in the Steering Committee. This, he thought, 
involved risks because the United States might be stuck with an un- 
desirable decision. It was suggested that freedom of action be re- 
tained only in the meetings of the Steering Committee in order that 
pressure might be brought to bear on the heads of delegations with- 
out bringing in the less important members of the various delegations
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here in San Francisco. Mr. Duties remarked that it was apparent 

that none of the major powers would accept a majority decision of 
the Steering Committee on an important issue. 

Mr. RockEFeLLerR submitted that the amendment. question which 
was under consideration in Mr. Armstrong’s committee was an im- 
portant one in insuring the tranquility of the smaller states and to 
make possible their acceptance of the Yalta formula. THE Srcre- 
TARY replied however, that it was his intention to consider the prob- 
lems of the agenda one by one, in their turn. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG emphasized that the Conference must not 
be allowed to bog down at this time under any circumstances. If 
the net result of the disagreement over the interpretation of the Yalta 
formula were to be to speed up the work of the Conference, it would 
be an indication that the major powers had risen above their difficulty 
or perhaps even gotten around the cause for previous delay. 

At this point, 9:57 a. m., the Secretary left the meeting to call 
Ambassador Koo. 

Mr. Pasvorsky urged that the Delegation should not press for the 
establishment of a final date for the Conference. He thought that 
if a final date were set it would be a signal for the Russians to adopt 
a stand-off attitude. The Russians, Mr. Pasvolsky thought, seemed 
to think that they would out-wait the Delegation, but Mr. Pasvolsky 
assured the Delegation that they could not. Commanper Strassen 
agreed with the position taken by Mr. Pasvolsky and thought that 
if the Delegation made it clear that it would not leave San Francisco 
until a Charter had been agreed upon, even if that took until Christ- 
mas, it might speed up matters in the long run. Srnaror VANDEN- 
BERG thought that if the Conference were to be kept waiting for two 
weeks awaiting a decision on this issue it might never get started again 
in high gear. 

Mr. PasvousKy declared that he should like to adopt the strategy 
of clearing up all the other issues first. Then this Delegation could 
declare to the Russians that it would be impossible to consider re- 
opening the closed issues until the voting matter had been settled. 
ApMIRAL Hepsurn asked whether in Mr. Pasvolsky’s opinion the 
Russians were willing to negotiate on the voting question. Mr. Pas- 
voLskY replied in the affirmative and declared that the Russians were 
in a negotiating position. 

At this point, 10:00 a. m., Secretary Stettinius returned to the 
meeting. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY thought that it was distinctly possible to stand 
on the Yalta wording without adopting a five power interpreta- 
tion. SrcreTary STerrinivs announced that his telephone conversa- 
tions had been satisfactory and Lord Halifax would back the United
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States’ position and the Chinese would back the British statement. 
THE SecrEeTary was asked what position the French were likely to 
take and he replied that in Mr. Pasvolsky’s view the French would 
support the United States if the regional matter were settled first. 
Deran GILDERSLEEVE thought that for a change the United States 
was in a very favorable position. The Russians were now in the 
reactionary spot whereas previously they had managed to maneuver 
the United States into that position. Mr. Armstrone thought that the 
Delegation should face the fact now that the long range propaganda 
of the Russians would be that the USSR had been maneuvered into 
the necessity for insuring protection of its interests by the emergence. 
of the struggle between Communism and Fascism. TH SECRETARY 
remarked that this condition would be alleviated by Mr. Rockefeller’s 
arranging a new Argentine government during the next week. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10: 02 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 12 a 

Minutes of the Twelfth Five-Power Informal Consultatwe Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 2, 1945, 
10am. 

[Informal Notes] | 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (23) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (4) ; China (8) ; and France (6).] 

The meeting was called to order by Mr. Sterrinius, who called 
the attention of those present to the agenda which had been distrib- 
uted (copy attached ®) and then asked Mr. Pasvoitsxy to begin 
discussion on point 2. 

2. French Proposal—Chapter VIII, Section C, paragraph 2. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that the U.S. Delegation had been consider- 
ing the matter in the light of the discussion of the previous evening, 
and recognized the desirability of taking French necessities into ac- 
count. He proposed that this be done by accepting the original four 
power amendment to paragraph 2 of Chapter VIII, C, only changing 
the words “by consent” to “on request”, and then adding the following 
language: 

“After the Organization is charged with the responsibility above in- 
dicated, nothing in this Charter will prevent the continued existence 
of such regional arrangements subject to the requirement for the 
Council’s authorization for the taking of enforcement measures.” 

Lorp Hatirax remarked that if anything the new language was 

better and clearer than the French Proposal, but Ampassapor 

® Not printed.
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Gromyko replied that his first impression was that it is worse rather 
than better, as it contradicts the language in the earlier part of the 
paragraph. To him there was an essential difference in that under 
the French Proposal the Council would take over part of the responsi- 
bility for the maintenance of peace, leaving some of the responsibility 
to the signatories of the bilateral pacts, whereas, the U.S. language 
would give the Security Council all of the responsibility. Lorp Hat1- 
FAX did not agree and Mr. Pasvotsky went on to explain that the 
whole of paragraph 2 is based upon the concept that the Security 
Council should authorize enforcement action. The issue in discussion 
at the previous meeting had been whether the agreements.or arrange- 
ments themselves must disappear once the Council was charged with 
the responsibility. The purpose of the U.S. Proposal. was to make 
it clear that while enforcement measures will be subject to Security 
Council authorization once the Organization has taken over, the 
treaties will continue in force. | 

M. Pavut-Boncour then announced that the sentence appeared ac- 
ceptable to him if the words “for the prevention of aggression”? were 
added at the end. | - 

Mr. Srerrinrus and Lorp Harirax, after informal consultation 

with members of their delegation. present, indicated an acceptance of 
this addition. Dr. Koo stated that on first impression he thought. the 
‘United States sentence was an improvement on the original and added 
that he had no objection to the French Amendment. , 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO, after the others had indicated acceptance of 

the amended sentence, stated that he desired to study it more 
thoroughly, commenting that the U.S. Delegation had studied the 
French formula for several days. 

Mr. Armsrrone inquired why we could not go ahead on a four- 
power basis, but his question went unanswered as the discussion moved 
on. to the following point. 

5. Voting in the Security Council 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS announced that the U.S. Delegation had 
given careful consideration to the Soviet interpretation which had 
been presented by Ambassador Gromyko the previous evening and 
he now wished to state that U.S. could not accept the Soviet interpre- 
tation that the veto should apply to discussion. In the statement 
which he had issued March 5 in Mexico City and in that which Mr. 

Grew had published on March 24, the United States had given its 
interpretation that the decision of the Security Council to discuss 
disputes or situations brought to its attention should be made by a 
procedural vote. The U.S. Government, he said, could not participate 
in an Organization in which the veto would apply to discussion. 

723-681—67——78 -
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Lorp Hauirax then stated that his government has given great 
thought over a long period to this problem. It had been their under- 
standing that under the Yalta formula consideration or discussion 
of a dispute would not be subject to veto by one of the five permanent 
members of the Council. Therefore, he associated himself with the 

U.S. Delegation; the Soviet position was not acceptable to his 
government. 

Dr. Koo stated that his government, like the British, had studied 
the Yalta formula for some time. While he could not state what was 
intended by the Yalta formula—since China had not been represented 
at that Conference—as between the two interpretations the Chinese 
Delegation considered that contained in the May 26th draft of the 
proposed statement as preferable. Among other reasons for this po- 
sition, he said, was the fact that the U.S. interpretation would meet 
the spirit of the Conference as a whole and be more satisfactory to 
people outside the Conference whose support is necessary for the suc- 
cess of the Organization. The Chinese Delegation therefore sup- 
ported the position that consideration and discussion of an issue should 
not be subject to the veto. 

M. Pavux-BoNncovur announced that he was inclined to fall in with 
the views of the U.S., U.K. and Chinese Delegations but did not wish 
to make any definite statements as he has not yet read the French 
translation of the Soviet text. 

Mr. Srerrintus commented that, in view of the reactions of the 

other Delegations, perhaps the Soviet Ambassador would wish to 
consult his government, to which Mr. Gromyxo replied that naturally 
he would present to Moscow the views expressed by the others but 
he wished to make it clear that the Soviet Government is in favor 
of the Yalta formula as it stands. He added that the interpretation 
made by the U.S. Government in March had been unilateral and not 
agreed to by the other governments. The U.S.S.R. considers this 
interpretation a retreat from the Yalta formula and wishes to remain 
absolutely firm in its position. 

Mr. Srerrinius reminded the group that he had made it clear on 
several occasions that it is the policy of the U.S. Government to abide 
firmly by the Yalta formula. He regretted that Mr. Gromyko had 
used the term “retreat” because it is completely contrary to the U.S. 
view that its interpretation is a retreat. He pointed out that U.S. 
records of the Yalta Conference, which had been carefully examined, 
showed that at no time had there been agreement there on whether 
consideration and discussion should be subject to a qualified majority, 
although this matter had been the subject of some discussion. 
Ampassapor Gromyko replied that the Yalta decision provided that 

there should be unanimity of the permanent members on all matters



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE » 1097 

except when a permanent member was involved under Chapter VIII, 

Section A. To this Mr. Srerrrmntvs replied that it was absolutely not 
clear to the United States that this was the case. The United States 
regards the Soviet interpretation as new and as out of keeping with 
the spirit of Yalta. : — 

Sim ALEXANDER CaDoGan, saying that Lord Halifax had asked him 
to speak on the subject in view of the fact that he had been present 
at Yalta, remarked that in fact there had been little detailed discus- 
sion at Yalta of the question now under consideration. In general, 
the participants in that Conference had focused their attention pri- 
marily on the issue of whether a permanent member of the Council 
party to a dispute should have the right of veto under Chapter, VIII, 

Section A. Although the British Delegation had not searched its 
record as had the United States, he believed it correct that at Yalta 
they had provided for consideration and discussion under a pro- 
cedural vote. Srcrerary STErrrinrus announced that Sir Alexan- 
der’s statement was a correct one with which he entirely agreed, and 
Lorp Hartrax commented that he wished Mr. Gromyko to believe 
that the U.K., in taking the position it did, did not place any less 
importance on unanimity than did the Soviet Delegation. He be- 
lieved that both the public opinion of the world and the dictates of 
justice make it necessary not to have a veto over consideration and 
discussion of a dispute. To this Ampassapor Gromyxo replied that 
the decision as to whether or not to consider and discuss a dispute or 
situation, 1s a very important link in the chain; from discussion deci- 

sions might flow. | 
SrenaToR CoNNALLY (speaking at Mr. Stettinius’ request) said that 

he had not been at Yalta but he had the text of the Yalta formula 
before him. He agreed thoroughly with Lord Halifax on the ne- 
eessity for unity among the five permanent members but considered 
it fundamental that, since states under Chapter VIII, Section A, 
paragraph 2, are entitled to bring disputes to the attention of the 
Council, it should follow that the Council must at least hear their 
appeals. He asked what point there was in permitting a dispute or 
situation to be brought to the attention of the Council if the Council 
could not consider it. It is apparent to him that it is implied—even 
stated—in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals that the Council can con- 
sider a dispute. It is after consideration has taken place that una- 
nimity is necessary. He pointed out that there is great resistance to 
the Yalta formula and unless the interpretation of May 26 is adopted, 
it may not be possible to obtain approval of the Yalta formula at the 
Conference, and added that he personally could not accept the “im- 
possible” and “extravagant” interpretation given in the Soviet note. 

Lorp Hatrrax added that Senator Connally could have made his
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case even stronger if he had referred not only to paragraph 2 but to 
paragraph 4 of Chapter VIII, Section A, under which parties are 
under obligation to refer their disputes to the Security Council if 
they cannot themselves settle them by peaceful means of their own 
choice. Remarking that, once the dispute has been brought before 
the Council under this paragraph, the Council is to decide whether to 
take action under paragraph 5 or itself to recommend terms of set- 
tlement, he asked Mr. Gromyko how the Council can decide if it is 
unable to consider a dispute. 

A™MBassADOR GroMyko then called attention to and read in full the 
paragraph in the Soviet draft in which it is stated that “there are 
no grounds whatever to fear that the sponsoring powers, when they 
have become permanent members of the Council, would actually use 
the rights conferred on them by the Charter to block the discussion 
by the Security Council on any international dispute affecting the 
interest of states not members of the Council .. .” , 

Mr. Pasvotsky said that if that was the case, then there is no dan- 
ger in permitting discussion and consideration as a result of a pro- 
cedural vote, and Mr. Gromyko quickly replied that on the contrary 
there was no danger in granting the right of veto. : : 

SecrRETARY STertinivs then said that the United States Delegation 
had stated its position and added that he was confident that the United 
Nations represented at San Francisco would not accept a Charter 
which contained a great power veto over discussion. He added that 
the Senators present could speak for themselves. To this SzNaTor 
VANDENBERG replied that such a formula would be unacceptable to 
the Senate. There would be difficulty enough in obtaining acceptance 
of the Yalta formula anyway, he said, even though Senator Connally 
and he would, of course, support it vigorously. If free speech were 
suppressed, the Senate would have no part in the Organization. SEN- 
ator CoNNALLY commented that, although he might not go as far 
as Senator Vandenberg, he knew there would be general resistance 
to this formula and danger that the Charter would not be accepted. 
Thanking Lord Halifax for his comments on paragraph 4 of Chapter 
VIII, A, he stated that the veto should not apply to discussion—“The 
Senate would never on God’s earth tie itself to an organization of that 
kind in perpetuity.” He hoped Ambassador Gromyko would see his 
way to accepting the position of the other powers. He (Connally) 
would, of course, stand by the Yalta formula to the full but he thought 
a veto on discussion inconsistent with paragraphs 2 and 4 of Chapter 
VIII, Section A, and if the Council cannot discuss a matter after it 
is referred to it, then those two paragraphs should be struck out. 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS pointed out that the meeting had other im- 
portant business but before proceeding with the agenda, he wished
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to call the attention of those present that the work of several com- 
mittees is held up because of the lack of agreement on voting procedure, 
and therefore frank discussion is necessary as to how the delay will 
affect the Conference. He inquired what we should say to the Con- 
ference on Monday and how the Conference business could proceed. 

SENATOR CONNALLY replied that we either ought to get agreement 
or go ahead and each put in his own interpretation. Mr. Sterrintvus 
then asked Ambassador Gromyko whether he would consult his gov- 
ernment, to which Ampassapor Gromyxo replied that he would, of 
course, inform his government of the views of the others but he wished 
to emphasize that the Soviet position was absolutely clear. He added 
that he could not agree that the other United Nations would not 
accept the Soviet interpretation if it was properly explained to them— 
if it was made clear to them that five-power unanimity is necessary 
for the maintenance of international peace and security and therefore 
in their own interest. With respect to Senator Connally’s statement, 
he felt it important that the five should have agreement before going 
before the Conference. To this Senator ConNALLY said that he did 
not mean that the Soviet Delegation would not be absolutely free to 
present its views. | | 

Mr. Srerrinius then stated that there was no need for further 
discussion at this time and the meeting turned to the following item. 

3. Chapter XII, paragraph 1—(Transitional Arrangements)  - - 

Mr. Pasvotsxy presented the problem with respect to Chapter XII, 
pointing out that it had been criticized by some delegations as lacking 
in clarity... The United States Delegation, however, is in favor of 
maintaining it as it stands. Ampassapor Gromyxo said he fully 
agreed with the U.S. Delegation, thinking the present text very good; 
he added that he would like especially to hear the view of the U.K. 
Delegation since he had heard that the U.K. representative in the 
technical subcommittee had suggested some change in the language 
without prior consultation with the other four. — 

Mr. Drsrean, speaking as acting chairman of the subcommittee, 
reported on what had happened there * and then announced that the 
French position is that the language is perfectly clear. Lorp Hati- 
FAX, in reply to Mr. Gromyko’s request, said that he understood that 

Committee III/3 did not like the original language, that the sub= 
committee to which it had been referred had first thought it had found 
better language and then reversed itself. If that is indéed the case, 
the U.K. Delegation has no objection to sticking together. All five 

© WD 68, III/3/A/2, June 1, UNCIO Documents, vol.12,p.651. 2 
pia Doe. 70s, 111/3/36, May 31, ibid., p. 400; see also Doc. 765, III/3/39, June 3,
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Delegations agreed to stand by the present text, and Srcrerary STET- 
‘TINIUS commented on this manifestation of complete unanimity. 

4, Amendments: Conference for Review of Charter 

Stating that he understood this question was a very important one 
in the minds of certain other countries, Mr. Sterrryivs said he hoped 
the five could agree on a common position today. In replying to his 
inquiry, the other four heads of delegations said they had no further 
comments. Mr. Stettinius reminded them that at the previous 
meeting of the five they had expressed somewhat different views; it 
is important to reach one position which we can all agree on. What 
procedure should we use for this purpose since the subcommittee of 
the five has now adjourned ? 

Dr. Pasvorsxy stated that the issues are clear. He doubted that 
it is a matter of drafting but considered that a political decision at 
the high level is necessary, both on the question as to whether the vote 
in the Assembly shall be two-thirds or three-fourths and as to whether 
anything should be said about the right of a state to withdraw in 
case it finds itself unable to accept an amendment to the Charter. 

Lorp Hauirax said that as he saw it there were three issues: (1) 
whether any time for the holding of a Conference should be men- 
tioned; (2) whether there should be three-fourths or two-thirds vote 
in the Assembly; and (3) the right of a state to withdraw in the 
event of unpalatable amendments. With respect to the last, Mr. 
Pasvoitsky interjected that there is no question of writing any right 
to withdraw into the Charter; it is merely whether or not there should 
be written into the record the interpretation that that right would 
exist. 

Lorp Hatirax suggested that we take his three points one by one. 
As to the first, the U.K. Delegation favored language permitting a 
Conference to be called at any time after 7 or (10) years. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY said that the U.S. position is that the Conference should be 
held not less than 7 nor more than 10 years after the Organization is 
started. After Mr. Armstrone had remarked that the members of the 
technical committee * would probably regard Lord Halifax’s sugges- 
tion as more restrictive than the present language, rather than less so, 
the Brrrisnh AmBassapDor said that he preferred his suggestion but did 
not feel too strongly on the matter and could see the force of Mr. Arm- 

strong’s argument. AmsBassapor Gromykxo preferred to stand by the 
text of the four-power amendment. 

Dr. Koo favored provision of a definite period within which the 
Conference should be held and emphasized the importance of pre- 

®¥For discussion of proposals on Chapter XI, see Doc. 688, I/2/48, May 29, 
UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 154; record of meetings of Subcommittee I/2/E on 
May 30 and 31, not printed.
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serving the principle of the unanimity of the permanent members. 
Upon Mr. Srerrinrus’ remarking that he liked the proposal made at 
the previous meeting of the five by Dr. Koo and requesting the latter 
to repeat it, Dr. Koo said that it was in brief that if a definite period 
for the calling of the Conference were to be fixed the majority should 
be two-thirds, but if no period were set then there should be a three- 
fourths majority. 

In reply to Mr. Stettinius’ request for his opinion on this, Mr. Arm- 
STRONG said that he had no comments on the merits of Dr. Koo’s pro- 
posal but that he had no doubt that the preference of the Committee’s 
membership would be for the setting of a specific date with provision 
that the Conference should be called by a smaller majority. He em- 
phasized that the problem confronting the Five at this moment was: 
How would they vote this afternoon? Upon being asked by Mr. Stet- 
tinius for his recommendation, Mr. Armstrong said that he favored 
fixing a date between 7 and 10 years after the establishment of the 
Organization and allowing the Conference to be called by a two- 
thirds vote; we might propose the former but should not propose the 
latter, merely going along if 1t was proposed by someone else. 

Lorp Hatirax asked if Mr. Armstrong would accept this rather 
than stand by the words in the draft under consideration. Mr. Arm- 
STRONG said that he would because the alternative appeared to be the 
acceptance of Evatt’s proposal that a specific date be set for the Con- 
ference, with the clear implication that the present Organization is to 
be transitory. There ensued a discussion between Lorp Hatirax and 
Mr. Armstron«, in which the former said he could not see why Mr. 
Armstrong’s proposal for a 7 to 10 year period, which to him seemed 
more restrictive than his own, would satisfy the Committee. 

M. Pavut-Boncovur remarked that he did not understand precisely 
the relationship between this provision for a conference and the gen- 
eral right to introduce amendments; if amendments can be introduced 
at any time, why was it necessary to make provision for a conference 
as well? Mr. Pasvoisky explained that the new paragraph does not 
affect the present text on amendments, which will remain, and that 
its introduction was for the purpose of making the amendment pro- 
cedure more acceptable to the small powers. 

Mr. Srertrnivs, in order to clarify the discussion, suggested that 
the Five agree to meet the Committee’s desire to the extent of pro- 

viding for a two-thirds vote instead of three-fourths and then point 
out to the Committee that all other votes of the Assembly on substan- 
tive matters are by two-thirds majority and we should not restrict it 
more. In this case we would stand on the rest of the draft on [7m] the 
discussion. After Lorp Hatirax had indicated his acceptance of this 
proposal, there ensued some discussion in the course of which Mr.
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RocKEFELLER emphasized how important it was to other delegations 
that it should not be too difficult to call a conference, and suggested 
specifically that we might give the Secretary General the power to do 
so. Thereupon Mr. Armsrrone, at Mr. Stettinius’ request, pointed 
out that he had stood firm on the present text as the Soviet repre- 
sentative on the Committee would certainly tell Ambassador Gromyko, 
but that the Five had only been supported by one or two delegations, 
particularly Norway, as against a large majority on the other side. 

Then Mr: Srerrinrus, in an endeavor to reach a decision, began a 
canvass of views. Lorp Harirax repeated his preference for making 
no change except to replace three-fourths by two-thirds, but before 
any opinions were expressed by other heads of delegations, Mr. Arm- 
stone remarked that if this was the only change made, the Five would 
bé defeated. In reply to this Lorn Harirax proposed that the Five 
agree to stand on the four-power amendment with this one change 
and then, if defeated, to try another formula. The French and 
Chinese Delegates were agreeable to this, but Ampassapor Gromyko 
said he must stand on the four-power amendment and could not, there- 
fore, accept the two-thirds vote in the Assembly. After the Soviet 
Ambassador had reiterated this position, Mr. Srerrrnius suggested 
agreeing to stand on the four-power amendment, with the provision 
for a three-fourths vote, and if defeated, reserve the tight to appeal 
to the Steering Committee. Dr. Koo then commented that the de- 
mand of the small powers was to make some provision for the review 
of the present Charter and that there were therefore two points which 
had to be met: (1) the desire for a conference to furnish an oppor- 
tunity for review, and (2) the question of unanimity of the permanent 
members. SENaToR ConNALLy pointed out in this connection that 
the issue is not over the difficulty of review but over the fact that all 
five permanent members have to ratify any changes. Upon Mr. Srer- 
TINIs’ inquiring whether there was any other solution than that which 
he proposed and suggesting that a possible alternative might be for 
the Five to agree that they would have liberty of action, Mr. Arm- 
sTRONG reiterated that if we stood on the four-power amendment we 
would be beaten. | oO a 
Ampassapor Gromyko said that he liked the four-power amend- 

ment. If the Five were defeated they could consult again but he 
thought that the need was for an explanation which would prevent 
such a defeat. To this Mr. Armsrrone replied that both he and the 
Soviet Delegate in the Committee had been unsuccessful despite their 
best’ efforts in convincing the Committee. When Mr. Srerrintvs re- 
peated his proposal, Mr. Armsrrone insisted that it would stiffen 
the opposition of the small powers to the Five and might possibly lead 
to a series of defeats in other Committees because if the small powers’
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felt they could not obtain a review with some ease, they would oppose 
the Big Five on many other points more than they otherwise would. 
CoNnGRESSMAN Broom remarked that there would not be a.chance to 
vote on the four-power amendment. The only chance the Five had was 
to present an amendment to [of] their own to it. M. Pavi-Boncour 
and Mr. Srerrrntus agreed with Mr. Armstrong; so did Lorp Hani- 
FAx but he thought the situation was a difficult one and wondered 
whether Mr. Armstrong could not prolong the debate in order to give 
the Five more chance. Mr. Armsrrone requested that if he did so he 
should receive support from the representatives of the other four 
powers. At Mr. Srerrinius’ suggestion a group was appointed to 
work with Mr. Armstrong on this matter over the week-end as fol- 
lows: Colonel Capel-Dunn, Mr. Zarapkin, Dr. Hoo, M. Gorse. At the 
end of the discussion, Lorp Hatrrax inquired if he was correct in un- 
derstanding that the Five would look at some revised language and 
then plan their strategy accordingly. When Mr. Armsrrone said that 
we might tell the Committee we were trying to meet their views, 
Ampassapor Gromyko replied that it would be better merely to remark 
that the Five were consulting. There being no objection, this course 
was approved. - | 

(At this point Mr. Stettinius left the room and Lord Halifax took 
the Chair). | | | 

Items 6-12 en - 
- The next item on the agenda was that of voting in the Security 
Council which had already been dealt with and Mr. Pasvorsxy, at 
Lord Halifax’s request, therefore took up the next six items all of 
which related to matters which had already been dealt with in Com- 
mittees. He pointed out that an intention to have items 6, 7 and 9 
put on the agenda of the Steering Committee had already been ex- 
pressed but said that he thought it would be a mistake to have the 
Steering Committee meet at the present time. He said that the 
U.S. Delegation is prepared'to support reconsideration by the tech- 
nical committees ofthe questions of the Secretary General, of expul- 
sion, and of items 10 and 11. As for the election of judges, it was his 
understanding that this has been‘ voted on twice, both in Committee 
IV/1 and Committee III/1. The U.S. Delegation believes that de- 
cision should stand, that there should be no qualified vote in the elec- 
tion of the judges especially in view of the fact that the court will 

have no compulsory jurisdiction. ae 
_ Lory Hauirax suggested that instead of taking all these topics 
as a group we discuss them. one at a.time beginning with the. election 
of judges. . se 

Election of Judges—Lorp Haxirax restated Mr. Pasvolsky’s com- 
ments about the effect of the optional :clause.. The U.K., Soviet,
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French and Chinese Delegations then indicated their agreement with 
the U.S. position that a simple majority of seven should control. 

Secretary General—As to the Secretary General, Mr. Pasvotsxy 
stated that the U.S. still supports the four-power amendment.“ When 
M. Pavut-Boncour said that as he understood it the Assembly is free 
to reject the Security Council’s choice, Lorp Harrrax agreed with him 
and then said that there were two issues: (1) Is the Assembly free to 
reject? and (2) what is the vote in the Security Council to be? He 
proposed discussion of the second point. AmBassapor Gromyko said 
he thought the Committee’s decision that the Secretary General should 
be elected by a majority of any 7 members of the Security Council was 
inconsistent with the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, as the election of 
the Secretary General is not a procedural matter. Moreover, Com- 
mittee II/1 is not competent to decide what the vote in the Council 
should be as this is within the competence of Committee ITI/1 only. 
He expressed pleasure that the U.S. Delegation agreed with the Soviets 
that the decision of Committee IT/1 should be reconsidered. The 
French Delegation also thought the wrong Committee had dealt with 
this problem whereupon Coneressman Boom pointed out that it was 
not the fault of the Committee but of the Conference. 

On the question of substance Lorp Hartrax said he agreed with 
the position of the U.S. and U.S.S.R. but was not so insistent on 
this point, not regarding it as a matter of first importance if the 
Five should be defeated. Dr. Koo stated that in view of the responsi- 
bilities and powers of the Secretary General, he should not be elected 
by a procedural vote and M. Drsrean concurred. All five agreed 
election should not be by procedural vote. 

There ensued discussion as to how to obtain reconsideration, in 
view of the fact that the matter had been referred to the Steering Com- 
mittee, while really within the competence of Committee III/1 which 
had not yet acted on it. It was finally agreed that this question should 
not be discussed in the Steering Committee until Committee III/1 
had acted upon it and that a joint recommendation should be made 
to IIT/1. 

(At this point Mr. Stettinius returned and Lorp Hatirax informed 
him as he took the Chair again that they had agreed on two points. 
Actually three had been agreed upon including the joint recommenda- 
tion to Committee III/1). 

Next Meeting 

There ensued some discussion as to when the next meeting will take 
place and 5:30 p. m. was finally agreed upon, in order to avoid con- 

_ “For text of the proposed Four-Power amendment and proposals of other dele- 
gations with respect to the election of Secretary General, see Doc. 238, II/1/8, 
‘May 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 502.
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flicts with Conference Committee meetings which members had to 

attend. | 

Statement to Press on Voting Formula 

Lorp Harirax then raised the question of the position which should 
be taken vis-a-vis the press respecting the voting formula. He 
pointed out that the press would doubtless hear soon of the situation 
and suggested that agreement be reached on a statement. Mr. STer- 
TINIuS agreed, remarking that he might be authorized to make a 
statement, and asked Lord Halifax’s reaction to this suggestion. 

Lorp Hatirax said that the difficulty was that it is impossible to 
say that we are still discussing the question, and the only alternative 
therefore appeared to be to state openly that there 1s disagreement. 
on the application of the Yalta formula and then leave each delegation 
free to make its own position clear. SENATOR VANDENBERG supported 
this suggestion and commented that the truth would do less harm than 
anything else. Senator Connauyy desired the Chairman of the U.S. 
Delegation to make a statement on its behalf. 

Lorp Hatirax, stressing the need for the Five to stick together, 
then remarked that it would be a mistake to magnify the extent of our 
disagreement. He thought no good would be done if all kinds of 
things are said and written. Mr. Srerrmnius said that there was 
bound to be harmful speculation in the press and we should therefore 
issue a simple clear statement. After Dr. Koo had commented that 
the safest approach was to leave the matter to the discretion of the 
Chairman, Lorp Hautrax inquired whether we couldn’t say something 
like this: The four powers have been asked to present a statement on 
the voting procedure. They have reached a large measure of agree- 
ment, but disagree on one crucial point—the application of the 
unanimity rule to the discussion and consideration of disputes. Four 
of the delegations agreed that unanimity should not apply on this 
point but the Soviets do not. The basis for each delegation’s posi- 
tion should be stated and then it should be announced that discussions 
are still proceeding and that an immediate answer could not be 
expected. 

At this point Ampassapor Gromyko said that if the other four 
wished to make a statement he would not object but he wished to 
reserve the right to speak out at any time to make the Soviet position 
clear. 
Summing the discussion up, Mr. Srerrimrus said that all had 

agreed to Lord Halifax’s proposal but Ambassador Gromyko had 
made this one reservation. Lorp Harrrax having remarked that it 
is of great importance to be objective and to keep the temperature 
down, Mr. Sterrinrus concurred, pointing out that we are in the 
middle of a negotiation and public discussion makes negotiation
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difficult. He then inquired whether anyone felt that the disagree- 
ment could be kept from the press. 

Mr. Duties commented that the difference is one in theory, not 
in principle, and called attention to the last two paragraphs of the 
second numbered point of the Soviet draft. Mr. Srerrmtus thought 
this important, believing that the main consideration is the need for 
keeping the matter open for discussion. Lorp Harirax then asked 
whether it would be possible to hold off the press until after a further 
meeting and in the meantime to have a statement prepared for 
consideration. 

After Lorp Hartrax had said that to speak of “satisfactory prog- 
ress” would give the wrong impression, it was agreed that Mr. Steven- 
son should say for the moment that consultation is proceeding, and 
should prepare a draft statement to the press for consideration sub- 
sequently. 

The meeting was adjourned. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 13 

Minutes of the Thirteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meet- 
ing on Proposed Amendment, Held at San Francisco, June 2, 1945, 

5:30 P.M. : 

[Informal Notes] . 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (24); United Kingdom (7) ; Soviet 
Union (4); China (8); and France (5).] 

Mr. Sterrinivs called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. He sug- 
gested that the target for the adjournment hour should be 6: 45, since 
several of the members have important appointments. He called 
attention to the eighteen items listed on the agenda and suggested 
that the Trusteeship Questions, listed as item No. 17, be moved up 
on the agenda to tenth or eleventh place. | 

Lorp Hatirax stated that if it was intended to take up the Trustee- 
ship Questions, then he would need to call his Trusteeship expert. 

1. ELection of THE Deputy SECRETARIES-GENERAL _ | 

Mr. PasvoisKy pointed out that at the previous meeting the dis- 
cussion of point six in the agenda, Election of the Secretary-General, 
had been finished. ‘The next point, seven, related to the election of 
the Deputy Secretaries-General. This, he said, involved even more 
difficulty than the subject of the election of the Secretary-General. 
There had heen quite a mix-up on the question in Committee ITT/1. 
It will come to the Steering Committee unless it goes to Committee.
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III/1. There are, he said, several questions involved, primarily with 
respect to the administrative procedure which is to be followed and 
the position of the Secretary-General in the matter. There are sev- 
eral possibilities: One position is that the Deputy Secretary-General 
should be elected in the same manner as the Secretary-General. The 
feeling of the United States Delegation is that the election of the 
Deputy Secretary-General by the same method, while possible, is not 
desirable. The possibility of a different method should be explored, 
but if none can be found, then the American Delegation would be will- 
ing to see the same method followed as in the election of the Secre- 
tary-General. Other possibilities are to adopt the League method 
which was appointment by the Secretary-General and approval by 
the Council; or the suggestion made in the Committees involving 
appointment by the Secretary-General and approval by the various 
agencies according to function. 
Ampassapor Koo stated that the Chinese Delegation did not feel 

very strongly on the question of the Deputy Secretaries-Genera] but 
there was a feeling that in the interest of efficiency, the Deputy Secre- 
taries-General should be appointed by the Secretary-General with 
approval by the Security Council. 
AmBassapor GRoMYKO suggested that the same method might be 

followed as for the election of the Secretary-General. Another ques- 
tion was involved, he said, and this was whether it would be advisable 
not to mention the Deputy Secretaries-General at all in the Charter 
of the Organization. That decision had been taken in yesterday’s 
meeting of the Committee © but it had been taken in violation of the 
procedural rules. The Chairman of the Committee had acted on two 
proposals; one for the retention of the provision, and one for its 
elimination, and votes had been taken on both. More voted for the 
retention than against it but the decision of the Chairman was against 
its retention and this was in violation of the rules. 

AmpBassaDor Gromyko charged that this Committee had violated 
the procedural rules on several occasions. The decision taken yes- 
terday on this subject, he said, was a wrong decision from the point 
of view of procedure and should be corrected. 
Ampassapor Harirax inquired whether it should be corrected by 

the Steering Committee and Ampassapor Gromyko replied that he 
did not know by whom it should be corrected but that it should be 
corrected. 

* See Doc. 574, 1/2/39, May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 106, for voting 
on the question of Deputy Secretaries General and Doc. 732, I/2/50, June 1, 
ibid., p. 161, for Soviet proposal that the matter be referred to the Steering Com- 
mittee since, in the Soviet delegate’s opinion, the vote of Committee I/2 on 
May 24 had not been decisive.
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Mr. Strerrinticus stated that this should be taken up with Mr. Hiss 
immediately and it should also be brought to the attention of the 
Executive Committee. 

Mr. Pasvoisky pointed out that it is not possible to deal with the 
question of the election of the Deputy Secretaries-General unless there 
is provision for them in the Charter. 

Ampassapor Gromyko stated that there were two questions in- 
volved: (1) To mention them or not to mention them in the Charter, 
and (2) How to elect them. It was on the former question, he said, 
that the violation of procedure occurred in the Committee. 

Mr. Srerrintus requested that Mr. Sandifer take this matter up 
with Mr. Hiss; that it be analyzed, and that a recommendation be 
forthcoming on what action should be taken to correct the situation. 

Mr. Pasvotsky stated that the first question is whether the Deputy 
Secretaries-General should be mentioned in the Charter and that this 
question falls within the province of Committee I/2. 

Mr. Stetrintivs stated that this should be easy of solution since there 
is agreement that there should be five Deputy Secretaries-General. 

Mr. Broom stated that the agreement was, as he understood it, that 
there should be not less than five Deputy Secretaries-General, and 
that mention must be made of some number. It was his understand- 
ing, he said, that this decision had been made in the committee and 
that the question had already been referred to the Steering Committee. 

Mr. PasvotsKy inquired whether the wording, “not less than five” 
had been adopted and Mr. Broom replied that it had insofar as his 
Committee was concerned, although the question must also be re- 
ferred to two other Committees. 

Mr. Strertinius said that this was “small potatoes” for the con- 

sideration of a group this large and suggested that the matter be left 
to Mr. Sandifer to straighten out. 

Mr. Pasvoisky agreed, stating that this group could not disen- 

tangle a juridical dispute. The next item on the agenda, he said, 
was No. 8, relating to the election of judges and this had already been 
dealt with. Item 9, Expulsion, also had been dealt with in the Tech- 
nical Committee and it will next come to the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that the next two problems, Items 10 and 11, 
on the agenda related to action by the General Assembly on reports 
of the Security Council and the right of the General Assembly to 
discuss any matter within the sphere of international relations. Mr. 
Pasvousky referred to the decision of Committee 2 to insert certain 
new language in paragraph 8, Section B of Chapter 8. At this point, 

the Chairman suggested that the group might jump to Item 13 on the 
agenda, Advisory Opinions, until Senator Vandenberg arrived.
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2, Apvisory OPINIONS 

With reference to this item, Mr. Pasvoisxy stated that the question 
is, whether the Assembly should have the right to ask the Court for 
advisory opinions. The feeling of the United States Delegation, he 
said, is that it is a proper right to concede to the Assembly, and that 
the Assembly might, under certain conditions, have the right to re- 
quest advisory opinions from the Coutt. 

Professor Golunsky stated that this had been decided by Committee 
IV/1.% 

Mr. Hackwortu remarked that Committee IV/1 had agreed that 
the Assembly should have the right to ask for advisory opinions and 
that the Security Council should also have this right. Provision 
giving the Court the right to do so would be incorporated in the 
statute of the Court. 

Mr. Strerrinius commented that there is a psychological advantage 
in granting this right to the Assembly and the Council. : 

Ampassapor Harirax observed that he had not yet consulted his 
legal advisor on the matter but that offhand it seemed satisfactory and 
that he would agree. 

3. AUSTRALIAN PLEDGE 

Mr. Pasvousxy next referred to Items 14, 15, and 16, on the agenda, 
relating to the Australian pledge for separate action, raw materials, 
and reconstruction, respectively. With respect to the Australian 
pledge, he said, a question is coming up in Committee IJ/3. A state- 
ment concerning this matter had been worked out and seems to be 
agreeable. The formulation was as follows: “All Members pledge 
themselves to take joint and separate action in cooperation with the 
Organization for the achievement of these purposes.” 

_ Dean GIpersLEEvE observed that the Committee had adopted this 
statement with only one dissenting vote.® 

Amepassapor Gromyko stated that he would like to see later how 
this would look in its context. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy advised that it would come at the end of the state- 
ment of purposes in the Chapter on Economic and Social 
Cooperation. 

Mr. Sterrintivs stated that it was his understanding that there was 
no objection and inquired whether it was true that the representatives 
of the five Powers had already agreed to this language in the 

Committee. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE replied that this was correct although some of 

the members would have preferred to have no pledge, since the pledge 
seems superfluous. 

* Noc. 714, IV/1/57, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 241. 
* Doe. 747, 11/3/46, June 2, ibid., vol. 10, p. 161. -
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Ampassapor Hatrrax commented that it might seem proper for the 
Soviet Ambassador to look at the provision in the whole text. 
_.Ampassapor Gromyko stated that he would like to see it in the 
whole text although it looked all nght. 

. 4, Raw Marerrats, Reconstrucrion 

Mr. Pasvousky referred to Items 15 and 16; the questions of raw 
materials and reconstruction. He pointed out that the American feel- 
ing was that the document would be stronger without any such enu- 
meration and that this, enumerated in this way, might cast some doubt 
on the competence of the Economic and Social Council. Moreover, 
he said any specific reference to reconstruction would cause very great 
difficulty since no one knows what it means. 
Dan GILDERSLEEVE stated that there would be no need to consider 

the question of reconstruction, since this had been dealt with in the 
Committee this very afternoon. The Greek representative had been 
permitted to make a declaration with which the other members 
expressed sympathy. The question of raw materials, however, had. 
been left over until Monday’s meeting of the Committee.*® Dean 
Gildersleeve added that the understanding was that the French were 
very anxious to have some mention of raw materials made. 

Mr. STerrinius inquired whether it would be possible to have the 
precise language read but Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that there was no 
language available; although the question had been discussed a great 
deal, it was now reduced to the desirability of some mention of raw 
materials somewhere. : | 

DEAN GILDERSLEEVE stated that the question was one of some enum- 
eration in Chapter LX, A, 1—some reference to finance, raw materials, 
etc. This was objectionable to the United States Delegation. It had 
been suggested, she said, that the matter could be disposed of by a 
mention in the report of the Committee that the provision was to be 
interpreted as covering finance, raw materials, etc. It was her under- 
standing, however, that this was not entirely satisfactory to the 
French. 

Mr. STerrinius inquired of the French representative whether 
this would be a satisfactory solution and the reply was that the 
French views on this would be available on Monday. 

Mr. Stettinius advised that the United States Delegation feels 
firmly that any detailed enumeration of such matters veers away 
from the proper conception of a constitution. 
Ampassapor Hatirax stated that his general judgment was the 

same as that expressed by Mr. Stettinius, and that he supported the 
undesirability of any detailed enumeration. 

* Doc. 769, 11/3/50, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 171. 
© Doc. 780, II1/3/53, June 4, ibid., p. 194. :
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AMBASSADOR GROMYKO stated that he would await the views of the: 
French Delegation before any final commitment on the matter. _ 

Ampassapor Koo stated that he was in favor of the position taken 
by the United States. 

Mr. Stetrinius stated that this matter then would be carried over 
until Monday. = | 

5. Trusteesuie (UEsTIons : 

Mr. PasvotsKy noted that the next item would be the Trusteeship 
Questions and Mr. Stassen was called upon to lead the discussion. 
Mr. Strassen requested ‘that the document on “Trusteeship Ques- 

tions”, June 2,”° be distributed. There are, he said, four open ques- 
tions, and an additional question relating to the Australian amend- 
ment. The paper which had been distributed, he observed, indicated 
the alternatives with respect to the open questions. These questions 
were: | 

1. What reference there should be to the wishes of the people in 
the statement of political objectives; | 

2. The conservatory or in-between clause (paragraph B, 5), and 
pmether this paragraph should remain in the text and, if so, in what 
orm ; | 

3. The. composition of the Trusteeship Council. Specifically, 
whether the five major powers should have permanent seats on that 
Council, and 

4, The question of the powers which should be vested in the As- 
sembly and the Trusteeship Council with respect to reports, peti- 
tions, Inspection, or right of vistation. . 7 

The difficulty, he said, is really on only the first two points. The 
positions of the governments on the other two points have been re- 
served while awaiting a complete agreement among them on the 
Working Paper. With respect to the first point, the acceptable formu- 

lation on the political objectives, tentative agreement had been 
reached. _ | 

Mr. Strassen read subparagraph 0 of the Working Paper version 
(attached) .7° The phrases underlined in this version, he said, had 
come, in part, from the Chinese and the Soviet amendments. In addi- 
tion to this, he stated, the Soviet had offered a subsequent amend- 

ment which injected the question of the wishes of the people and on the 

basis of this, an exploratory version had been drafted on which agree- 

ment had not been reached. On Page 2 of the document, the United 

States suggestion was set forth which included part of the Chinese 
suggestion, and on the same page, two suggested French wordings 

were set forth. 

Not printed. 

723-681—67——74
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This question of the acceptable wording for the political objectives, 
explained Mr. Strassen, is one of the questions left open in the trustee- 
ship paper. Although the five-power consultation group on trustee- 
ship had worked out many problems, it had not been able to find a 
satisfactory solution for this one. It was mainly a matter of the 
position of the United Kingdom and France against the position 
taken by the Soviet Delegation, with the United States and China try- 
ing to find a middle ground. 
Ampassapor GRoMyY«KO stated that he was ready to accept the latest 

United States proposal, as set forth on page 2 of the document, pro- 
vided the Soviet amendment was incorporated therein. On this 
condition, the Soviet would be ready to accept the latest United States 
proposal. 

Mr. Strassen explained that the Soviet Delegation had presented 
five amendments and that the five-power consultation group had met 

them on three of the five points without difficulty. Mr. Stassen in- 
quired of Ambassador Gromyko whether the Soviet Delegation might 
consider one of the French suggestions acceptable. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO replied that the Soviet Delegation considered 
the phrasing in the Soviet amendment better. He stated that they had 
considered this matter carefully and believed their own wording the 
best. 

Ampassapor Haurrax commented that with all due respect to Am- 
bassador Gromyko’s view, it would be difficult to do business if the 
group is confronted with the feeling that one delegation must always 
consider its own formulation best. 

AmpBassapor Gromyko responded that the same attitude might be 
taken with respect to the position of the French Delegation. | 

Lorp Cranporne remarked that his group had always thought that 
reference to self-determination in this context would be undesirable, 
but the United Kingdom, he said, had tried to find a common ground. 
The two French suggestions on page 2 of the document represent the 
maximum distance the United Kingdom would be willing to go. He 
stated that his group had consulted with the Dominion governments, 
and that they are against going any further than this and really did 
not wish to go this far. In the spirit of compromise, however, the 
British would prefer the first French suggestion, and, failing accept- 
ance of that, would take the second French suggestion, subject. to 
consultation with the Dominion governments. 

AMBASSADOR Gromyko stated that this represented the third con- 
cession the Soviet group had made on this point. 
Ampassapor Hatirax stated that he gathered that from the state- 

ment made by Mr. Stassen, the Soviet Delegation had fared very well 
in that it had won acceptance for three of its five amendments.
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Ampassapor GromyKko stated that the Soviet group had made two 
previous concessions on this item alone in that it had first asked for 
inclusion of reference to “full national independence” and then for 
reference to “self-determination,” but had been willing to forego both 
of these in the interest of agreement. 

Mr. StAssen stated that the other delegations had also made 
concessions. 

Ameassapor Koo observed that in the trusteeship consultations a 
large area of agreement had been reached. He thought that the 
United States suggestion on page 2 might offer a suitable compromise. 

Mr. Srassen called attention to the fact that the Soviet Ambassador 
had pointed out that the second alternative on page 1 of the document 
relating to the proposed Soviet amendments was not a correct trans- 
lation; that is, the phrase “freely expressed wishes of the people”, 
since the Soviet reference was to the expression, “the expression of its 
free will”. 

Mr. Strassen added that either one or the other of the two parties 
involved in this disagreement must make some concession or the mat- 
ter would have to go to the Conference Committee (II/4) without 
Five-Power agreement. This is, he added, the only point on which 
there has not been agreement in the Five-Power Consultation Group. 

Mr. STrerrinius announced that Senator Vandenberg had arrived 
and that there were only twenty minutes left before the 6: 45 adjourn- 

ment target. He, therefore, requested Ambassador Gromyko and 
the United Kingdom and French representatives to discuss this ques- 
tion together in order to determine whether it is possible to reach 
some decision which would be acceptable to all. 

Mr. Strassen pointed out that the next open question related to 
paragraph 5, the conservatory clause. This paragraph, he said, was 
strongly supported by the United States but the Soviet Delegation 
now wishes to eliminate it. The United States, he said, is willing 
to consider some revised language for this paragraph but not its 
elimination. The paragraph had been approved by Committee IT/4 7 
and all of the other delegations among the Five-Powers except the 

Soviet Delegation desired its retention in some form. The question 
at issue is, whether the Soviet Delegation will be willing to accept it 
in some revised form. This paragraph carries out the intention of 
the Yalta agreement. It involves the question of subsequent agree- 
ments regarding specific territories. The status quo in such territories 
would be maintained until subsequent agreements affecting them are 
negotiated. The purpose is to make certain that there will be no 
period of uncertainty between the adoption of the Charter, the liquida- 
tion of the League, and the placing of territories under trusteeship. 

2 Doe. 580, 11/4/24, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 487.
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Lorp CRANBORNE expressed agreement with Mr. Stassen on this 
point. He stated that if there were no such provision in the Charter, 
there would be a dangerous gap. Other delegations, he said, wish 
it included in some revised form, and in this connection he read the 
United Kingdom’s suggestion which appears on page 3 of the docu- 
ment which had been distributed. The United Kingdom’s suggestion, 
he said, was designed to meet the needs of other governments. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO explained that he had received the explora- 

tory version (May 31), appearing on page 1 of the document, only 
yesterday. He was studying it, he said, but was unable to accept. 
it at this time since he needed more time to complete his study of it. 

Mr. SrassEn then called attention to paragraph 11 relating to the 
composition of the Trusteeship Council. He said it was his under- 
standing that the present formulation in the exploratory paper (May 
31), appearing on page 4 of the document was acceptable to the Soviet. 
Delegation. The other delegations, however, will not go forward on. 
this paragraph or on paragraph 12 unless there is an agreed Five- 
Power position on the paragraphs in dispute. There is need for fur- 
ther study on these questions and later consideration in the Big Five. 
Conference Committee, 1I/4 has been very considerate and has been 
patient about the number of postponements which have been neces- 
sary in the absence of Five-Power agreement. | 

_ Mr. Srerrinius advised that each of the Delegations should study 
these questions as soon as possible in order to reach a prompt decision. 

Lorp Cranpornz stated that the United Kingdom was most anxious. 
to reach agreement. His group, he said, had made numerous con- 
cessions, but he wished to make it clear that they had reached the limit. 
of these concessions. THe Frenca REpresENTATIVE expressed the 
same attitude, adding that the French Delegation attached great im- 
portance to paragraph 5. It was willing to accept the June 2 version 

(United Kingdom’s suggestion, page 3) of this paragraph. 
Me. Sterrinivs, referring to Item 18 on the agenda, the Prepara- 

tory Commission, suggested that this subject not be discussed at this 
meeting of the Five Powers. He informed Senator Vandenberg that 
Items 10, 11, and 12 had been left open pending his arrival and in- 
quired whether the Senator would wish to make a statement regard- 
ing them. | 

6. GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION ON Security Councit Reports 

SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed the hope that there would be no 
difficulty about any of these three points. Item 10, he said, Action 
by the General Assembly on Reports of the Security Council, had 
passed Committee IT/2 in final draft. In the Committee, he said, 
the Five Powers had voted against three amendments and were de- 
feated and then when the Drafting Committee had reported on May
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30, the draft had been approved by a vote of 26 to 3.72 The draft 
read as follows: 

“8. The General Assembly should receive and consider annual and 
special reports from the Security Council; such reports should in- 
clude an account of the measures which the Security Council has 
adopted or applied to maintain international peace and security. 

“Subject to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Section, the Gen- 
eral Assembly should be empowered: 

“a) to approve or disapprove in whole or in part any report 
from the Security Council and to make any recommendations or 
observations thereon; 

“b) to submit recommendations to the Security Council with 
a view to ensuring complete observance of the duties of the Se- 
curity Council inherent in its responsibility to maintain inter- 
national peace and security. 

“The General Assembly should receive and consider reports from 
the other bodies of the Organization and may make any recommenda- 
tions or observations thereon.” 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he had no objection to a recom- 
mendation to take this matter to the Steering Committee and added 
that he had no complaints. | : 

Mr. Pasvousxy observed that the question 1s whether the Steering 
Committee should be asked to drop the three middle paragraphs. 

Ampassapor Harirax remarked that it is really a question of 
drafting. SO 
_Ampassapor GRomMyYKO considered it desirable to reconsider all of 

these questions and to take them up in the Steering Committee. It 
is not, he said, merely a question of drafting, but a question of content. 
He did not think that it should be referred to the Coordination Com- 
mittee, since from the point of view of the draft alone it may be an 
ideal text. | | | : 

Proressor Wepster remarked that the matter had been carried 
unanimously in the Committee. — | 

Senator VANDENBERG said that the final vote was 26 to 3 and that, 
as he understood it, two of the three negative votes were the Soviet 
and the Ukraine. OO | 

Ampassapor Gromyko pointed out that the decision affected the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals but that the Soviet Delegation had not 
been called into consultation on the matter, although it had been 
agreed before the Conference that the Five Powers would consult on 
all amendments. It is for this reason that the Five Powers now find 
themselves on different sides on this question. The Coordination 
Committee could not handle the issue since it deals only with ques- 
tions of phrasing, sentence structure, proper placing, etc. 

* Doc, 707, 1/2/36, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 115. |
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Mr. PasvoisKy pointed out that it is not clear who proposed this 
provision. | 

Proressor WEBSTER explained that it came out of the deliberations 
of the subcommittee.”* It simply says, he added, what is already in 

the Dumbarton Oaks text. 7 
AMBASSADOR GROoMYKO called attention to the first subparagraph 

(a). The Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, he pointed out, did not say 
that the General Assembly could approve or disapprove reports of 
the Security Council which deal with matters relating to the main- 
tenance of peace and security. Again, with respect to subparagraph 
(6), he contended that the spirit of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 
was that the Security Council is responsible for carrying out matters 
affecting peace and security. This new provision, however, would 
mean that the General Assembly would have supervision over such 
matters. 

Ampassapor Gromyko added that another decision had been ac- 
cepted by this same Committee about which he had a question, and 
called attention to subparagraph (6) of the final text of Chapter V, 
Section B, adopted by Committee IT/2, relating to the powers of the 
General Assembly and reading as follows: 

(>) to discuss any questions relating to the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security brought before it by any member or mem- 
bers of the Organization or by the Security Council, and to make 
recommendations to the Governments or to the Security Council or 
both with regard to any such peimerples er questions. Any such ques- 
tions on which action is necessary should be referred to the Security 
Council by the General Assembly either before or after discussion. 

mendations on any meatier relatine te the maintenanee of interna- 

CeuneH. The General Assembly should have the right to call the 
attention of the Security Council to situations which are likely to 
endanger international peace or security. While the Security Council 
is exercising in respect of any dispute or situation the functions as- 
signed to it under this Charter, the General Assembly should not 
make any recommendation with regard to that dispute or situation 
unless the Security Council so requests. The Secretary General shall 
be required, with the consent of the Security Council, to notify the 
General Assembly at each session of any matters relative to the 
maintenance of international peace or security which are being dealt 
with by the Security Council and also to notify the General Assembly 
immediately the Security Council ceases to deal with such matters.” 

® Doce. 677, II/2/B/9, May 29, UNCIO Doeuments, vol. 9, p. 416. 
Doc. 601, II/2/B/4, May 26, Report of Subcommittee B to Committee II/2, 

UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 408; Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 30, ibid., p. 110.
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‘The wording here, he said, is of very broad scope and is contra- 
dictory to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Mr. Sterrinius stated that he had made a promise to some of the 
members to adjourn at 6:45 p. m. and inquired whether it would be 
possible to hold a meeting tomorrow afternoon to consider the im- 
portant items left over. He asked whether a 4 o’clock meeting tomor- 
row would be agreeable and whether the Preparatory Commission 

paper would be ready at that time. 
Mr. SanpiFer replied that the Preparatory Commission Paper 

would not be ready until Monday. 
Mr. Sretrinius remarked that the time had arrived when it was 

necessary to go forward. He had hoped, he said, that it would be 
possible to complete discussion on all matters, except the two which 
Ambassador Gromyko must consult his government upon, at tomor- 
row’s meeting. He added that something must be said to the press, 
otherwise there would be unfortunate repercussions. He suggested 
that each delegation should have one of its representatives remain 
behind in order to consult with Mr. Stevenson on which of the three 
draft statements he has prepared for the press it might be desirable 
to release. The following representatives were designated for this 
purpose: USSR—Mr. Novikov; United Kingdom—Sir Alexander 
Cadogan; France—M. Serreules; China— 
_ Ampassapor Hatrrax stated that in tomorrow’s meeting the minds 
of the group should be applied to what should be the procedure in the 
Commission dealing with the subjects discussed this morning, if 
agreement is not reached. He saw plainly the difficulty with respect to 
the later stages of the work, however well the press may be contained 
for a few days, if agreement is not reached on procedure. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY commented that there must be a final realiza- 
tion that everyone cannot get his way on everything; otherwise, he 
said, there will be no Charter. There must be a broad spirit of coop- 
eration here. 

The meeting adjourned at 6: 50 p. m. 

500.CC/6—245. : Telegram 

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

WASHINGTON, June 2, 1945—6 p. m. 

_ 1203. For the Ambassador and Hopkins. The Secretary has asked 
that the following most important and urgent message be sent you 
for immediate action. 

‘“‘We have reached a very serious crisis in the Conference in San 
Francisco. Gromyko told the meeting. .of. Heads of five principal 
delegations ‘last night that the Soviet Government would not agree
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to permit even ‘consideration and ‘discussion’ of any dispute or threat- 
ening situation brought before the proposed Security Council unless 
formal decision by seven members of the Council including the unani- 
mous vote of the five permanent members was taken. We and the 
other three Governments have taken the position that veto power 
should apply the moment the Council begins to take action even if 
the first step in the action is a decision to investigate or to make a 
recommendation. We have maintained however that up to the point 
of such action no individual member of the Council should be in a 
position to stop the consideration and discussion of a dispute brought 
before the Council. The Soviet proposal carries the principle of the 
veto against any action not only through the section providing for 
enforcement action and recommendations as to peaceful means of 
settlement of disputes but even to the right of a single nation to pre- 
vent any consideration and discussion of a dispute. We feel that this 
‘would make a farce of the whole proposed world organization. 

I have reported this development to the President and he confirms 
my own feeling as well as that of the U.S. Delegation that the United 
States could not possibly accept an organization subject to such a 
restricted procedure which would be entirely contrary to the spirit of 
the security organization we have had in mind and have been pre- 
senting to the American people. The heads of the three other delega- 
tions of the five powers have at a meeting this morning stated their 
position as exactly similar to ours. Neither is it likely that any other 
of the nations would accept such an organization, and of course we 
ourselves could not possibly put them or ourselves in the position of 
even asking the members of the Conference to join an organization 
subject to such tight and futilé restrictions, I stated our position on 
freedom of consideration and discussion by the Security Council in 4 
public statement in Mexico City at the close of that Conference early 
in March and the Acting Secretary in a public statement on March 24 
was also explicit in this regard. ‘There has never been any reaction 
from the Soviet Government which indicated that they had a contrary 
view until Gromyko’s statement of last night. 

With the President’s approval I am bringing this matter to your 
attention urgently. I know’ that in the past Marshal Stalin did not 
know himself of some of the decisions that were being taken and 
communicated to us. I feel therefore that it would be most helpful 
if you and Harry could meet with Marshal Stalin as soon as possible 
and ask him whether he realizes fully what the instructions sent to 
Gromyko mean and what effect the Soviet proposal would have upon 
the character of the world organization we are all trying to work 
out., Please tell him in no. uncertain words that this country could 
not possibly join an organization based on so unreasonable an inter- 
pretation of the provision of the great powers in the Security Council. 
Please tell him that we are just as anxious as he is to build the or- 
ganization on the foundation of complete unity among the great 
powers but it must be unity of action in the hght of a maximum of free 
discussion. At no stage in our discussions relative to the creation of 
the world organization at Dumbarton Oaks or at Yalta. or at any 
other time was a provision ever contemplated which would make 
impossible freedom of discussion in the council or the assembly. This 
is a wholly new and impossible interpretation. |
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Please let me. know. when you think you can put this up to Stalin 
and when you can give me some word as to his reaction since we will 
have to take the necessary steps to wind up the conference here if we 
have nothing favorable from you in this regard.” 

GREW 

500.CC/6-345 : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union. 
| | (Harriman) | 

| WasHINGTON, June 3, 1945—.2 a.m. 

1212. From the Secretary.”> Supplementing my wire to you this. 
morning (June 2) on voting procedure, I have just reread the state- 
ment I made on behalf of the President at the second plenary session. 
at Yalta at 4 p.m. February 6.7* I have a definite recollection that 
you have a full set of the Yalta minutes available, and if you read 
this statement you and Harry will see that in two paragraphs we 

clearly expressed our position on the importance of full discussion 
at all times so that every country could have a fair hearing. You 
will recall that this was the statement that was accepted by the Soviet 
representatives and the British the following day.” If I amin error 
and you have not a set of the minutes there please wire me and I 
shall send you by return message the two paragraphs to which I 

refer. -I think a reference to these paragraphs in your discussions. 
will add ‘weight tothe arguments you will put forward in your dis- 
cussions. [Stettinius.] Sr a 

| ot SO a * Grew 

500.CC/6—345 : Telegram . 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Acting 

| | Secretary of State 

an oe : Moscow, June 3, 1945—noon.. 
- : [Received June 3—10:18 a. m.] 

1882. Before taking up the subject of your 1203, June 2, 6 p. m., it 
is vital that we should fully understand the exact significance of 
Gromyko’s statement and its relation to'the agreement on voting pro- 

cedure at Yalta. : SF | 
1. Does his statement mean that the Soviet Govt is now demanding 

that there must be an affirmative formal decision of the Council involv- 
ing the full right of veto by all five permanent members before any 

3 Transmitted by the ‘Acting Secretary of State in accordance with a teletype: 
message from the Secretary to Mr. Grew, received June 3, 12: 57 a. m. 

7° See Gonferences at Malia and Yalta. pp. 661 and 994. oo 
™ See ibid., pp. 711-712.
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situation can be brought up for discussion in the Council, which in 
effect would vitiate the Yalta decision on voting procedure since any 
situation or dispute would never reach that stage if one of the perma- 
nent members wished to prevent it, or does Gromyko recognize that 
if one of the permanent members is involved in the situation it would 
abstain from voting in the initial decision ? 

2. Am I right in my understanding that our position is that a free 
discussion of a situation in the Council should be permitted prior 
to any formal vote as to whether the Council should investigate such 

a situation ? 
3. Was there any formal or informal discussion of this aspect at 

Dumbarton Oaks? 
4, Can you fortify us with any arguments for use in our discussion 

here which would indicate that Gromyko’s position is at variance with 
the intent of the Yalta decision ? 

Harriman 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 14 

Minutes of the Fourteenth Fiwe-Power Informal Consultative Meet- 
ing on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 3, 
1945, 4 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (22); United Kingdom (4); Soviet 
Union (8); China (4); and France (4).] 

Mr. Stettintivs called the meeting to order at 4: 00 p. m. and pointed 
out that the agenda of the meeting did not include trusteeship or 
voting. 

1. Frencu Prorosar—Cuarter VIII, Srcrion C, Paracrary 2 

Mr. Pasvousky stated that the paper which had been circulated 
incorporated the proposed changes in a new draft for Chapter VIII, 

Section C, paragraph 2. Ampassapor Gromyko stated that yester- 
day’s draft 7®* was more acceptable and that the current draft was 
more precise. He attached extreme importance to this matter and 

stated that he did not like the new draft. He stated that he had not 

yet heard from his Government on this question. 

2. AMENDING PROCEDURE 

Mr. Pasvorsxy called on Mr. Armstrong to report on developments 

concerning the situation with regard to the technical group of the 
Committee of Five, which had been requested to study the question 

8 See minutes of the twelfth Five-Power meeting, June 2, 10 a. m., p. 1094.
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of the possible modification of the proposal of the Sponsoring Gov- 
ernments concerning a special conference to review the Charter. 

Mr. Armstrone reported that Mr. Hoo, Colonel Capel Dunn, Mr. 
Zarapkin and Mr. Gorse had met and agreed that there should be 
no change in paragraph 3 of Chapter XI, concerning the concurrence 
of the permanent members of the Security Council in the ratification 
of amendments to the Charter, nor in the amendment of the Spon- 
soring Governments concerning the requirements for ratification of 
the recommendations of a revision conference. He stated that all 
were agreed that these provisions were fundamental. The group had 
taken into account the insistent demand of some of the middle-sized 
powers that some date for the revision conference be mentioned in the 
Charter, but agreed that it would be dangerous to suggest a specific 
date or a period in which such a conference should be held. He re- 
ferred particularly to the Canadian proposal which was now before 
the Subcommittee of Committee I/2 7® that such a conference should be 
held not later than seven years from the date of entry into force of 
the Charter. 

Mr. Armstrong reported that the group thought there were two 
concessions which were, however, worth considering. The first was 
to empower the General Assembly to fix a date and place for a re- 
vision conference by a two-thirds rather than a three-fourths vote, as 
provided in the Sponsoring Governments’ amendment. He pointed 
out that the number of votes involved in such a change would be 
from 36 to 32. Although this was a minor concession, it was never- 
theless in a direction which the other powers would like. He then 
read the following proposal which might be added to the amendment 
of the Sponsoring Governments which in the view of the group would 
represent a slight concession in meeting the views of other Delegations: 

“If such a general conference has not been held before the tenth 
annual meeting of the Assembly following the entry into force of the 
Charter, the proposal to call such a general conference shall be placed 
on the agenda of that meeting of the Assembly.” — 

He stated that Mr. Zarapkin had suggested that the tenth annual ses- 
sion of the General Assembly would be better than the seventh annual 
session as proposed by the Canadian Delegation. He observed that 
this was indeed a very minute concession but that such a concession 
would be better than nothing. 

Mr. Armstrong then drew attention to the importance of the tactics 
which might be employed in the presentation of these proposals. He 

_ ™ Subcommittee I/2/K, established by Committee 1/2 on May 29, held three 
meetings on May 30 and 31, but discussion on the time to be fixed for the con- 
ference was postponed from the latter date until the’ Sponsoring Governments had 
had an opportunity to consult with each other (US I/2/E Doc. 3, May 381, 10: 30
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raised the question whether we should fight hard for the present text 
and then give in, or whether we should introduce these proposals 
ourselves and stick to them as the maximum concession to be granted. 
He indicated his preference for the latter course,:for it would be pos- 
sible to say that these concessions represent what we can do and alk 

that we can do. | 

AmpassApor Gromyko expressed the view that the Sponsoring Gov- 
ernments’ amendment was better but that he would make a study of 
this proposal and express his views at a later time. Mr. Sretrinivs 
stated that the proposals outlined by Mr. Armstrong were agreeable 
to the United States Delegation. Ampassapor Koo believed that the 
different steps involved here were well devised. Mr. Boncotr ac- 
cepted the proposals made. Lorp Hartrax expressed agreement with 
the proposals and suggested that when::Ambassador Gromyko con- 
sults his Government it should be understood that the four gov- 
ernments stand together on the additional sentence which had 
been proposed. Mr. Srerrrnrus concluded by stating that the four 
governments had agreed to the proposed modifications but that the 
Soviet Delegation wished to study the matter further. | | 

Mr. Armstrone pointed out that the discussion of the Canadian pro- 
posal was the first item of pending business before the Subcommittee 
and wondered whether the meeting of the Subcommittee should be 
postponed. Amspassapor Gromyko asked why the meeting should not 
be postponed and observed that it was not difficult to postpone meet- 
ings of Committees. Mr. Sterrunius.then inquired whether the meet- 
ing could be postponed. Mr. Armstrone repeated that the first item 
of business before the Subcommittee would bea vote on the Canadian 
proposal which he thought would be carried.. He thought it would 
be possible to request postponement. Amsassapor Gromyko sug- 
gested that we could:say that the heads of the Sponsoring Govern- 
ments and France are consulting on this matter. Mr. Eaton observed 
that the Committee has other work to do and that if the meeting were 
not postponed he inquired what would happen. Mr. ArRmstTRONG 
thought it best to postpone the meeting. Mk. Srerrrzntus stated that 
the Secretary-General would be asked to postpone the meeting. Mr. 
Eaton inquired for how long. Sznaror VANDENBERG observed, that 
one Committee had been postponed for ten days. Ampassapor Gro- 
mMyxo stated that he could not answer how long it would be necessary 
to postpone the meeting and remarked that he had never raised 
such questions himself when the question.of regionalism was under 
consideration. Mr. Srerrintvs then stated that, unless there were any 
objections, the Secretary-General would be asked to postpone the meet- 

ing of the Subcommittee. Oo oe
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8. Evecrion or Derutry Secreraries-GENERAL 

Mr. Pasvorsky stated that the question concerning Deputy 

Secretaries-General still was not clear and called on Mr. Gerig to 
give a brief explanation. Mr. Grrie then reviewed briefly the paper 
which had been distributed on this subject.2° He proposed that in 
view of the procedural difficulties in Committee I/2 concerning the 
question of Deputy Secretaries-General, the matter be taken up by 
the Steering Committee. Ampassapor Gromyxo suggested that this 
matter be considered first by the Executive Committee and then by 
the Steering Committe. He‘also thought that the joint proposal of 
the Sponsoring Governments should be submitted to the Executive 
Committee for consideration as representing the views of the Sponsor- 
ing Governments and France. He pointed out that all proposals for 
insertion in the Charter required a two-thirds vote and that in Com- 
mittee I/2 more votes were given to the proposal to retain mention 
of reference in the Charter to Deputy Secretaries-General than to 
dropping it. Mr. Srerrinzus stated that he had no objection to 
taking this matter to the Executive Committee. Lorp Harrrax also 
stated that he had no objection to this procedure. 

_ Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that there were two questions involved. 
The first was whether or not to include a provision concerning Deputy 

Secretaries-General. He considered that the vote of the Committee 
on this question should be corrected. The other question was how 
the Deputy Secretaries-General should be selected. He pointed out 
that the proposal of the Sponsoring Governments was that the same 
procedure should be used in the election of Deputy Secretaries-General 
as for the Secretary-Genéral, and expressed the hope that the French 
Delegation would join in this proposal. | 
Lorp Hanirax stated that it was his own feeling that his Govern- 

ment would, on the whole, accept the proposal of the Sponsoring Gov- 
ernments, but that he would prefer to see no mention of the election 
of Deputy Secretaries-General in the Charter. He observed that this 
was pretty small beer anyway. He thought that it would have been 
more satisfactory to empower the Secretary-General, a man in whom 
the Great Powers would have confidence, to choose the Deputy 
Secretaries-General, who in turn might be approved by the General 
Assembly. He thought that the selection of the five Deputies by a 
qualified vote was too rigid and unnecessarily provocative. He sug- 
gested that if the Soviet Ambassador would go so far he would be 
prepared to propose that two Deputy Secretaries-General, one of 
them the real Deputy of the Secretary-General and the other charged 

© Not printed.
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with responsibilities for the Security Council, be selected in the same 
way as the Secretary-General and that the other three Deputies be 
nominated by the Secretary-General and approved by the General 
Assembly. oO 

Ampassapor GRoMYKO inquired whether the position of the British 
Delegation had changed and observed that when the Big Four were 
here * they were all agreed on the proposal that there be four Deputy 

Secretaries-General elected by the General Assembly upon the recom- 
mendation of the Security Council for a term of three years. Lorn. 
Haurrax replied that the British position had not changed but that 
the amendment had not been gotten through the Committee. He 
added that his Delegation was never very enthusiastic about the pro- 
posed amendment. He pointed out that there had been considerable 
difficulty encountered in obtaining acceptance of this proposal and 
he was, therefore, prepared to offer his proposal as a compromise. 

Mr. Boncour stated that he had no objection to the procedure pro- 
posed or to the election of the five Deputies by the General Assembly 
upon the recommendation of the Security Council with a qualified 
vote. Ampassapor Koo thought that the matter should go to the 
Steering Committee and be cleared up there. Mr. Sterrintvs stated 
that if this matter goes to the Executive Committee there should. 
be agreement on the position of the five governments. Lorp Hatirax 
stated that if the others are all agreed to stick to the amendment of 
the Sponsoring Governments his Delegation would go along, but he 
rather doubted the wisdom of trying to get it through because of its 
relationship to a lot of other matters. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom pointed out that Ambassador Gromyko had 

left out the subsequent agreement regarding the eligibility for re- 
election of Deputies. He also proposed that a distinction might be 
given in name between Under Secretaries-General and Deputy 
Secretaries-General. 

Mr. Srertinivus stated that he would prefer the election of the 
Secretary-General by a qualified vote and that the Deputies be nomi- 
nated by the Secretary-General and approved by the respective bodies 
to which they might be assigned, such as the Security Council, the 
Economic and Social Council, and the General Assembly. 

Lorp Hatrrax repeated his view that he would prefer to have two 
of the five Deputies elected by a qualified vote. 

Mr, Strerrinivs stated that we must get ahead with this matter and 
that the United States was prepared to consider a compromise. Lorp 
Haurrax observed that there was a majority of 3 to 2 and suggested 
that we let this matter go to the Steering Committee. AmBassADor 

* See minutes of the second consultative Four-Power meeting, May 3, p. 562.
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Koo pointed out that the vote in Committee I/2 had been very close 

and that the situation might be changed in the Steering Committee 
when more members of Delegations would be present. 

Mr. Boncovur asked what advantage there would be in electing two 
Deputies and appointing three, and suggested that this would create 
a difference in status between the Deputies. Lorp Hatirax replied 
that the two who were elected would hold particularly important posi- 
tions and that his proposal represented an attempt to meet the gen- 
eral feeling against the election of all Deputies. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO thought it best to hold to the text of the 

Sponsoring Governments, except as modified by subsequent agree- 
ment to increase the number of Deputies to five, and to provide for 

their eligibility to re-election. 
Mr. Srerrinius observed that since there was no objection to the 

proposal that there be five Deputy Secretaries-General elected for a 
three-year term by the General Assembly upon the recommendation 
of the Security Council and eligible for re-election, it be taken to 
the Executive Committee.® 

4, ACTION BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON REPoRTS OF THE SECURITY 
CounciL 

Mr. Pasvotsky called attention to the text of Chapter V, Section B, 
paragraph 8 which had been approved by Committee IT/2," and 
thought that the question would have to be taken to the Steering Com- 
mittee. He suggested the elimination of the three middle paragraphs 
of this draft if it were agreed that the first and last paragraphs were 
acceptable. He pointed out that the principal objection was para- 
graph 6). With regard to paragraph a), he pointed out that whether 
or not this provision is inserted in the Charter, it would be impossible 
to stop the Assembly from taking any action on a report from the 
Security Council. He thought, however, there was no need to men- 
tion it in the Charter. Senator VANDENBERG observed that if some 
provision along this line were not inserted that the Big Five would 
be plowed under. ; 

Mr. WessTeEr observed that there was no possibility of changing 
the substance of the proposal but that he thought it would be possible 
to find a better way of stating it. He said it would be impossible to 
deny the power of the Assembly to take the action described and 
believed that the Technical Committee would want the Steering Com- 
mittee to find a better formula. 
Ampassapor Gromyko stated that it was not the language but the 

content of these provisions which was objectionable. He stated that 

” Doc. 707, II/2/36, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 115. 
* Doe. 827, EX/19, June 7, idid., vol. 5, pp. 485-486.
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a) and 6) are contradictory to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, where- 
as the first and last paragraphs of paragraph 8 were not. He said 
that he was agreeable to putting the question before the Steering Com- 
mittee but thought it should first be discussed by the Executive Com- 
mittee. SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he was willing to drop 
these two paragraphs if necessary and agreed that it was a question 
of substance rather than language. He thought, however, that better 
language might be found. He considered that the substance of para- 
graph @) was inherent in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. | 
Ampassapor GRomyko stated that if such a provision were inserted 

in the Charter, it would encourage decisions by the General Assembly 
which contradicted those of the Security Council. He observed that 
if the General Assembly were to receive a report from the Security 
Council and disapprove it, the Security Council would not be in a 
good position. Senaror VANDENBERG stated that such a situation 
could occur anyway even though there were no specific provision in 
the Charter. Ampassapor Gromyko pointed out that the text pro- 
vides that the Assembly can disapprove decisions of the Security 

Council. | | 
Mr. Deszan suggested that instead of the phrase “to approve or 

disapprove”, the phrase “to express an opinion” might be more suit- 

able. He also observed that paragraph 0) was in harmony with the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. | 

Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested the phrase “make any observation” in lieu 

of the phrase “to approve or disapprove”. | 
Mr. STerrinius inquired whether paragraph 8 should go to the 

Executive Committee with a) and b) deleted. Lorp Hatrirax stated 

that while he had no objection to their deletion, he thought it shouldn’t 

be difficult to draft something within the meaning of the Dumbarton 

Oaks Proposals that would be acceptable. 
Ampassapor Koo favored re-drafting paragraph b) and softening 

it, and likewise concurred with the proposal of Lord Halifax as a 

basis of the recommendation to be made. 
Mr. Strerrinius proposed that discussion of this question be taken 

to the Executive Committee and then the Steering Committee. He 

further proposed that if the Executive Committee did not favor the 

deletion of paragraphs a) and b) then a re-draft of those paragraphs 

might be agreed upon by the five Delegations and submitted to the 

Steering Committee. It was so agreed. 
SENATOR CONNALLY stated that he was opposed to paragraph 5b) 

because it made the Security Council subservient to the General As- 

sembly and as such was especially objectionable.
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5. Revision oF TREATIES (AUSTRALIAN, BrazInIAN AND EGYPTIAN 
| PROPOSALS ) 

SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed the view that in so far as Com- 
mittee II/2 was concerned, he thought that the view of the Committee 
of Five with regard to the Australian, Brazilian, and Egyptian pro- 
posals would be sustained.** Ambassador Gromyko also thought that 
we would win our position on this question. He observed that it 
would be harmful to include a provision in the Charter which would 
empower the General Assembly to revise treaties and that most dele- 
gations realized this. He pointed out that the Egyptians and Belgians 
wished the Committee, as a whole, to agree upon an interpretation that 
paragraph 6 of Chapter V, B, confers on the General Assembly the 
right to revise treaties. He stated that the Soviet Delegation and 
others present oppose that interpretation. If the Egyptians or Bel- 

gians individually wish to say that this paragraph means that the 
General Assembly has the right to revise treaties that is satisfactory, 
but it would not be for the Committee as a whole to so interpret. 

Mr. Wesrster pointed out that Egypt wanted the statement of Sen- 
ator Vandenberg written into the Committee’s report. In reply to 
Mr. Stettinius’ question as to whether there was Five-Power agree- 
ment on this matter, SENATOR VANDENBERG replied that there was 
complete agreement that the Committee should not be bound by any 
interpretation, but that any member of the Committee has a right to 
express its [zs] own interpretation. 

6. RigoT oF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO Discuss ANy MatTrTer 
| WITHIN THE SPHERE OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

- Mr. Pasvotsxy called attention to the text of Chapter V, Section B, 
paragraphs 1 and 2 which had been distributed, and stated that the 
question was whether the additional phrase “affecting maintenance 
of international peace and security” should be added after the phrase 
“any matter within the sphere of international relations”. He won- 
dered whether this matter should be taken to the Steering Committee. 

| Senator VANDENBERG stated that it was impossible to make the 
Technical Committee understand that the proposal is inherent in the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. He pointed out that the Five Powers 
had tried to add the phrase “affecting the maintenance of international 
peace and security” and had failed..° Mr. Pasvotsky inquired 
whether the Delegations were ready to support the inclusion of this 
phrase in bringing the matter before the Executive Committee. Mr. 

* Doc. 748, 11/2/39, J une 2, 1945, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 126; for index 
to amendments proposed with respect to chapter V, B (6), see ibid., vol. 3, p, 653. 

. ™ Doe. 686, II/2/34, May 30, ibid., vol. 9, p. 108. 

723-681 —87 75
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Gromyko suggested that it be left to the Coordination Committee to 
find out whether this phrase adds anything new to the Charter. SEn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG sald that he was agreeable to this suggestion. 

- Lorp Harirax inquired whether it was good policy to reverse 
Technical Committee decisions at a higher level. He thought it was 
all right to let this matter go to the Coordination Committee. Mr. 
Srerrinius stated that a reversal of decisions of the Technical Com- 
mittees would have a very bad effect. Sunator VanpEnBERG observed 
that Mr. Evatt would take this matter to a Plenary Session unless he 
changes his position in the meantime. | 
Ampassapor Gromyko thought that Mr. Pasvolsky’s suggestion 

that this matter be submitted first to the Executive Committee and 

then to the Steering Committee, leaving the Coordination Committee 
to decide whether anything new had been added, might be considered. 
He pointed out that if the provision were accepted as it now stands, 
the General Assembly would be empowered to intervene in any matter 
and that there would be no limit to its scope. Mr. Srerrinivs sug- 
gested that the General Assembly inherently had the right to discuss 
such matters because of its general character. The General Assembly, 
he observed, is a table around which the Governments could discuss 
anything. Mr. Pasvousxy stated that this paragraph was intended 
to cover only matters pertaining to peace and security. Other para- 
graphs defined other powers of the Assembly. He wondered whether 
or not such a provision was required and suggested that the matter 
be taken first to the Executive Committee and then to the Steering 
Committee. Lorp Hatirax wondered how it would be possible to stop 
the Assembly even if these words are too wide. Mr. Pasvoisxry reiter- 
ated that the other powers of the General Assembly were covered else- 
where and said the question was whether the general powers. of the 
Assembly should be. stated in such broad terms as those proposed. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG sounded a warning on the attitude of the 

other powers who maintained that the power to discuss any matter 
within the sphere of international relations is in the General Assembly 
and that, therefore,.it should be stated. Mr. Pasvousxy stated that 
such a broad and unlimited statement had not been accepted. He 
thought this matter could be taken up in the Coordination Committee. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY stated that the Assembly under Section B has 
the right to consider the matters set forth in paragraphs 1, 2 and 6 
and asked what else could be discussed. . He didn’t see any harm in 
letting the Assembly talk, provided that it did not make any recom- 
mendations under the limitations imposed in paragraph 20). Srna- 
TOR VANDENBERG observed that this question was purely a matter of 

strategy. Mr. Gouunsxy stated that the exception provided in para- 
graph 2 6) referred only to recommendations but not to discussion. 
He thought that a situation in which the General Assembly discussed
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a matter which was being dealt with by the Security Council was 
contradictory. Mr. Duxuxs pointed out that the only limitation on 

the Assembly is on its right to make recommendations, not on its 

right to discuss. He thought that the text adopted by the Committee 

in that respect conforms precisely to the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 

Mr. Pasvorsky suggested that the Delegations think over whether 

this matter is important and review it in the Steering Committee. 
Mr. Srerrinius suggested that “we sleep over it”. 

4%, Ausrrarian Pieper ror Separate ACTION. 

Mr. PasvousKy stated that there was some question with regard 
to the language employed in the Australian pledge for separate action 
as set forth in Chapter IX, A, 1. .Ampassapor Gromyxko observed 
that it sounded all right but that he might have,something to say on 
this subject at a later time. . __ : | 

8. Mretines or Executive Commirrer AND STEERING CoMMITTEE 

Mr. Sterrinius suggested that the meeting of the Big Five be held 

at 12:00 o’clock tomorrow in order to determine the procedure to be 
followed before calling a meeting of the Executive Committee. The 

Big Five might draft the agenda but not set a time for the Steering 
Committee. He thought other delegations might have comments to 
make tomorrow. AmBassAdor Gromyxko suggested that the agenda 
of the Executive Committee be discussed at the meeting of the Big 
Five tomorrow. | | | ; | 

In reply to Mr. Boncour’s question on when the, Executive Com- 
mittee would meet, Mr. Sterrinrus stated that that would depend on 
the progress made by the Big Five. oe 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that the problem of the French amend- 
ment should be settled tomorrow. He observed that it would be un- 
fortunate if Committee II/4 could not meet tomorrow without agree- 
ment among the Big Five. He said it was asking a lot of a group of 
plenipotentiaries to wait ten days while we failed to decide. Mr. 
Srerrinrus said that it was agreed that the Big Five would meet at 

12:00 tomorrow. . — —_ 
9. Press RELATIONS | 

Mr. Srerrinius statéd that there was a very difficult situation with 
regard to the press, and called on Mr. Stevenson to read a suggested 
statement for consideration by the group. , | oe 

Mr. Srevenson suggested that it would be desirable to give ain offi- 
cial indication of the present situation by the issuance of ‘a Five- 
Power statement. He then read the following draft: 9 

_ “The Chiefs of Delegations of the four sponsoring powers and 
France have met several times in the last two days to discuss a number 
of matters pending in various Committees of the Conference.
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“In these discussions, the Delegations of the five powers have 
reached a common position on various suggested changes in the fol- 
lowing provisions of the Charter: 

(He did not read the list of items which might be included in the 
statement.) 

“While a wide area of agreement has been reached on interpreta- 
tions of the voting provisions for the Security Council and other mat- 
ters, discussions are continuing with a view to furthering progress 
toward the successful conclusion of the Conference.” 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that any list of questions which 
might be included in the statement would be those which run against 
the smaller powers and that it would have an unhappy impact. 

Mr. STEVENSON stated that there was such a general state of alarm 
that he thought we should let the world know, in some way or other, 
that we were continuing to seek agreement on outstanding questions. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that such a list was worse than nothing 
because it would confirm the impression that we were plowing under 
the smaller powers. Mr. Rockrre.xer stated that the listing of items 
would throw the small states into confusion. Mr. Stevenson hoped 
that it would be possible to give some affirmative positive statement. 
Mr. Srerrinius thought that we should recognize that a number of 
delegations are becoming discouraged and that it was incumbent upon 
the Big Five to restore confidence in the success of the Conference. 
This must be done promptly in some way or other. Mr. Boncour 
agreed that a number of delegations are getting impatient. 

Lorp Hauirax feared that the kind of statement prepared by Mr. 
Stevenson would hardly do the job. He agreed with the point of 
view expressed by Senator Vandenberg and Mr. Rockefeller. He 
found no fault with Mr. Stevenson but said that we were not helping 
ourselves in this situation. He thought that it was dangerous to say 
that all is going well when it really isn’t and that we couldn’t alter 
the situation until we have gotten along farther. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that the facts should be told and 
that the position of various governments on controversial issues 
should be stated. He thought it might be better if each government 
were to state its own position rather than to try to get an agreed state- 
ment among the Five. 

Mr. Srerrinius pointed out that we were still in a negotiating stage, 
and Mr. Stevenson added that a statement by each delegation would 
tend to freeze positions. Senator VaNbDENBERG referred to the ob- 
jective story published in the New York Times and thought that it 
didn’t do any damage. 

Ampassapor Koo said that there was need for some statement, but 
he preferred not. to list the items as proposed by Mr. Stevenson. 
Lorp Harirax suggested that we tell the press that the five principal



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1131 

powers have held ‘a lot of meetings, have reached agreement on a 
number of matters, and have also failed to reach agreement on some 

important matters but they are continuing their effort. to find solu- 
tions to outstanding problems. Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that 
it was difficult to discuss any statement without a text before him, 
and that agreement on the issuance of a statement would depend on 
what was included in it. He added that he would want to communi- 
eate with his Government on the issuance of any such statement. 
Lorp Hauirax suggested the Chairman be authorized. to issue a gen- 
eral objective statement which was not controversial. Mr. Sterrinivs 
stated that that had been tried last night with no result. The only 
statement he could make was as Chairman of the United States 
Delegation. 

REPRESENTATIVE Eaton inquired why each Delegation should not 
make a statement on its position. He observed that we came here 
as a. parliament of mankind and that each Delegation should take a 
position before its public. He, for one, did not care for all this 
picayune stuff. 

Lorp Hatirax stated that he hoped that the British position had 
not been backward. Representative Eaton then inquired how we 
could develop public opinion in the world if we sat around and chat- 
tered like a bunch of magpies. 

Mr. Sretrinivus adjourned the meeting. 

500.CC/6—-345 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

San Francisco, June 3, 1945. 
[Received June 3—6: 12 p. m.] 

3. Please transmit the following message to Harriman as from 
me: a 

“A separate telegram ** is being sent answering the questions in 
your 1882 of June 3. In addition in order to give you a complete 
understanding of this problem I quote below the following text of 
the paper which was worked out in the sub-committee of the 

sponsors and presented to the delegation chairman [chairmen] for 
consideration : oS , | 

‘Specific questions covering the voting procedure in. the Security 
Council * have been submitted by a subcommittee of the conference 
committee on structure and procedures of the Security Council to 

* Telegram 4, June 3, infra. 
* Doc. 855, III/1/B/2(a), June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 699.
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the delegations of the four governments sponsoring the conference— 
the United States of America, the United Kingdoms of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and 
the Republic of China. In dealing with these questions, the four 
delegations desire to make the following statement of their general 
attitude towards the whole question.of unanimity of permanent mem- 
bers in the decisions of the Security Council. | | | 

1. The Yalta voting formula recognizes that the Security Council, 
in discharging its responsibilities for the maintenance of interna- 
‘tional peace and security, will have two broad groups of functions. 
Under chapter VIII, the Council will have to make decisions which 
involve its taking direct measures in connection with settlement of 
disputes, adjustment of situations likely to lead to disputes, deter- 
mination of threats to the peace, removal of threats to the peace, 
suppression of breaches of the peace. It will also have to make deci- 
sions which do not involve the taking of such measures. The Yalta 
formula provides that the second of these two groups of decisions 
will be governed by. a procedural vote—that is, the vote of any seven 
members. The first group of decisions will be governed by a qualified 
vote—that is, the vote of seven members, including the concurring 
votes of the five permanent members, subject to the proviso that in 
decisions under section A and a part of section C of chapter VIII 
parties to a dispute shall abstain from voting. The Security Council 
will also be charged with many other functions. Here, too, a distinc- 
tion needs to be made, in the application of the Yalta voting formula, 
between the decisions which will be governed by a procedural vote 
and the other decisions which will require a qualified vote. 

2. For example, under the Yalta formula a procedural vote will 
govern the decisions made under the entire section D of chapter VI. 
This means that the Council will, by a vote of any seven of its mem- 
bers, adopt or alter its rules of procedure; determine the method of 
selecting its President; organize itself in such a way as to be able 

‘to function continuously; select the times and places of its regular 
and special meetings; establish such bodies or agencies as it may 
deem necessary for the performance of its functions; invite a member 
of the organization not represented on the Council to participate in 
its discussions when the member’s interests are specially affected; and 
invite any state when it is a party to a dispute being considered by the 
Council to participate in the discussion relating to that dispute. It 
is likely that several other important decisions of the Council will 
also be governed by a procedural vote. | 

3. It is clear from paragraph 2 of section A of chapter VIIT that 
any state may bring to the attention of the Security Council any 
dispute, or any situation which may lead to international friction or 
give rise to a dispute. The Council can discuss and consider any such 
dispute or situation and, in deciding whether or not to discuss a partic- 
ular dispute or situation, the Council should obviously operate by a 
procedural vote which does not require unanimity of the permanent 
members, It follows that no individual member of the Council can 
alone prevent a consideration and discussion by the Council of such 
dispute or situation. Nor can parties to such a dispute be prevented 
in this manner from receiving a hearing before the Council.
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4, Beyond this point, decisions and actions by the Security Council 
may well have major political consequences and may even initiate a 
chain of events which might, in the end, require the Council under 
its responsibilities to invoke measures of enforcement under section 
B, chapter VIII.: This chain of events begins when the Council 
decides to make an investigation, or determines that the time has come 
to call.:upon states to settle their differences, or makes recommenda- 
tions to the parties. It is to such decisions and actions that: unanimity 
of the permanent members applies, with the important proviso, 
referred to above, for abstention from voting by parties to a dispute. 

5. To illustrate: In ordering an investigation, the Council has to 
consider whether the investigation—which may involve calling for 
reports, hearing witnesses, dispatching a commission of inquiry, or 
other means—might not further aggravate the situation. After in- 
vestigation, the Council must determine whether the continuance of 
the situation or dispute would be likely to endanger international peace 
and security. If it so determines, the Council would be under obli- 
gation to take further steps. Similarly, the decision to make recom- 
mendations, even when all parties request it to do so, or to call upon 
parties to a dispute to fulfill their obligations under the charter, might 

e the first step on a course of action from which the Security Council 
could withdraw only at the risk of failing to discharge its 
responsibilities. , | oe 

_ 6.'In appraising the significance of the vote required to'take such 
decisions or actions, it is useful to'make comparison with the require- 
ments of the League Covenant with reference to decisions of the 
League Council. Substantive decisions of the League of Nations 
Council could be taken only by the unanimous vote of all its members, 
whether permanent or not, with the exception of parties to a dispute 
under article XV of the League Covenant. “Under article XI, under 
which most of the disputes brought before the League were dealt with 
and decisions to make investigations taken, the unanimity rule was 
invariably interpreted to include even the votes of the parties to a 
ispute. 7 : a _ 
7. The Yalta voting formula substitutes for the rule of complete 

unanimity of the League Council a system of qualified majority voting 
in the Security Council. . Under this system, non-permanent members 
of the Security Council individually would have no “vote” [veto ?]. 
As regards to the permanent members, there is no question under the 
Yalta formula of investing them with a new right, namely, the right to 
veto, a right which the permanent members of the League Council 
always had. The formula proposed for the taking of action in the 
Security Council by a majority of seven would make the operation of 
the Council less subject to obstruction than was the case under the 
League of Nations rule of complete unanimity. : 

8. It should also be remembered that under the Yalta formula the 
five major powers could not act by themselves, since even under the 
unanimity requirement any decisions of the Council would have to 
include the concurring votes of at least two of the non-permanent 
members. In other words, it would be possible for five non-perma- 
nent members as a group to exercise a “veto”. It is not to be assumed,
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however, that the permanent members, any more than the non-perma- 
nent members, would use their “veto” power wilfully to obstruct the 
operation of the Council. 

9. In view of the primary responsibilities of the permanent mem- 
bers, they could not be expected, in the present condition of the world, 
to assume the obligation to act in so serious a matter as the maintenance 
of international peace and security in consequence of a decision in 
which they had not concurred. Therefore if majority voting in the 
Security Council is to be made possible the only practicable method 
is to provide, in respect of non-procedural decisions, for unanimity of 
the permanent members plus the concurring votes of at least two of 
the non-permanent members. 

10. For all these reasons, the four sponsoring governments agreed 
on the Yalta formula and have presented it to this conference as essen- 
tial if an international organization is to be created through which 
all peace-loving nations can effectively discharge their common respon- 
sibilities for the maintenance of international peace and security.[’] 

In Ambassador Gromyko’s reply he accepted the introductory para- 

graph and paragraphs 5 through 10 of this paper. The Soviet paper 

substitutes the following for paragraphs 1 through 4. 

1. The sense of Yalta decision is quite clear and is as follows: The 
unanimity of the permanent members of the Security Council is re- 
quired on all matters, which may be submitted to a vote in the 
Security Council excepting purely procedural matters mentioned in 
section D, chapter VI and special cases provided for by paragraph 3, 
section C, chapter VI. Thus all the matters enumerated in section 
A, chapter VIIT require the unanimity of permanent members pro- 
vided that a member being a party to a dispute shall abstain from 
voting. 

Under the Yalta formula a procedural vote will govern the de- 
cisions made under the entire section D of chapter VI. This means 
that the Council will, by a vote of any seven of its members, adopt 
or alter its rules of procedure; determine the method of selecting its 
president; organize itself in such a way as to be able to function 
continuously; select the times and places of its regular and special 
meetings; establish such bodies or agencies as it may deem necessary 
for the performance of it functions; invite a member of the organiza- 
tion not represented on the Council to participate in its discussions 
when that member’s interests are specially affected; and invite any 
state when it is a party to a dispute being considered by the Council 
to participate in the discussion relating to that dispute. 

2. This is the formal aspect of this matter, which has been worked 
out in the course of prolonged conversations among the sponsoring 
governments at the Dumbarton Oaks conference, during the period 
between that conference and the Yalta conference and in the course 
of the Yalta conference itself. In these conversations the above 
mentioned powers were inspired. by a sincere aspiration to establish 
an international organization capable of living, which would give
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the greatest guarantees and possibilities to assure the suppression 
of any aggression and strengthening of general peace with partici- 
pation of all mighty peace-loving powers. Small nations are partrc- 
ularly interested in the establishment of such an organization in 
order to maintain their independence and integrity, and the inter- 
ests of these nations were fully taken into consideration in the 
initiative of the sponsoring powers and in their efforts to convene 
the Dumbarton Oaks conference and further the present San Fran- 
cisco conference. They attach special importance to the normal 
functioning of the organization in preventing international armed 
conflicts by peaceful means as much as possible.and by enforcement 
measures 1f necessary. | 

The sponsoring powers working out the Yalta voting formula of 
the draft charter, now under discussion, proceeded from the idea to 
assure the greatest possible participation of the members of the 
international organization not represented at the Security Council 
in the discussion by the Council of any question affecting the interests 
of a member of the organization, not a member of the Council; this 
is specially mentioned in the charter of the organization. 

According to this provision of the charter any member of the 
organization may participate in the discussion of any question spe- 
cially affecting the interests of this member. Moreover the Security 
Council should invite any state party to a dispute under consideration 
of the Security Council to participate in the discussion relating to 
the dispute. AJl decisions on such questions shall be taken by the 
Council by procedural vote without unanimity. | 

Therefore there are no grounds whatever to fear that the sponsor- 
ing powers, when they become permanent members of the Council, 
would actually use.the rights conferred on them by the charter to block 
the discussion by the Security Council on any international dispute 
affecting the interests of states not members of the Council and other 
situations likely to endanger general peace or to block the taking of 
appropriate measures by the Council. Furthermore, the permanent 
members of the Council, when they are a party to a dispute, under 
paragraph 3, section C, chapter VI shall not vote and will not in- 
fluence the decision on the question, whether any matter should be 
discussed. 

Only rare exceptional cases are possible when the permanent mem- 
bers of the Council, conscious of their special responsibility for the 
prestige of the organization, use their formal right. 

3. The discussion by the Security Council of any dispute is of 
importance only in the case of decisions provided for by section A, 
chapter VIII be taken as a result of such a discussion. A discussion 
which wouldn’t be followed by any security action is only likely to 
discredit the whole organization and sometimes even to strain the 
relations between the parties to the dispute. On the other hand the 
discussion on a dispute in the Security Council may well have major 
political consequences and may even initiate a chain of events which 
might, in the end, require the Council under its responsibilities to 
invoke measures of enforcement under section B, chapter VHII. Thus 
this chain of events begins from the very moment when the Council
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decides to take up a dispute for consideration. It follows that a 
discussion on a dispute is of great political importance by itself 
and may entail serious consequences; therefore the question, whether 
a dispute should be considered, in no way can be deemed a procedural 
matter.” 

Repeated to Moscow as No. 1218, June 3, 8 p. m. 
| [Srerrintius | 

§00.CC/6—345 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

| | _ Sawn Francisco, June 3, 1945. 
: [Received June 8—6: 36 p. m.] 

4, Please transmit the following to Harriman as from me: | 

“The following is in reply to your 1882 of June 3. The numbered 
paragraphs refer to your questions: 

1. Gromyko fully accepts the provision that parties to a dispute 
should abstain from voting as set forth in the Yalta formula. 

2. The problem really reduces itself to this question: Whether or 
not veto power should apply in a decision to place a dispute brought 
before the Council on the Council agenda for purposes of discussion 
prior to the taking of any action by the Council. : 

3. The specific issue was not discussed either at Dumbarton Oaks 
or at Yalta, but was always taken for granted by us and the British. 
Our position cannot possibly be construed as being at variance with 
the Yalta formula since the Soviet Government admits that a pro- 
cedural vote should apply to the entire section D of chapter VI of the 
Dumbarton Oaks proposals, and the formulation of an agenda is cer- 
tainly a procedural matter. | | 

4. By separate telegram ** we are sending you the full text of a 
statement on voting procedure agreed to by the United States, United 
Kingdom and China, and of the proposed Soviet redraft. This will 
give you a full understanding of the issues and of the arguments on 
both sides. 

5. We are not. wedded to any particular language, provided the 
point at issue stated in paragraph 2 above is decided in the sense that 
no single member of the Council can, by the exercise of veto power, 
prevent the Council from placing on its agenda for purposes of dis- 
cussion a dispute or a situation brought before the Council, with the 
understanding that veto power would apply in all decisions and ac- 
tions as described in numbered paragraph 4of ourstatement.” 

Repeated to Moscow as No. 1214, June 3, 9 p. m. 
{Srerrrnius] 

* Telegram 8, June 8, supra.
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[On June 3 the Secretary of State sent a telegram (No. 5) to Presi- 
dent Truman informing him of the issue regarding Soviet contention 
for veto power against discussion in the Security Council; for text of 
telegram, see Conferences at Malta and Yalta, page 995.] 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: U.S, Cr. Min. 68 

Minutes of the Sixty-T hird Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Monday, June 4, 1945, 9 a. m. 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (32) present at meeting, mis-: 
cellaneous announcements by the Secretary of State, and discussion. 

of a procedural question. | 

| TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

The Delegation was referred to the document “Recommendations to 

the United States Delegation on Basic Issues”, US Gen 219.29 Mr. 
JOHNSON reported that the Four Power attempt to gain acceptance 
for the original wording of Chapter XII, Paragraph 1 had been de- 
feated twice, 17 to 15 and 18 to 1.°° The question had been referred 
to a subcommittee which voted by a count of 5 to 0 that the paragraph 
needed no further clarification.** The Big Five had been the only. 
powers to vote on this issue. However, a report of the subcommittee 
made it very clear that the Big Five had different interpretations of 
this paragraph, thus making most difficult the position assumed by 
the Big Five that the paragraph needed no clarification. The ques- 
tion had been referred to the Steering Committee for decision. | 

Tue Secrerary asked Mr. Johnson what he would recommend. 
Mr. JoHnson replied that the military seemed to agree to the position 
stated in the paper he had presented in which it was suggested that 
“the United States Delegation accept the necessity for some modifica- 
tion of Chapter XII and take the lead to bring this about, first in the 
Big Five and subsequently in the Steering Committee.” Mr. JoHn- 
son suggested that it would be advisable to study the language of the 
suggested revision which was attached to US Gen 219. This suggested 
redraft, “Proposed Redraft of Chapter XII,” June 3, 1945, proposed 
that a new paragraph be inserted after paragraph 1 as follows: 

“1. The Security Council shall as soon as it is organized .be vested 
with all the functions and powers conferred upon it by this Charter 
with the exception of those involving enforcement action. The latter 

*® Not printed. 
” Doc. 704, III /2/36, May 31, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 404. 
* Doc. 765, III/3/39, June 3, ibid., p. 419. .
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functions and powers shall be assumed by the Security Council as soon 
as, through the coming into force of the special, agreement or agree- 
‘ments provided for in Chapter VITIL, Section B, paragraph 5, adequate 
forces and facilities are available for the fulfillment of all its respon- 
sibilities under the Charter.” 

The suggested redraft also included the addition, in brackets, of the 
following phrase at the end of the old paragraph 2: ~ 7 

“until such time as those Governments shall transfer this responsibility 
in whole or in part to the Security Council.” : | 

Mr. JoHNSON explained that there were three issues, when the Secu- 
rity Council would take over the function of enforcement against 
enemy states, who should make this decision, and what was to be 
the scope of the Security Council’s functions. Senator ConNALLYy 
declared that he was opposed to the exception established in the new 
paragraph 1. The Security Council, he declared, would have author- 
ity whenever forces were made available to it, and Mr. Dunn agreed 
that the exception established was too broad. Mr. JoHnson asked 
whether this objection was not covered by paragraph 2 of the redraft. 
Mr. Dunn replied that this paragraph provided only for consultation, 
but Senator Connauiy added that the consultation was provided for 
“with a view to such joint action ...as may be necessary.” Mr. 
Hacxkworrn submitted that there was no need for the additional para- 
graph. The original wording, he thought, was sufficiently clear to 
make any addition unnecessary. Senator Connatiy observed that 
the additional paragraph, or clarification of some kind, was made 
aecessary by the demands of the smaller powers. This question had 
been submitted, he declared, to the Steering Committee for a decision. 
Tue Szcrerary asked why it was not possible to stand on the original 
language. Mr. Jounson replied that the different interpretations 
advanced by the various members of the Big Five made it impossible 
to maintain the position any longer that the original wording did 
not require clarification. Mr. Dunixs asked what the Russian inter- 
pretation had been. Mr. Jounson replied that the Russians had 

stated their position as being that the Security Council could not func- 

tion until the agreements for the supply of forces came into effect. 

The Russian Delegation had also insisted on the wording “maintenance 
of peace” instead of “enforcement”. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY suggested that paragraph 1 of the redraft 

be dropped and that wording such as “subject to the provisions of 

paragraphs 2 and 3, the Security Council is vested with all the func- 

tions and powers granted to it in this Charter” be substituted. | 

Mr. PasvotsKy remarked that there was complete misunderstand- 

ing of the purpose of this chapter. It had not been proposed at
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Dumbarton Oaks in order to grant more power to the four major 
nations. In fact, its purpose had been just the opposite, to assure 
the small powers that there would not be a chaotic situation during 
the interim period between the end of the war and the coming into 
effect of the Organization. Mr. Pasvolsky declared that as far as 
the Big Powers were concerned, this Chapter was not at all necessary 
inasmuch as the Moscow Declaration would stand by:itself and would 
give the Four Powers the necessary authority to undertake enforce- 
ment action. Mr. Pasvolsky thought that it should be explained to 
the small states that if they did not want the protection provided 
by this paragraph, it could be dropped. Mr. Jounson replied that 
the small states were aware of the need for interim machinery but 
were afraid that the provisions of this Chapter could keep the Secu- 
rity Council from assuming its functions for an indefinite period. 

The Norwegian Delegate had expressed the fear that a situation might 
arise which would be “like hitting a lobster while it was changing 
shells”. Mr. Pasvolsky thought that this was a ridiculous interpre- 

tation. It was impossible, in his opinion, to block the Security Coun- 
cil’s assuming its functions. He thought that a talk should be con- 

ducted with the Russians to straighten out the interpretation of the 
Chapter and that if it were to become necessary, the paragraph should 
be dropped. Commanpgr Strassen remarked that the question was 
now going to the Steering Committee where it could be decided. Tue 
SECRETARY thought that he would discuss this matter in the meeting 
of the Big Five at twelve noon, and asked Mr. Johnson to present a 
background paper before that time. Mr. JoHnson remarked, how- 
ever, that he had an important committee meeting at 10:30 and thus 

would be unable to prepare a paper, and Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that 

no paper was really necessary. THe Srcrerary asked Mr. Johnson 
whether he was satisfied with this procedure and Mr. JoHnson thought 
that the matter should be held off until the following day to provide 
time for the preparation of the paper. Tue Srcrerary thought 
that it would be possible to speak to Ambassador Gromyko at, noon 
and have the entire matter clarified without any further delay. Mr. 
JoHunsoNn declared that he did not think that the small powers would 
accept any solution short of new wording, and Mr. Jonson agreed 
that in his opinion new wording was necessary. Tue Secrerary de- 
clared that such language might be developed as a result of the 12 
o’clock meeting, and Mr. Jonson admitted that this was so. - 

Senator Connatiy declared that Mr. Johnson deserved a vote of 
thanks from the Delegation for his efforts in preparing the paper 
which the Delegation had just considered. Mr. Jounson declared 
that Colonel Hamilton had been of great help in the work of prepar- 
ing the recommendation for the Delegation.
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REFERRAL OF A QUESTION TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE 

Secretary Srerrrnius apologized to Mr. Hiss for having kept him 
waiting and declared that he realized how busy Mr. Hiss was. THE 

SEcRETARY then explained to Mr. Hiss the problems that had been 
raised by Representative Bloom earlier in the meeting. Mr. Hiss 
agreed with the previous sentiment of the Delegation that the Steering 
Committee could consider any matter under discussion by the Confer- 
ence. The Steering Committee, he declared, was empowered by the 
Rules of Procedure to consider all major matters on procedure and 
substance and each Delegation was granted the privilege of submitting 
any matter to the consideration of the Steering Committee at any 
time. Tur Secretary asked whether this would be true even if a 
technical committee approved a question. Under such a circumstance, 
Tue Secretary asked, would it be possible for the matter to be sub- 
mitted to the Steering Committee without its first being presented to 
the Commission concerned with the matter? Mr. Hiss replied that 
exactly that situation had occurred in the case of the World Trade 

Union Conference.* REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked who had referred 
the matter to the Steering Committee in that instance and Mr. Hiss 
declared that he himself had found it necessary to take this action. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom then asked how the decision of a technical 
committee included in a Rapporteur’s report could be handled if the 
Big Five were to ask for the referral of such a matter to the Steering 
Committee. Mr. Hiss replied that the Steering Committee was the 
highest appellate body and as such was competent to consider any 
question even if it had been settled by a technical committee. Repre- 
SENTATIVE Boom declared that trouble might be expected on the floor 
of the Conference if the Big Five were to carry through with their 
intention of referring a number of matters to the Steering Committee 
despite the previous decisions of the technical committees. Repre- 
sentative Bloom thought that someone on the technical committee 
should be asked to request reconsideration of the problems; in that 
way the onus would not fall on the Big Five. 

a Domestic JURISDICTION 

Tum Secretary thought that the Delegation should then turn to 
the remaining questions on the agenda. The Secretary said that he 

was of the opinion that questions 3, 4, and 5 had already been dis- 
cussed but he was assured that they had not been discussed in that 
form. TuHrSrcrerary declared that he was outvoted. Mr. SANDIFER 
said that the matter of the Preparatory Commission should be con- 

"Doc. 48, G/13, May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, p. 58; Doc. 189, 11/8/7, 
May’ 10, ibid.; vol. 10, p. 16} and Doc. 224, ST/7, May 11, ibid., vol. 5, p. 207.
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sidered by the Delegation because it was to be presented in Committee 
that morning. 

Mr. Duties referred the Delegation to his memorandum of June 1 

to the Secretary, concerning the problem of domestic jurisdiction. 
Mr. Dulles declared that there was a new aspect of this problem. 
The smaller powers had evidenced concern over the authority of the 
Security Council to make recommendations which might affect domes- 
tic affairs under the exception established with respect to Chapter 
VIII, Section B. in paragraph 7 of Chapter II. Mr. Dulles recom- 
mended that the United States not take the initiative in this question 
if the other four proved to be willing to drop the phrase which was 
causing the difficulty, “this principle shall not prejudice the applica- 
tion of Chapter VIII, Section B.”** Mr. Dutixs was of the opinion 
that the United States should agree. Mr. Pasvorsxy remarked that 
this question had been discussed in the Subcommittee of Five but that 
it had. been brought up only informally. The opinion of the French, 
Chinese and Russians had been that there was no weight to Mr. 
Evatt’s contention that the domestic rights of the small powers were 
threatened by this phrase. The Big Five had decided informally 
to stand on the original wording. Mr. Duxixs was of the opinion that 
there might be something in Mr. Evatt’s position. Section B of 
Chapter VIII, which was excepted from the domestic jurisdiction 
clause, gave broad powers of recommendation to the Security Council. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom inquired whether the Security Council might 
recommend under this clause that New York be given to Canada. Mr. 
Duutes said that in all probability no such recommendation could be 
passed because the United States would have a veto power but. the 

smaller powers were worried that some such action might be taken 
by the Security Council in view of, the fact that they had no veto 
power themselves. Representative Broom asked whether the ques- 
tion of immigration might be considered under this clause. Repre- 
SENTATIVE BLoom wondered if immigration would possibly be a matter 
for international concern. Mr. Duuies poimted out that the powers of 
recommendation under Chapter VIII, Section B. were not restricted 
to international matters. JRrrresentative BLoom thought that such 

broad powers for the Security Council would create trouble in the 
Congress when the Charter came up for ratification. Mr. Sanpirer 

thought that to leave out the phrase “this prineiple shall not prejudice 
the application of Chapter VIII, Section B,” would be to omit a most 
important safeguard for the Security Council’s power to take effective 

* See the Four-Power amendment, Doc. 2, G/29, May 5, UNCIO Documents, 

"°G See the Australian amendment, Doc. 2, G/14(1), May 5, ibid., pp. 551-552.
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action in a dispute. Srcrerary STEtrinius remarked that during a 
conversation with Mr. Evatt someone had asked a very appropriate 

question, whether it was not proper for the Organization to interfere 

in the domestic concerns of any state in a case where that state might 
be persecuting its Jewish population, for example. 

- Mr. Duis reported that the British had been informing the Do- 
minions that the United States was responsible for this excepting 

phrase establishing clearly the authority of the Security Council. 
Actually, it had been Foreign Minister Eden who had urged full au- 
thority for the Security Council.* Representative Bioom thought 
that this was logical in view of the fact that England had no immi- 
gration restrictions. Mr. Dunn repeated that. the British had misled 
the Dominions into believing that the United States was responsible. 

CoMMANDER SrassENn asked how Mr. Dulles knew this and Mr. DuLuzs 
replied that he had been told by representatives of some of the 

Dominions. ComMaNpDER StassEN thought there was no significance to 

this. 
Mr. Norrter submitted that it was not necessary to omit this phrase 

in paragraph 7 of Chapter II. He thought that this clause could be 
made to read: “prejudice the application of enforcement measures un- 
der Chapter VIII, Section B”. Mr. Duties thought the United 
States should not take the initiative; it should agree to such a change 
if it were necessary, and Tu Secretary declared that this was agree- 
abletohim. The Delegation agreed to this suggestion of Mr. Notter’s. 

RiGHT oF THE GENERAL AssEMBLY TO Discuss ANY Matter WITHIN 
THE SPHERE OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

Tun Secretary suggested that the Delegation turn next to the 
problem of the right of the General Assembly to discuss any matter 
within the sphere of international relations. SENATOR VANDENBERG 

urged that it was agreed by the Great Powers that this right was in- 
herent in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Senator Vandenberg 

submitted that since this was admitted, it was really unnecessary to 
attempt to force the withdrawal of the proposed amendment making 

the authority of the General Assembly express.” Such an action, 
Senator Vandenberg declared, would inflame the small powers. 

Senator Vandenberg reported that Ambassador Gromyko had been 

anxious to press for the withdrawal of this language. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy declared that he was of the opinion that the Com- 
mittee had taken the wrong course of action in accepting the word- 
ing. However, Mr. Pasvolsky thought that the United States should 

* See minutes of the second, third, and fourth Four-Power consultative meet- 
ings on Charter proposals, May 3 and 4, pp. 562, 581, and 598, respectively. 

*” Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 30, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 109.
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not raise the matter in the Steering Committee because it was not of 
sufficient importance. Mr. Pasvolsky declared that since there were 

other important matters on which the technical committees would 
have to be overruled, he did not think this question should be brought 
up for action in the Steering Committee. Mr. Hackworrsn declared 
that the question was raised by the fact that the matter had been re- 
ferred to the Executive Committee. If that body did not take some 

action on the issue, it would be left neither in the technica] committee 
nor in the higher committee. Srcrerary Srerrinivs declared that 
he favored Mr. Pasvolsky’s suggestion and he asked that the Dele- 
gation authorize him to ask the Steering Committee not to consider 
this question on the grounds that it was not of sufficient importance. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked whether the Secretary would do this 
at the beginning or at the end of the meeting. Representative Bloom 

thought that the Secretary should wait for Ambassador Gromyko to 
raise the question first. | 

PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

Mr. SanviFer submitted for the consideration of the Delegation 
the Draft Protocol, June 3, 1945, on the establishment of a Prepara- 
tory Commission. Mr. Sandifer read the draft aloud to the 

Delegation. . 

Mr. Hacxworru raised a question with raspect to the wording of 
paragraph 9. He asked whose signature would be necessary under 
the present wording “This protocol shall be effective beginning with 
the day on which it is first signed.” Tue Srcrerary declared that 
this wording meant that all the nations present would sign the pro- 
tocol but Mr. Hackworrs declared that this wording could be inter- 
preted as meaning only two signatures would be required for the 
interim machinery to come into effect. It could not be effective with 
only two signatures, Mr. Hackworth thought. 

Mr. Sanvirer urged that the Delegation give careful consideration 
to the problem raised previously concerning possible ratification if 
this document were to be called a protocol. Mr. Sandifer thought 
that if legislative action would be necessary under the present title, con- 
sideration should be given to the use of the word “resolution”. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE Bioom remarked that a resolution required a majority 
of both Houses, but he was informed that a resolution of the present 
Conference was implied. Tue Secretary declared that he would 
favor dropping the use of the word “protocol” because it implied an 
attempt to “dress up” the agreement. Mr. Sanpirer said that several 

* Not printed. 

723-681—67——76
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other countries had expressed the desire to use the word “protocol”. 
(COMMANDER STASSEN suggested “interim agreement”. Senator VAN- 
DENBERG agreed that if the present wording would involve a discussion 
of the necessity of ratification, if not in this country, then in other 
countries, he would favor calling the document a resolution. Dran 
‘GILDERSLEEVE remarked that Committee IT/3 would consider this mat- 
ter. ComMMANDER STAssEN urged the use of the words “interim ar- 
rangement”, and the Delegation was unanimously agreed to this 
suggestion. 

Fourure DriecatTion PRocepuRB 

Commanper Strassen declared that the Conference was reaching a 
crucial stage in these last days, especially in view of the fact that the 
Big Five would be attempting to reverse decisions of a number of 
the technical committees. Commander Stassen thought it was vitally 

important that the Delegation should not appear to be divided before 
the other members of the Big Five. Commander Stassen suggested 
that any member of the Delegation who had any proposals to offer 
in the Big Five meetings should first clear them with the Secretary 
in order that. he could fit these proposals in with the Delegation’s 
position. Commander Stassen thought that when any member of 
the Delegation had a proposal to offer, the Secretary should ask that 
the matter be kept open until a meeting of the Delegation could be 
called to decide the Delegation’s position. 

CoMMANDER StTassEN thought that it was becoming apparent that 
it would be impossible to push Ambassador Gromyko into agreeing 
to any matter unless he first got approval from Moscow. Commander 
Stassen thought there was no point in pressing Ambassador Gromyko 
on unimportant. matters. Commander Stassen thought the Delega- 
tion should adjust its procedure according to the obvious requirement 
that Ambassador Gromyko had to clear everything with Moscow. 
Commander Stassen thought progress would be made much more 
quickly if the Delegation understood this necessity. He suggested 
that when the United States had any suggestion to offer, an explora- 

tory statement should be presented, couched in definite terms, and the 

Delegation should realize that the problem would have to lay over 
for three or four days. There would be no point in trying to press 

for an immediate answer. Commander Stassen admitted this was a 

difficult and bad situation but this, he declared, was the situation with 

-which thé Delegation was faced. Senator VANDENBERG declared he 

was in complete agreement with Commander Stassen’s first observa- 

tion but he did not think this Delegation should subordinate itself 

permanently to the Moscow time table. Tue Sxcrerary asked 

‘whether the Delegation would give him 24 hours in which to discuss
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the matter with Ambassador Gromyko. Mr. Srevenson declared 
that he was in complete agreement with the first point made by Com- 
mander Stassen. Any apparent division among the Delegation, he 
declared, would leak out of the Big Five meeting before he had a 
chance to leave the room. 

Tue SEcreTary urged upon the Delegation the necessity for not 
revealing the plans to locate the interim commission in London. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10: 15 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 15 

Minutes of the Fifteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 4, 1945, 

| 12 noon a 

| [Informal Notes] : 7 

- [Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (24); United Kingdom (4); China 
(4) ; France (6) ; and the Soviet Union (5).| 7 

_ Mr. Srerrinius opened the meeting by recalling the agreement to 
meet today to complete, if possible, the discussion on the open items. 
He asked Mr. Pasvolsky to proceed promptly with the presentation 

of the items on the agenda. 

“1, Frenca ProrosaL—Cuapter VIII, Section C, Paracrapy 2 

. Mr. Pasvotsxy said that the first item was the French proposal 
relative to Chapter VIII, Section C, Paragraph 2. 

Mr. Strerrinius said that the text. before the group was the one 
which had been approved previously by the United States, the United 
Kingdom, China, and France.® The Soviet Union had asked time 
to study the text further. Aimsassapor Gromyxo said that he had 
nothing to report. - 7 

Mr. Srerrinivs asked if it could be agreed to let this draft go to 
the Committee promptly.. Dr. Soong and Lorp Hautrax indicated 
approval. Mr. Desran said that the French attributed great impor- 
tance to this matter and that they would prefer to have the answer 
of the Soviet Delegation before the matter is presented to a Committee. 
-AmBassapor GromyYKo reported that he had nothing further to say 

on the matter today. He did not understand why this item had been 
put on the agenda without his being consulted as he had previously 

indicated that. he had asked for instructions from his. Government. 
He would report to the other Delegations as soon as he had received 
instructions. BO 

” Minutes of the twelfth Fivé-Power meeting, June 2,10 a. m,, p. 1094.
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Mr. Srerrinius said that this item had been put on the agenda in 
accordance with the procedure which had been agreed upon of con- 
tinuing these meetings daily until all the open items had been dis- 
posed of. He said that he proposed to continue to follow this practice 
until the consideration of the items had been completed. He asked 

Ambassador Gromyko whether he considered that this matter was 
so important that it should not go to the Commission before he had 
received instructions. AmBassapor GRomyYKo repeated that he had 
nothing more to say on the question now, but that he thought we 
should finish our consultation before the matter is referred to a 

Committee. Be 
Mr, StTErrinius inquired whether this matter had reached a point 

where the five Delegations should take a vote. Lorp Hatirax said 
that he was impressed by the reluctance of the French Delegation. to 
proceed without approval of the Soviet Government. He did not 
know whether the Committee’s action was being held up on account 
of this matter. SrNaToR VANDENBERG sald that it was; that in fact 
the Committee had not been able to take any action for eleven days.* 

Mr. Bowman [Boncour?] said that his Delegation would like very 

much to have the Soviet reply before any action is taken.. He thanked 
Lord Halifax for referring to this matter and said that he would like 
a further delay, | 

Mr. Strerrinivs said that as two Delegations had asked for delay 
this question would be held up. He asked Lord Halifax whether he 
thought there should be any time limit. Lorp Hatiax said that fur- 
ther delay created a very difficult situation, but that he was sure the 
Soviet Ambassador was fully aware of the situation. Tur Sovier 
AMBAssADOR said that he had nothing to add and reiterated that he 
was awaiting a reply from his Government. 

2. AMENDMENTS—CONFERENCE FoR REVISION OF CHARTER | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said that this item had been held over from the 
last meeting. — . 

Lorp Haurrax said that his Delegation was willing to accept both 

suggestions made at the last meeting by Mr. Armstrong? He thought 

that the only point in debate was whether when the Committee met 

the changes proposed in the text should be offered immediately and 

whether there should be an effort first to obtain agreement on the 
original text of the Four-Power Amendment and if defeated on that 
then to offer to make the changes agreed upon. Awmpassapor Gro- 
MYKO said that his Delegation believes strongly in the Joint Four: 

*See Interim Report to Committee III/4 by Subcommittee III/4/A, Doc. 533, 
III/4/A/9, May 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 850. 

* Minutes of the fourteenth Five-Power meeting, June 38,4 p. m., p. 1120.
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Power Amendment and that: they: were prepared to stand on it. 
Again, with respect to this item he did not understand why it was 

placed on theagenda. 2 = | : , 
Mr. Armstrone said that he had assumed that the Soviet Ambas- 

sador wanted to refer the matter to his Government for instructions. 
In the ensuing discussion there was an indication of uncertainty as 
to the status in which this matter had been left at the end of the dis- 

cussion at the preceding meeting: « CS 
Mr. Pasvoisky said that he thought the principal question was a 

procedural one—as to whether the committee should vote on the 
Four-Power Amendment or.on the amendments which had been con- 
sidered. An adjournment of the Technical Committee had been 
asked in order to give time to consider this question. : 

‘Mr. Armsrrone said that there was a question of substance. Is 
the Soviet: Government prepared to consider concessions? If ‘not, 
how should we proceed? He thought the question was one largely 
of political judgment. Lorp Harrrax suggested the possibility of 
allowing the Committee debate to proceed on the Canadian. Amend- 
ment. Mr. Armstrrone pointed out that the subcommittee had ad-. 
journed following debate on the Canadian Amendment and that the 
procedure would be to take a vote immediately upon the convening 
of the next meeting. — a : . 

The amendment in question was one to the effect that -a conference 
should be called within a period: of from five to ten years. oo 

Lorp Haxirax inquired whether it would help if a Committee meet- 
ing were held and it were said that the vote might be postponed as 
discussions were proceeding among the Five Powers. The Five 
Powers hoped that they might shortly have something to say on the 
question. Mr. Armsrrone said that a statement along these lines 
had been made in obtaining the previous postponement of the 

subcommittee. | 
AmBaAssapor Gromyko said that he wanted to make his position 

clear. The Soviet Delegation stands on the joint amendment of the 
Four Powers. If he should receive any new instructions from his 
Government on the matter he would inform the Chairman of the 
other Delegations. : 
_ Mr. Armsrrone said that the question is whether we want to take 
a stand on the Four-Power Amendment now with the prospect of 
being defeated on the vote in the Committee and then take up the 
proposed modifications, or whether we wanted to take up the modifi-’ 
cations first. | 

Lorp Haurrax asked whether the Ambassador thought he would 
have anything to offer as a hope that there might be some modifica- 
tion in the position of his Government. Ampassapor GromyKo
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thought that the Committee should:.continue with its regular 
procedure. oe , | : 

Mr. Armstrong reiterated that the first business of the Committee 
when it met again would be to vote. The discussion has been com- 
pleted: Ampassapor Gromyko asked whether there was a subcom- 
mittee. Mr. Armstrone replied that his reference was to the sub- 
committee. If there was a hope of change in the position of the Four 
Governments he would favor asking for further postponement of 
the Committee. If not, we should decide now whether to go on in 
the Committee on the basis of the present text. | 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said we should go to the Committee and 

defend the Four-Power Amendment. Mr. Sterrmivs remarked that 
this had already been done. — : | 

Lorn Hatrrax thought that there were three alternatives: (1) to 
stand on the Four-Power Amendment with risk of defeat; (2) to 
reach an agreement now to make concessions; (3) to give freedom 
of action to the Five Powers to act separately on the matter. | 
Ampassapor Gromyko remarked that the Five Powers had been 

defeated before and still stood firmly for the position they had taken. 
We should stand by this amendment and assert our influence. 

Mr. Sterrinivs said that the Five Delegations were faced with 
a situation in which there would be an unfavorable vote. He thought 
we might ask that the subcommittee meeting be deferred once more 
while waiting for a reply from the Soviet Government. 

3. Ricut or Genera, AssemMBLy To Discuss Any Marrer Wrruin 
_ THE SPHERE OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS _ | 

Ampassapor Gromyko thought that it had been agreed yesterday * 
that this question should be considered by the Executive Committee. 
He said that he considered the broad form in which this text had been 
adopted by the Committee to be quite undesirable. | 

Mr. Sterrrnius emphasized that to press for any change in this 
text now would cause great disappointment to the smaller powers. 
He felt very strongly that it would be undesirable to “slap down” 
the smaller powers on this question. | | 

Dr. Soone said that in view of the atmosphere of the Conference 
he thought it was desirable to give this small concession to the other 
powers. Mr. Boncour and Lorp Hatrrax agreed. AmBassapor 
Gromyxo thought the matter should be thought out in the Steering 
Committee. | | / 

Mr. Srerrinius said that it was agreeable with him to have the 
matter brought to the Executive Committee. In that event, he in- 
quired whether we could agree on freedom of action. | 

*Minutes of the fourteenth Five-Power meeting of June 3, 4 p. m., p. 1120.
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AMBASSADOR GroMYKO said that he would agree to have the matter 
go to the Executive Committee if the Five Powers should be agreed 
on the proposal. He had made the proposal that this question be 
submitted to the Steering Committee because he thought there was. 
a contradiction between this provision and other provisions with 
respect to the power of the General Assembly. 

Mr. Sterrinitus asked whether the Ambassador meant that the 
Five Powers should ask for withdrawal or reversal of the amendment. 
Tur AmBassapor said that he would not do this alone. He thought: 
there was no point in bringing the matter forward purely as a Soviet 
proposal. As the other powers were not willing to press this matter, 
it was agreed that the Five Powers should have freedom of action on. 
this question. 

4, Raw MATerRIALs 

As this was a French proposal, Mr. Pasvousky asked that the 
French Delegation make a statement. | . : 

Mr. Boncour said that the French Delegation attached great 1m- 
portance to this proposal. It was well known that the inequality in- 
the distribution of raw materials among the various countries was: 
one of the great causes of war. This question was especially import- 

ant in the case of France because of the depletion of her resources by 
the war. However, in view of the opposition of the United States: 
to the inclusion of a specific reference to raw materials, he said that. 
the French Delegation in a spirit of cooperation would be satisfied: 
with a statement of their point of view in the Committee.* They 
would not press for a vote on the matter. 

Mr. Strerrinitus expressed his personal appreciation of the fine 
spirit of cooperation demonstrated by the French Delegation. 

5. TRUSTEESHIP © 

Mr. Sterrinivs said that unless someone had something specific 
to report further negotiations with respect to the outstanding trustee- 
ship problems should be carried on in Mr. Stassen’s group.> Mr. 
Stassen could consult with the heads of the Delegations if necessary. 

This procedure was acceptable. | | 

6, PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

Mr. Sterrinivus said that before taking up the substance of. the 
draft proposal for a Preparatory Commission he wished to speak 

about the selection of the seat of the Commission. He recalled that 
two meetings relative to the establishment of an international organi- 
zation for the maintenance of peace and security had been held in 

* Doc. 780, 11/3/58, June 4, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 194. 
* Five-Power consultative group on trusteeship ; minutes not printed.
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the Soviet Union, and two had been held in the United States. He 
wished to propose that the Five Powers jointly recommend. to the 
Executive Committee that the headquarters of the Preparatory 
Commission should be located in London. | 

Lorp Harrax said that he wished to express the appreciation of 
his Government for Mr. Stettinius’ suggestion that London be se- 
lected as the headquarters of the Commission. He could only say here 
and now that if it were the general wish of the Conference that 
London be selected, his Government would warmly welcome this ac- 
tion and the opportunity thereby offered. He was deeply appreci- 
ative to Mr. Stettinius for having brought forward this proposal. Dr. 
Soone and Mr. Boncour expressed approval of Mr. Stettinius’ pro- 
posal. AmsassaDor Gromyko reserved his position pending reference 
of the matter to his Government. He inquired whether this meant 
that the Executive Committee would also meet in London. Mr. Srer- 
TINIus said that this was the case. 

- Mr. Srerrintvs said that as others had not had time to study the 
draft he would propose that the several Delegations should transmit 
their comments directly to Mr. Hiss. Amspassapor Gromyko said that 
as there had previously been consultation in the Committee of Five, 
under the chairmanship of Mr. Pasvolsky, he thought this matter 
might be referred to that group. This was agreed on, and Mr. Pas- 
volsky, Mr. Jebb, Mr. Novikov, Dr. Liang, and Mr. Fouques-Duparc 
were appointed by their respective Delegations. | 

7. RecgionaL SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE Minirary Starr COMMITTEE 

AmBassapor Gromy«ko said that he wished to call the attention of 
the group to a point not on the agenda. The Technical Committee in 
adopting the paragraph concerning the Military Staff Committee had 
included a Peruvian amendment. The draft as approved by the 
Committee provided: “The Military Staff Committee, with the au- 
thorization of the Security Council, after consultation with the 
regional agencies, may establish regional subcommittees of the Mili- 
tary Staff Committee.” The Soviet Government had abstained from 
voting in the action on this provision. : 

Ampassapor Gromyko said that his Delegation considered that the 
addition of the provision for consultation with regional agencies 
weakened the Security Council. He asked that the Five Powers 
study this provision with a view to having it reconsidered. _ 

Sir ALEXANDER Capocan reminded the Soviet Ambassador of the 
great pressure there had been in the Committee to adopt the phrase 
“by agreement with the regional agencies”. He thought that the pro- 

* Doc. 600, III /3/31, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 371.
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vision for consultation was comparatively harmless compared with 
the provision for agreement. . 

Ampassapor Gromyko agreed with this, but still thought that it 
was desirable to have a reconsideration of the amendment. 7 
' Senator Conna.ty also spoke of the effort which had been made 
to secure the adoption of the stronger provision. The United States 
Delegation had concluded that the provision for consultation would do 
no harm. © 

Ampassapor Koo said that as pressure had been very great in the 
Committee to obtain the provision for agreement the Chinese Dele- 
gation had voted for the consultation provision as a necessary 
compromise. 

Mr. Boncour said that as Rapporteur of the Committee he could 
state definitely that it would be extremely difficult to have this ques- 
tion reopened. 
Ampassapor Gromyxko thought that the formula of consultation 

gave the right to members to interpret it as meaning that action could 
not be taken without the approval of the regional agencies. This 
might delay seriously action of the Military Staff Committee. 

Mr. PasvoisKy pointed out that the amendment related only to the 
setting up of the regional subcommittee. He said that it would 
not affect subsequent action of the Security Council, since it did 
not refer to action after the subcommittee had been established. The 
United States Delegation did not feel that this would in any way im- 
pair the effectiveness of the Military Staff Committee. He would 
have preferred no provision, but we consider the one adopted quite 
harmless. 
AmBassapor Gromyko still insisted that the provision did not ex- 

clude the possibility of approval by the regional agencies being re- 
quired. It was again pointed out that consultation did not involve ap- 
proval. Ambassador Gromyko feared that the formula would permit 
a regional agency to oppose the creation of a regional subcommittee. 

Sir ALEXANDER Capoean thought that the provision did not give the 
regional agency the right of. veto. However, he thought that con- 
sultation with regional agencies on such a matter was necessary to effec- 
tive action. 

Mr. Boncovur inquired whether Ambassador Gromyko would agree 
to the reference of this matter to the Coordination Committee. THe 
AMBASSADOR said that he would if the purpose was to find a better 

formula but not if the reference was merely for purposes of inter- 
pretation. THe Ampassapor suggested that it might be desirable to 
ask the consultative group to consider this matter before it was sent 
to the Coordination Committee. This was agreed. oo
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a 8. AGENDA OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Mr. Boncovr said that the question of Chapter XII should be on 
the agenda of the Executive Committee. Mz. Srerrinius agreed that 
this was a matter which should be discussed by the Executive Com- 
mittee but thought that it would not be ready for consideration to- 
morrow. It was agreed upon the suggestion of Ambassador Gromyko 
that Chapter XII be referred to the consultative group for considera- 
tion before it went to the Executive Committee. oo 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 99: U.S.-U.S.S.R. Conversations . ' 

Memorandum by Mr. Robert W. Hartley of the United States Dele- 
gation, of a Conversation Held at San Francisco, Monday, June 
4, 1945, 3: 30 p.m. 7 

[Informal Notes] a - 

- [Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (5) and the Soviet Union (3).] 

In opening the conversation, Tue Secretary said that it would be 
helpful if he and Ambassador Gromyko could. have a frank exchange 
of views. He said he felt sure there was nothing in anyone’s mind 

at the Conference but that the proposed international organization 
should be a success from the very start. However, he said, certain 
facts in the present situation ‘had to be squarely faced. . At the Con- 
ference, the United States had taken on a great.responsibility for 
giving leadership in launching the Conference successfully and in 
bringing it to a rapid and successful conclusion. The four sponsor- 
ing Governments had come to San Francisco. with the understanding 
that they would maintain in principle the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals 
and the Yalta agreements on the voting formula in the Security 
Council; to that end, at the beginning of the Conference, the four 
had quickly arrived at the amendments which they felt strengthened 
those proposals and had shown great unanimity of purpose and 
action. . | a 
_ During the last two weeks, however, THE Secrerary stated, it was 
being said by many of the Delegations at the Conference that the three 
major powers could not work together. As an example, the difficulties 
at the Conference were being cited; the question was being asked: “If 
the three major powers could not agree at the Conference, what hope 
could there be for a proposed international organization which de- 
pended upon their continuing unanimity ?” 
Tur Secretary said that he felt that we were facing a critical sit- 

uation; that public confidence in the United States [United Nations? ] 
was falling, and something had to be done quickly to revive it. He
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said that this growing feeling of uneasiness was also being reflected in 
the Senate of the United States: and it was necessary to correct this 
impression if the United States were to go forward as a full participant 
in the world organization. oe | 
. Tum Secretary said that he had spoken quite frankly, but that he 
wanted a calm discussion of the situation so that we could go forward 
as quickly as possible. He then asked Messrs. Dunn and Pasvolsky 
if they had arlything to add to his opening statement. 

Mr. Dunn said that he felt:that the Conference had accomplished 
a great deal of work but, unfortunately, no one was pointing out 
how much had really been done so far.. He said that he thought that 
if this large area of agreement could be emphasized more, the points 
yet in disagreement would fall into their proper perspective. He said 
that he felt it was time to bring forward the problems that yet remain 
and to discuss quite frankly’ what could be done to find solutions to 
them. | " | . : | | 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said it was also his view that it was necessary to 
emphasize the great deal of work that has been done; that 1t might be 
‘well to reassure the public that a great area of agreement did exist, 
even on the question of voting procedure in the Security Council. 
He said he thought it might be helpful if a public statement along 
these lines were made; that there was no question of. disagreement 
‘on the voting procedure insofar as procedural matters were concerned 
or on the major functions of peace and security. He said that there 
was a false impression abroad. that the two Governments were in 
entire disagreement on the whole question and that he thought that 
some discussion should be given to the possibility of issuing a state- 
ment to the Conference outlining the points in which they found 
themselves in agreement. 

AmBaAssApDoR Gromyko said that he would like to see the text of such 

a statement; that personally he felt that it would be unnecessary, 

since the press already had the story of the points on which they 

were in disagreement, as well as those on which they were in agree- 
ment. Tur Secretary said that he wished Ambassador Gromyko 

to convey to his Government the fact that no one in the United States 
Delegation had authorized the statements currently appearing in the 
press and that if any member of the U.S. Delegation had given such 
statements to the press, it had been entirely without his authorization 
as chairman. | 
_ In his general reply to the Secretary’s opening statement, Ampas- 
sapoR GRomyxo said that he agreed fully with the Secretary that. 
neither the Conference nor the proposed world organization could be 
successful without the unanimity of the Big Five. He said that the
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position of the Soviet Delegation on the question of voting procedure 
was the decision of the Crimea Conference, and that the Big: Five were 
in unanimous agreement on this point with the exception of the inter- 
pretation of Chapter VIII, Section A. He said that his Delegation 
viewed the current attempts to interpret the Crimea decision not as 
an attempt to change the Crimea language but rather as a change 
in the spirit of the Crimea. decision. He said that the position of the 
United States Delegation—that no veto should be allowed, on the 
first step of the chain of events leading to enforcement measures— 
was not right; that such first step might ultimately lead to war, and 
that experience in this war had shown that complete unanimity was 
necessary from the first step onward. He reminded the Secretary that 
at the Crimea Conference, former President Roosevelt had proposed 
the formula for voting procedure in the Security Council, and the 
Soviet Government had agreed to it. He said that, in his view, if 
agreement could not be reached on this important point of interpreta- 
tion of the Yalta. voting formula, it would have a very serious effect: 
on the Conference. 

Tue Secretary said that at Yalta the United States had agreed 
that the veto would apply on enforcement measures, but that former 
President Roosevelt had never agreed that the veto would apply on 
the question as to whether a particular case should be discussed by 
the Council. (At this point, the Secretary left the discussion in order 
to answer an important telephone call.) 
_ Mr. Pasvorsxy replied to Ambassador Gromyko by saying it was 
true that at times discussion of a case might lead to serious conse- 
quences, but that those occasions were rare indeed. He said that while 
it was perfectly true that the five permanent members of the Security 
Council should maintain unanimity on the measures necessary to en- 
force the Council’s decisions, in the U.S. Delegation’s view, the veto 
power should not apply on the question as to whether or not a particu- 
lar matter should be discussed. He said it was the opinion of the 

U.S. Delegation that after the Security Council had heard and dis- 
cussed the facts in a particular situation, and then decided that some 
sort of action should be taken—such as an investigation of the matter— 
then the veto should apply. He said it was absolutely necessary for 
the Security Council to take a look at the situation by holding a hear- 
ing, otherwise it could not operate. He asked the question: “How 

could any one of the five permanent members on the Council decide 
not to discuss a situation before they knew what the situation was?” 
Furthermore, he said, if the five permanent members were to agree 
that further discussion of the situation might aggravate it, then they 
ought not to do so, but that they should not refuse to give a hearing 
to a situation that had been brought to their attention.
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AmBAssADOR GromMyYKO replied by pointing out that the Soviet posi- 
tion was that any one of the Big Five would not always use the right 
of veto of discussion of a particular matter. At times, he pointed out, 
such discussion might, however, be not only the first but the most im- 
portant link in the chain of events, and it was on those occasions that 
the Soviet Delegation felt that the veto rule should apply. 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy asked Ambassador Gromyko to imagine the situa- 

tion in the Security Council in the future, when a nation wanted to 
bring a matter before the Security Council. How, he asked, 
could the Security Council or any one of its members refuse to discuss 
the situation before they had held a hearing to find out what it was 
all about? He said that it was the view of the U.S. Delegation that 
until a decision was necessary as to whether or not to investigate a 
particular dispute or situation, no member of the Council should have 
a veto power. — | : 

At this point, Tue Srorerary rejoined the discussions and read 
from the minutes of the Yalta meeting the President’s statement and 
explanation of the formula on voting procedure.’? He emphasized the 
President’s statemerit that every nation would have the right to pre- 
sent its case to the Council; and that unless there was full and free 
discussion in the Security Council, the international organization that 
it was proposed to establish would be different from the one con- 
templated by the United States Government. He pointed out that 
there were two major points in the President’s voting formula, namely; 
unanimity among the great powers and the right of full and free 
discussion. He said that the President was always clear that any 
nation could bring its problem to the Security Council for hearing 
and discussion without the necessity of a vote. a 

Tuer Secrerary pointed out to Ambassador Gromyko that the ques- 
tion at issue between the two Delegations seemed to be such a little 
thing. AmBassapor Gromyxo said that if it was such a little thing, 
why did not the U. S. Delegation agree with the Soviet interpretation 
of the voting formula? Furthermore, Ambassador Gromyko added, 
the statement that the Secretary had read was not the Crimea decision 
but was in itself an interpretation of the Crimea decision. 

Mr. Pasvotsky inquired as to how the Security Council would: be 
able to vote unless it had heard a case. Ampassapor Gromyxo said 
that the Crimea decision does not prevent free discussion in the Secur- 
ity Council once it has been decided that such discussion should pro- 

ceed; but that the first stage of discussion was dften the most 

important link in the chain of events leading up to final enforcement 
action. Tur Srcrerary also inquired as to how it would be possible 

7 See Conferences at Malta and Yalta, pp. 661-662 and 995-996.
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for the Security Council to vote unless the facts had been presented 
to it. AmBassapor GRoMyYxKo replied that it would be an exceptional 

and rare case in which a permanent member would use a veto to stop 
discussion ; but that such right of veto should be exercised when neces- 
sary to save the prestige of the international organization; and that 
it was a power that would not be abused, as had been emphasized in 
the proposed Soviet interpretation. | 

Mr. PasvoisKy pointed out that really what was involved was a 
procedural question of the Security Council’s operations. He stressed 
the fact that the Security Council must give the right of a hearing 
on a dispute and that any one member should not be able to prevent 
such a hearing. Ampassapor Gromyko said that obviously the So- 
viet interpretation was that such a hearing should be held but that 
the power of veto on the first discussion of a case would be used only 
when that discussion would hurt the international organization. Mr. 
PasvoLsKyY inquired as to why such a statement should not be made, 
and to state clearly that there was an obligation on the Security Coun- 
cil to hold such a hearing. Amepassapor Gromyko said that that .con- 
stituted another approach to the problem and then reiterated his view 
that the decision as to whether the Security Council should discuss a 
case would require the unanimity of the permanent members, 

Tue Secretary then cited an example of the type of case that might 
conceivably be brought to the Security Council’s attention, using as 
an illustration a possible dispute between Mexico and Honduras over 
fishing rights. In that event, Mr. Novixov said, obviously a vote 
would be required before the Security Council could proceed to dis- 

cuss the matter. Tuer Secretary and Mr. Pasvorsxky said that such 

would not be their interpretation of the Crimea decision. Mnr..Go- 
LuNsKY then replied that the vote would be necessary in order to put 
the matter on the agenda; therefore, the only question that would be 
involved would be whether it would be. by a procedural vote or by a 
non-procedural vote. Mr. Pasvoiskxy said that in his understanding, 

no vote.of any kind would be required to put a matter on the agenda, 

of the Security Council; that again it was the same problem—how 

could the Security Council pass Judgment on a situation without ever 
having had a hearing in the matter? oe : og 
Ampassapor Gromyko. inquired as to how the Council would pro- 

ceed to discuss a matter. Mr. Pasvoisky said that no vote would be 
required when the Council wanted to proceed. Mr. Gotunsxy asked 
what the Council would do in the event that there were several items 
pending before it; in other words, how would the Security Council 
choose as to which item it would take up first? Mr. Pasvorsxy said 
that this choice obviously did not involve a vote as to whether or not
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the situation was to be discussed at'all, but merely as to [2] which 
order it would be discussed. 
-Ampassapor GromyKo then said that in his understanding, Mr. 

Pasvolsky divided the Council procedure into two parts: first, a 
nation would bring a situation to the attention of the Security Coun- 
cil and the Security Council would give it a hearing; thereafter, after. 
the hearing was closed, the Security Council would proceed to discuss: 
the matter and vote as to whether it should deal with the matter or. 

not. Further, he pointed out that it was his understanding of the 
U.S. viewpoint that in this latter decision the Security Council would: 
act on a procedural vote. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that he had been mis- 
understood, that such discussion could proceed with or without -a, 
vote, and that, in his view, a vote at that time was not mandatory. 
He said it was his understanding, of course, that a vote could be had. 
as to whether or not such discussion should be stopped in the event. 
that it appeared that continuing the discussion would further aggra- 
vate the situation. __In such a case, he said the veto vote would obvi- 
ously apply, and Tue Secretary agreed with him. Mr. Gotunsxy 
said that in such a veto vote, any one member of the Council could 
prevent the discussion from being stopped; but the U.S. Delegation, 
was unwilling to agree that the veto of any one of the members could. 

not prevent [could prevent?] the discussions from being started, 
AmpassaDor Gromyko said that the entire matter had narrowed down 
in his own mind as to a question of whether a procedural or a non- 
procedural vote should govern the question as to whether the Council 
should discuss a matter. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that that was too nar- 
row an interpretation; that a vote on that issue could not be taken. .. - 
Tun Secrerary said that he had always emphasized in his own, 

statements the necessity for a free hearing and an opportunity to. 
discuss a situation brought before the Council... Astsassapor GromyKo. 
said that in spite of the Secretary’s statements, it was the sense of the. 
Crimea decision that a vote would have to be taken in the Council 
as to whether or not a discussion should proceed. After a brief inter- 
change, Ambassador Gromyko asked the Secretary if he could see him, 
privately for a few minutes.and they both left the room. | 

During their absence, discussion of the matter continued between. 
Messrs. Golunsky and Pasvolsky. Mr. Gotunsxy said that if he 
understood the U. S. viewpoint correctly, it was that no one member. 
of the Security Council could prevent a situation being brought to. 
the Council’s attention. but, he said, in the Soviet view, a decision. 
was still required as to whether.or not.the Council should proceed 
to a discussion of that. situation. Further, he said, it was his under-. 
standing that the U. S. viewpoint was that such discussion could
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begin without a vote; but he could not understand how such discussion 
could begin without there having been a previous decision to that 
effect. Mr. Pasvoisxy said that perhaps it would be better to attempt 
to detail the Council’s procedure in this situation somewhat along 

the following lines: (1) The Council would hold a hearing on a 
situation which had been brought to its attention. (2) Following 
the completion of that hearing, the Council would hold a discussion 
on the facts which had been developed during the hearing. It was 
the U. S. view that no vote was necessary to proceed with that dis- 
cussion. (3) Following the discussion of the facts developed at the 
hearing, the next discussion would concern what the Council ought 
to do and on this discussion a vote might be necessary. © 
. Mr. Gotunsky said that in view of this newest analysis he could 
see only one way out; that there would have to be a separate con- 
sideration of the procedure of the Council during its hearing and 
then of the procedure during its discussion of the facts developed 
at the hearing; but that even so, this discussion would, in turn, have 

to be analyzed in two parts, and he did not see how that could be 
done. Mr. Pasvorsxy said that it was clear that in order to discuss 
the matter further, it would be necessary to analyze in great detail 
the Council’s procedure before it could be clearly developed as to 
what the points of disagreement were between the United States and 

Soviet interpretations of the Crimea decision. | 
At this point, the Secretary and Ambassador Gromyko returned 

to the room. Mr. Pasvolsky said that as a result of the discussion 
between Mr. Golunsky and himself, it now appeared that what was 
necessary was to analyze carefully the Council’s procedures in taking 
up a particular situation and in its actions thereon; having reached 
agreement as to these steps and the decisions that were necessary, it 
would then be necessary to set forth in appropriate language the 
common interpretation of the two Governments on the voting deci- 
sions. AmBassaDoR GromyYKO said that in his mind it was not a 
question of finding appropriate language; rather he felt it was a clear 
difference of opinion between the two. That, difference, he said, was 
simply whether a unanimous vote of the permanent members was 
necessary to decide whether the Council would undertake discussion 
of a particular matter. —_ 

Tue Secretary said that in his opinion this might be a subject on 
which the experts might profitably continue their discussions and 
accordingly suggested—and AmsBassapor Gromyko agreed—that Mr. 
Pasvolsky and Messrs. Golunsky and Novikov should continue the 
discussions later in the evening. Whereupon, at 4:35 p. m., the 
conversations ended. - 

*Memorandum of conversation that took place Monday, June 4, 9: 15-11: 45 
p. m., not printed.
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500.CC/6-445 a So Po, =. | 

Mr. Hugh'8. Cumming, Jr., Political and Liaison Officer for Europe, 
“to Mr. G. Hayden Raynor, Spécial Assistant to the Chairman of 

_ the American Delegation (Stettinius), ee a 

ne _. . [San Franctgco,] June 4, 1945. 

Mr. Raynor: I attach Ambassador Morgenstierne’s letter to the 
Secretary regarding Denmark.® 

Mr. Dunn suggests that Mr. Stettinius not read the letter himself 
at the Executive Committee, but hand it to the Secretary of the 
Committee to be’read and introduced into the records. oo, : 

The letter sets forth the Danish case except for the status of Den- 
mark as a member of the United Nations. I do not believe that this 
point should be raised, but if it is raised, the story is: 

The Department holds the view that Denmark has already fulfilled 
all requisites of adherence to the United Nations Declaration through 
Minister Kauffmann’s official statement of January 2, 1942, which 
was made public and was also officially transmitted to the Depart- 
mént in a formal note, and which has now been ratified by the Danish 
Government since it was liberated from German control a few weeks 
ago. (A copy of Kauffmann’s declaration of January 2, 1942 is 
attached."°) oo : : 

: Houex S. Cummrna, JR. 

500.CC/6—545 : Telegram we . De | 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 
- Acting Secretary of State | 

a, . 7 | San Francisco, June 5, 1945. 
_ | | ee [Received June 5—9: 37 p. m.] 

10. Will you be good enough to transmit the following: to the 
President: = | | an : 

“The Soviet Ambassador yesterday afternoon told me that his Gov- 
ernment had instructed him to inform me that it favored the perma- 
nent seat of the new international organization being located in the 
United States. I thanked the Ambassador for this thought on behalf 
of the Soviet Government but explained that our thinking had been 
along the line of the location being in an internationalized district 
of some type and not directly within the territory of any sovereign 

’ Not printed ; for summary of letter of June 1 which was read by the Secretary 
General (Hiss) at the fifth meeting of the Exettitive Committee, June 5. 10: 37 
a. m., see Doc. 806, EX/17, June 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 460; also, Doc. 
858, HX-SEC 12, June 8, ibid., vol.2,p.575, 8 

7 Not printed; see memoranda of conversations ‘by the Assistant Secretary of 
State (Berle), January 2 and 3, 1942, Foreign Relations, 1942, vol. 1, pp. 27 and 
29, respectively. 

723-681—67——77
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member state of the organization. I explained that had been Presi- 
dent Roogevelt’s: thinking but. that: I-would inform you of this: sug- 

gestion of the Soviet Government in order that you could consider the 
uestion. — a | | a 

4 It is a matter, however, on’ which decision can be deferred until 
after the San Francisco. Conference. It is a matter to which the 
preparatory commission for the new organization can give study.” 

oe  [Sorereetus] 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 64 a, | 

Minutes of the Siaty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Detegation, 
| Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, June 5,1945,9:0Lasm. 

| {Informal Notes] _ 7 | a 

[Here follows list of names of persons (30) present at meeting. ] 
- The-Secretary convened ‘the meetihg at 9:0laem. 

"| “Progress OF THE CONFERENCE | 7 

Senator Connaxuy declared. that. he wanted to report that Com- 
mittee ITI/3: had. completed its work on the previous day,!!. THe 

SECRETARY congratulated Senator. Connally for this, achievement, re- 
marking that his had been a most difficult Committee, concerned as it 
was with the crucial question of security measures. SrnatTor Con- 

NALLY declared that the Committee had held twenty meetings and 
had done a great deal of “spade work”. ~The only problem was the 
outcome of the controversy on Chapter XII, Paragraph 1 which had 
been referred to the Executive Committée.® « ..  * ae, 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared-that his Committee III/4, would be 
able to finish its work as soon as it received its instructions from the 
Big Five. Tue Secrerary declared that the work of the Conference 
appeared to be coming along very well. Dran GILpERSLEEVE reported 
that Committee II/3 had practically finished ‘its work. There was to 
be a meeting that day to wind up the affairs of the Committee and to 

consider the Rapporteur’s report.1* Dean, Gildersleeve thought that 
Mr. Notter might be able to give the Delegation a report on the prog- 
ress of Committee J/1.* .<, loa | : : 

4 Doe. 782, 11/3/41, June 4, UNCIO Documents, vol.12,p.486. 
“ At the meeting of Committee III/3 on June 2, 3:36-p. m., it was-agreed to 

refer the whole of chapter XII to the Steering Committee (Doc. 765, III/3/39, 
June 3, ibid., p. 422). This matter was referred by the Five Powers to the Five- 
Power Deputies. ; Leg page. . 

* For draft report of the rapporteur of Committee II/§ (Doc. 823, II/3/55, 
June 6) presented to the Committee on June'8 (Doc. 876, II/3/58, June 9), see 
ibid., vol. 10, pp. 228 and 259. . . ‘ 

_ Doc. 784, 1/1/27, June 5, ibid., vol. 6, p. 331. ye :
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| : ae PRINCIPLES == —i— | 

Mr. Norrer declared that the Big Five had been defeated with 
respect to the insertion of the word “justice” in the Chapter on Prin- 
ciples. An attempt had been made to revise the wording of the first 
principles regarding sovereign equality, but that effort had been 

defeated, - 
_ Mr. Notter reported that the Committee had decided to add the 
words “and. justice” to the third principle in Chapter 2. As revised, 
this principle reads.as follows: eo 

_ “All members of the Organization shall settle their disputes by 
peaceful means in such.a manner that international peace, security 
and justice are not endangered”. oo, 

Mr. Notter thought that since there was such great pressure for 
the insertion of the word “justice”, this might be the best place to in- 
corporate it. Tue Secretary asked where the pressure for this change 
had. originated and Mr. Warren declared that almost all the Latin 
American nations were behind the change and a great many of the 
European nations as well. Mr. Rockzrerzer remarked that the 
Latin American countries had reached their conclusion independently. 
Mr. Norrer urged that, the: Delegation not oppose this position. The 
United States, he thought, would be placedin a “tough spot” if they 
were to attempt to oppose reference to “justice” in the.Chapter on 
Principles. Mr. Notter reported that the French ‘and Russians had 
voted against this provision, China had voted for it, while:the United 
States and Great Britain had abstained from voting. Drawn Grpsr- 
stEEvE asked what objection there was to accepting new wording in 
this section of the Charter. Mr. Norrer replied that “justice” had 
been inserted in Chapter 1 on Purposes of the Organization and that 
nothing would be added if it were to be included at this point.. Tam 
Srcrerary reminded the Delegation that Senator Vandenberg had 
been promised that the word “justice” would be inserted at every suit- 
able point in the Charter. Tux Srcrerary asked why. this change 
had been opposed by the United States in the mieetings of Committee 
1/1. Mr. Dutixs replied that United States opposition had arisen 
out of the fact that “justice” was not in the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals, nor had it been previously agreed upon by the Big Five. Tur 
Sucrerary asked whether any member of the Delegation opposed in- 
clusion of the word at this point. Sxcrerary Srerrinius declared 
that it seemed appropriate to him and asked why there should be any 
opposition. | - i 

Senator VANDENBERG thought that Mr. Notter should be congratu- 
lated for his efforts to “beat off justice”. _Mr. Norrer declared that
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he had wanted to include justice in such a way that actions of the 
Organization would be dependent on justice but he thought that this 
end would not be accomplished by the insertion of the word in the 
Chapter on Principles. Tur Srecrerary thought that there should be 
consultations held with Ambassador Gromyko before any further 
action could be taken. Mr. Rocxereiumr reported that he had re- 
ceived a deputation of Latin American representatives and had been 
unable to,explain satisfactorily why the United States had opposed 
this measure in the Committee. Mr. Armsrrone explained that an 
important victory had been won when the word “justice” had been in- 
corporated in Chapter 1 on Purposes. There was not much differ- 
ence, in Mr. Armstrong’s opinion, whether “justice” were inserted 
in Chapter II. However, he pointed out that the USSR was opposed 
to any changes. —— : 

(At this point Mr. Byrneton asked whether the Delegation would 
object to having its picture taken by the secretariat photographer. 
Tun Secretary agreed but urged that this should be the last time such 
a procedure would be permitted.) | | 

Mr. Nortrer urged that it be made perfectly clear that the United 
States was not opposed to the concept of justice. Mr. Notter pomted 
out that the action of the United States in opposing the amendment 
initially might be misconstrued as an expression of opposition in- 
volved rather than mere unwillingness to support changes without 
Big Five unanimity. | 

Mr. Notter reported that an amendment had been urged to Prin- 
ciple: No. 4 by which the paragraph would be reworded to read: 

“All members of the Organization will refrain in their relations 
from the threat ‘or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the 
provisions of this: Charter”. : ee ee 

__ This revision would substitute the words “provisions of this Char- 
ter” for “purposes of the Organization”. Mr., Notter thought that 
the proposed amendment was intended to bolster the territorial in- 
tegrity of the smaller states. 5. sts , 
_ Commanver Strassen thought that, the word[ing] should be retained 
as it was because the revision would constitute an unnecessary restric- 
tion upon the right of the member states to use force consistent with 
the purposes of the Organization. Mr. Dutixs remarked that the right 
of self-defense, recognized in the revised Chapter VITI, Section C, 
was dependent upon the original wording of Principle 4 which made 
possible the use of force by the member states. -CommanpER STAssEN 
observed that under the original wording the members could use force 
‘if the Security Council were to fail in dealing with the dispute or if 
‘it were to become deadlocked. The only restriction on the right of a
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member state to use force, in the wording under discussion, would. 
be that the use of force had to be consistent with the purposes of 
the Organization. Commander Stassen urged further that the use of 
the word “provisions” would necessitate supervision by the Security 
Council over the use of force by'the member states. Mr. Norrer 
thought that a compromise which might be acceptable would be to 
combine the two possibilities as follows: “the purposes of the Organi- 
zation and the provisions of the Charter’. Commanprr SrassEn 
urged that this would not be a compromise at all but would be a 
complete abdication to the opposition. Mr. Norrer remarked that 
the Norwegians and a number of other delegations were opposed to the 
old wording. Tur Srecrerary recommended to the Delegation that it 
stand by the original phraseology. There was-no objection to this 
position. Draw GiipEersLeEve thought that the Latin American states 
might “gang up” to force through a change but Mr. Dutzizs thought 
that it would be contrary to their interest and, to. the principle of 
regional collaboration for defense if they were to. oppose the old 
wording. | 

SECRETARIAT 

Mr. Norrer reported that a proposal for the addition of a -para- 
graph to the Chapter on the secretariat, Chapter X, had been carried 
in Committee I/2.5 “The Russians had been opposed ‘to this proposal 
but the other four had abstained. The new paragraph read as follows: 

“The Staff shall be appointed by the Secretary-General under regu- 
lations established by the General Assembly. The paramount con- 
sideration in the appointment of the staff and the determination of 
the conditions of service shall be the necessity of securing the highest 
standards of efficiency, competence and integrity. Due regard shall 
be paid to the importance of recruiting the Staff on as wide a geo- 
graphical basis as possible”. | . 

_ REPRESENTATIVE Broom thought that all matters'connected with 
the Secretariat had been referred to the Steering Committee and Ex- 
ecutive Committee for decision. Mr. Norrer pointed out that only 
the question of the vote on the Secretary-General and the question 
of the election of Deputy Secretaries-General +* had been referred to 
the higher committees. All other matters connected with the secre- 
tariat were still before the Committee. Mr. Notter reported that 
there was very strong support for this amendment. It was com- 
pletely new and had been worked out in the subcommittee. Mr. Not- 

* Doc. 789, 1/2/57, June 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 177. . 
* At the June 1 meeting of Committee I/2 the Soviet Delegate announced that 

the question of Deputy Secretaries-General would be referred to the Steering Com- 

mittee (Doc. 732, 1/2/50, June 1, ibid., p. 161). . a
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ter observéd that. the Soviet representative, Mr. Zarapkin, and -he 
had exchanged ‘apologies. _On the previous Saturday a.subcommittee 
had made its report and Mr. Notter had failed to consult with the 
Russian representative. Monday Mr. Zarapkin had failed to consult. 
with the other. members of the Big Five before expressing his oppo- 

sition on this amendment. Mr. Notter declared that he had told Mr. 
Zarapkin that he did not concur with the latter’s view that there 
would be several secretariats. He declared that he had told Mr. Za- 
rapkin ‘that, in deference to the Soviet position, he would not vote 
on this issue. | 

Domestic JURISDICTION 

- Dean GILDERSLEEVE remarked that additional difficulties might be 
expected with respect to the domestic jurisdiction clause. Mr. Nor- 
TER remarked that there would probably be a drive to reincorporate 
a provision for withdrawal in the Charter. Mr. Dulles’ wording for 
inclusion in the minutes of the Committee 1’ might not be a sufficient 
guarantee to the small states unless the Amendment procedure were 
changed. | 

AUTHORITY OF THE CouRT 

Mr. Hackwortu reported that at the 10:30 meeting of Committee 
IV/1, an amendment would be presented to allow the Court to settle 
disputes among international agencies.*® This amendment, which 
had been submitted by Venezuela, had been before the Committee 
since May 14. The question before the Delegation was whether it 
should object to the Court’s having such jurisdiction and also to that 
part of the amendment which would establish the Court as a court 
of appeals for international administrative tribunals. Mr. Hack- 
worth reported that he had defeated another Venezuelan amendment 
and he did not like to try to defeat this proposal unless it was thought 
necessary. Representative Eaton asked whether there was any other 

body which could settle such disputes between international agencies. 
Mr. Hackwortu replied that the Security Council or the General 
Assembly might be called upon to settle such conflicts. Mr. Hack- 
worth pointed out that this amendment raised the question of com- 
pulsory jurisdiction for the Court because it provided that the Court 
would have to assume jurisdiction over disputes between international 

bodies. Mr. Sanpirer pointed out that this amendment would raise 
a difficult question because of the fact that there was no clear defi- 
nition of the jurisdictions of the various international agencies. 
Commanprr Stassen thought that all decisions on international 

™~ Minutes of the sixty-first meeting of the United States delegation, June 1, 
6 :04 p. m., p. 1056. 

*® Doc. 801, IV/1/64, June 5, UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 270.
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bodies should be taken by the Secretary-General.of the Organization 
subject to thé approval ‘of the General Assembly... Dran Giuper- 
sieeve remarked that’ the interfiational bodies would be subject to the 
authority of the Economic and Social Couitcil which was in turn 
under the jurisdiction of the General Assembly. This provision 
would allow, in effect, ‘an appedl‘from the jurisdiction of the General 
Assembly to the Court.. Dean,Gildersleeve thought that this might 
create an undesirable situation. Mr. Hackworrn, remarked that as 

the amendment was worded, it was not even necessary for a dispute 
to be submitted to the General Assembly before it could be considered 

by the Court. mo oo , 
_ Mr. Dunn remarked that there was another important defect here. 
International organizations were all set up as the result of interna- 
tional agreements between states. It would be impossible, Mr. Dunn 
thought, to place these agencies under an obligation to have their 
disputes considered by .an organ established as a result of this Con- 
ference Without the specific consent of the signatories to the various 
agreements by which the international bodies had been established. 
The World Court, Mr. Dunn said; would not have the authority to 
decide on the jurisdictions already established by international agree- 
ment. Mr. Hackworrs declared that he had argued that the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council and the General Assembly were charged 
with thé function ‘of coordinating these agencies and that therefore 
the new proposal would constitute an unnecessary renunciation of 
the authority of the General Assembly. : : 

Tum Sscretrary asked Mr. Hackworth what course of action he 
would recommend to the Delegation. Mr. Hackworrs replied that 
he thought that the Delegation should take the position that it did 
not understand all the implications of this amendment. The Dele- 
gation should further declare that it was undesirable to make it pos- 
sible for all jurisdictional disputes to be submitted to the World 
Court because such matters might swamp the Court and would clutter 
up its calendar. Furthermore, Mr. Hackworth thought that these 
matters should be subject to administrative rather than juridical deci- 

sion. Finally, Mr. Hackworth declared that the Court would be 
set up primarily to settle disputes between states and to try cases 

involving states. Mr. Sanpirer pointed out that there would be 
political issues involved in any disputes among international orga- 
nizations which were not proper subjects for decision by the inter- 

national court. Mr. Duties remarked that he was opposed to the 
amendment because it would be similar to two Deputy Secretaries- 
General having a dispute over which of them should open the mail 

and having ‘such a matter brought before the World Court. Mr.
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Hacxwortu thought. that the Delegation should .pppose this amend- 
ment. but he remarked that he had stepped upon the Venezuelan Dele- 
gation. for some time and he was afraid that they might resent. the 
action of the: United States. The Delegation agreed to oppose this 
amendment. a , pop he 

po _.. Matrrary Starr ComMITTEE © oe 

' Gunzrat Emprox declared that it had been learned that the USSR 
‘had raised an objéction to an ‘amendment to paragraph 9-of Chapter 
VIII, Section C.” ‘General Embick urged that the language be 
maintained in the interest of international security. Tu Secretary 
assured General Embick that the rest of the Delegation were in agree- 
ment with the military position and had supported it in a conVersa- 
tion with the Russian delégates. «= - 

- Executive Comuirrer Meprine 

. .Tuu Secrprary reported that there was to be an Executive, Com- 
mittee. meeting at 10:30 a. m.”° to consider the following questions: 

(1) invitation to Denmark; (2) election of the Secretary-General and 
Deputy Secretaries-General; (3) amendment procedure; , and. (4) 
action by the General Assembly on Security Council:reports. THE 
SeEcretary declared that he would be glad to have any members of 
the Delegation present at that meeting. | | SO 
.. Mr. Rockerecimr asked what should be the procedure if some other 
nation were to bring up the question of admitting an additional state 
or states to the Conference or if Mexico should bring up the question of 
keeping Franco Spain out of the Organization. Mr. Duis thought 
that the best approach would be to adhere strictly to the agenda 
which had been agreed upon. Mr. Rockersenter agreed that that 
would be the ideal solution. Mr. Sanpirer replied however, that 
this procedure was impossible inasmuch as there was already an agree- 
ment that the Executive Committee would not be bound by its agenda. 
This had been decided at an earlier meeting by the heads of delega- 
tions. Mr. RockEreiizr said that the-Secretary might “pull out his 
watch”. Mr. Dunn suggested that if any such question were to. be 
raised it should be postponed until the agenda had been completed. 

Then Mr. Dunn said the Secretary could suggest adjourning for a 
cocktail. Representative. BLoom thought that it would be appro- 
priate for such matters to be included on the agenda-of the Executive 
Committee meetings as “unfinished business”. 

Tue Secretary urged that Mr. Rockefeller attempt, before the 
10:30 meeting to speak to the Latin American delegates in order to 

* Reference is made to paragraph 9 of section B, chapter VIII, Doc. 600, 
JII/3/31, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 371;-also, Doc. 782, III/8/41, 
June 4, ibid., p. 485. 

»* Doc. 806, EX/17, June 6, ibid., vol. 5, p. 460.
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ensure thatthe questions of Spain and Italy should not be brought 
up: Any subject of such 4 nature, Secrerary Sterrinivs said, would 
probably come from the Latin American countries. Mr. RocKEFELLER 
replied that he would not discuss Spain and had been hesitant even 
about mentioning Italy. Mr. Norrer reported that it had been 
rumoréd that Russia wanted Mexico to bring up the question of Spain 
that day or the next. . SENATOR Connatiy asked why this question 
should be discussed since there was no question of admitting Spain 
to the Conference. Mr. Rockrretier said that the intention was to 
exclude the existing government of Spain from becoming a member of 
the United Nations. Tum Secretary thought that this matter should 
not be allowed to come up but Mr. Dunn declared that it was possible 
for any matter to be brought before the Executive Committee. Mr. 

Down remarked that politically it would be impossible for the United 
States to oppose any resolution for the purpose of keeping the Franco. 

Government from participating in the Organization. Tuer Sxcre- 
TaRY declared that he had made a very good impromptu speech at a 

testimonial dinner for Mr. Padilla on the previous day and thought 
that the latter could reciprocate by not bringing up the Spanish ques- 
tion. Mr. Rocxereizer thought this was a very “hot” issue but THz 
Secretary thought that he would: have to take whatever came and 
hope there would be someone there to back him up. Senator VANn- 

DENBERG thought he would change his mind about attending the meet- 

ing. Mr. Armsrrone cautioned against allowing this Delegation to 

be placed in a position of opposition to a resolution which might be 
offered. Such an action, he thought, could be interpreted as favoring 

the present Franco Government. Mr. Dunn urged that the Secretary 

play the role of a neutral chairman. 

| | "TRUSTEESHIP 

ComMANpDER Strassen referred‘the Delegation to the document, 
Trusteeship, United States Exploratory Draft (US Gen 226)! which’ 
presented some of the questions which were still open before 

Committee IT/4. | 
Commander Stassen referred to the wording of paragraph B 2 (6d), 

stating the objectives of the trusteeship system as follows: 

“to promote the political, economic, social and educational advance- 
ment of the trust territories and their inhabitants, and their progres- 
sive development toward self government or independence as may be 
appropriate to the particular circumstances of each terrifory and its 
peoples (and to the (freely expressed) wishes of the people concerned, 
and as may be provided by the trusteeship arrangement) ”. 

“Not. printed. - : .
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The new wording in this paragraph was the phrase concerning the. 
freely expressed wishes of the people concerned, The, Russians and 
the Chinese favored strong wording in this connection while. the 
British and the French wanted the wording to be as weak as possible. 
ComMANDER Srassen asked the Delegation what position he should 
take in the Committee if a point were ever reached where freedom 
of action would be reestablished among the Big Five. Commander 
Stassen urged that the language of the Atlantic Charter,” as incor- 
porated in the paragraph before the Delegation, would be the most 
appropriate. The words “freely expressed wishes” were taken from 
the Atlantic Charter. Commanper STaSsEN pointed out that the Brit- 
ish were opposed to this and stated that Prime Minister Churchill 
had declared that the Atlantic Charter did not apply to dependent 
territories. President Roosevelt, however, had declared that the 
Atlantic Charter was applicable to the Pacific and Atlantic areas.’ 
ComMMANDER Stassen declared that as @ result of President Roose-: 
velt’s statement, it would be difficult for this Delegation to defend’ 
any language less strong than the Atlantic Charter. -ComMmMaNDER® 
STassen thought that if the United States were to support. the lan-: 
guage before the Delegation, it would be possible to defeat any Russian. 
attempt to have stronger wording adopted; but Commanprer Strassen 
thought that the United States could not attempt to face the British 
and French with an equal wording.. Mr. Taussie said that he fully. 
endorsed the opinions expressed by Commander Stassen. .Com- 
MANDER STASSEN declared that the United Kingdom was opposed to 
the words “freely expressed” because it was thought that this language. 
would elicit demands for plebiscites in dependent areas. Mr. Grric 
remarked that the French had proposed the language under consid- 
eration without the words “freely expressed”. ComMMANDER STASSEN 
recommended that this position should be adopted by the Delegation 
if a Five-Power agreement were not achieved before discussion was 
initiated in the Committee. Mr. Hackworrs agreed that the Atlantic 
Charter was appropriate and COMMANDER STASSEN expressed the opin-’ 
ion that the adoption of the old Atlantic Charter would not be as 
provocative to the natives as would be the adoption of a new language. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked if paragraph 3 of Section B was. un- 
impaired and CommManpErR StassEn replied in the affirmative. Mr. 
Dues thought it would be necessary to obtain the position of the 
British before pressing this matter in the Committee and ComMANDER 
SrassEn agreed that this was a suitable procedure. He declared he 
would report back to the Delegation on any suggestion the British 
might make. The Delegation agreed to accept the language under 

consideration. | | | 

2 Joint statement by President Roosevelt and British Prime Minister Churchill, 
August 14, 1941, Foreign Relations, 1941, vol. 1, p. 367.
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CommaAnprr Strassen turned next to paragraph 5, the “conserva- 
tory clause”. The USSR had been pressing strongly for the omission 
of this paragraph.” The new language’ proposed to meet the. objec- 
tions of the Russians on the one hand and the’ Arabs on the other, 
read as follows: Oo | : - 

“Except as may be agreed upon in individual trusteeship arrange- 
ments, made under paragraph 38, 4 and 6, placing each territory under 
the trusteeship system, and until such agreements have been com- 
pleted, nothing in this Chapter shall be construed in or of itself to 
alter in any manner the rights whatsoever of any States or any peoples 
(in any territories) or the terms of existing international instrunients 
to which member states may respectively be parties” = 

The new language ComMMANDER StTassEN declared, would not meet 
all the objections raised but. would be sufficient to avoid any state 
not ratifying the Charter. There had been no approval as yet of the 
new wording. The clause beginning with the words “and until” had 
been added to meet the Russian objection that this paragraph would 
freeze the existing status indefinitely.. The addition of the word 
“whatsoever” was a slight concession to the Arab bloc but did not 
constitute any change in the meaning of the, paragraph. ‘The final 
addition, the clause beginning with the words “or the terms of”, had 
been the result of Arab refusal to accept any: reference to the Man- 
dates which they had never signed. This language was an attempt 
to avoid the use of “mandates” but was thought by ComMaANDER 
Strassen and his advisers to protect the existing rights under the 
mandate system without any objectionable reference. ComMMANDER 
Srassen reported that his advisers had felt that the new language of 
this paragraph would not change the United States position and 
would adequately safeguard all the interests of the United States. 
CoMMANDER SrasseN recommended that this position be adopted if 
a situation were reached whereby the United States could act inde- 
pendently of the other larger powers. Oo 

REPRESENTATIVE Bxoom asked whether the ,phrase “or until such 
agreements ...” referred only to the “trusteeship arrangements” 
referred to previously in the paragraph. Commanper STassEN de- 

clared that that was the case. Dean GitperstErve thought that the 
wording “the rights whatsoever” was a bit unusual but she was 
assured that it had been the intention of having the word “whatso- 
ever” refer to “rights” rather than to “manner”. 

Mr. Norrer asked whether the Iraqi delegates had agreed to these 
changes. ComMMANDER StassEN declared that the Arabs were still 
not satisfied by this new wording and would offer other language 
which would be unacceptable to the United States. A compromise 

* See minutes of the thirteenth Five-Power meeting, June 2, 5:30 p. m., p. 1106.
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would be reached, Commanper Strassen thought, on this phraseology. 
Srcrerary STETTINIvS agreed that the United. States should, accept 
the drafts which had been submitted to the Delegation. Commander 
Stassen, Tan Secrerary thought, had been in a difficult position in 
Committee II/4 and he urged that the Delegation give Commander 
Stassen full power to work out a solution acceptable to the Delega- 
tion. Commanpver Strassen objected on two grounds. In the first 
place, Commander Stassen declared he had not been alone on the 
Committee and had had the assistance of an excellent staff of advisers 
and had been accompanied on the Committee by Representative 
Bloom. Secondly, Commander Stassen declared that he did not want 
freedom of action. He was anxious to have full support of the Dele- 
gation. Commander Stassen recommended that he be authorized to 
tell to the Russian delegates that he, Commander Stassen, would not 
press the Soviet proposal for Russian representation on the Trustee- 
ship Council if the USSR insisted on pressing for strong wording 
in paragraph 5.7 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom declared that he did not want to take any 
credit from Commander Stassen. Commander Stassen had done an 
excellent job, he thought, and had been trying to please everyone. 
Commander Stassen had been the only delegate on the Committee 
who had taken an intelligent position and who had been sincerely 
interested in establishing a worthwhile trusteeship system. Com- 
MANDER STasseEN declared that he had been ably assisted by Mr. 
Gerig and by the various military advisers. 

Frencu Treaty AMENDMENT 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the Secretary had succeeded 
in fighting off Ambassador Gromyko’s attempts to make known the 
Russian position on the French treaty amendment. THe SEcRETARY 
declared that Ambassador Gromyko had attempted to make the Rus- 
sian position known to him but that he, the Secretary, had been too 
busy to see the Russians. He declared that he was kept busy looking 
after the Delegation. _ | 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:51 a. m. 

500.CC/6-545 : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 
_ Union (Harriman) 

WASHINGTON, June 5, 1945—8 p. m. 

1228. For the Ambassador and Mr. Hopkins. The following 
message is from the Secretary and is sent to you with the approval 
ofthe President: 

_.™ Charter article 80. — ' or :
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“Monday evening in our cable to you” we expressed the thought 
that we could clarify further the original proposed statement on the 
voting procedure in the Security Council.’ After several attempts 
we find that we are unable to do so. It 1s now obvious that ‘such 
clarification would not meet both the wishes of the Soviet. delegation 
and ourselves. Therefore, we must stand upon the text of our origi- 
nal statement and explanations given in our previous telegrams of 
last Saturday and Sunday.” 

“If you have not concluded your discussion with the Marshal about 
the veto I suggest that you urge that the President feels it is essential 
that the Marshal agree to our interpretation in order to:secure ratifi- 
cation by the Senate.”*=  . | Oo — 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96:U.S.Cr.Min.65 0 | 
Minutes of the Siwty-Fifth Meeting of the United. States Delegation, 

Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, June 6, 1945, 9:03 a. m. 

oe, (Informal, Notes—Bxtracts] BS 

. [Here follows list of names of persons (35) present at meeting. ] 
” The Secretary convened the meeting at'9: 03 a. m. ae 

a ANNOUNCEMENTS wi oo 

. Tum Sucrerary declared that he was very pleased to announce that 
an invitation had been issued unanimously to Denmark to participate 
in the United Nations Conference ®® without any other states being 
proposed for admission. 7 en 
_ SECRETARY STETTINIvs reported that he had had a long talk with 
Mr. Hull that morning. Mr. Huw had urged that the Delegation 
be patient with the Representatives of the U.S.S.R., who were, he 
declared, in a very difficult position. Te Szcrerary had expressed 
to Mr. Hull his confidence of the outcome of the present deliberations 
on the question of the interpretation of the Yalta voting formula. 
Tue Srcrerary had been confident that the Delegation acting as a 

team would be able to find its way out of the jam it was in. 

* Telegram 1219, June 5, 4 a, m., to-Moscow, informed Ambassador ‘Harriman 
and Mr. Hopkins that a second conversation had been held with Soviet officials 
the evening of June 4 regarding the proposed interpretative statement ‘on Voting 
procedure in the Security Council and that it seemed that the Soviet officials had 
seriously misunderstood the original text (500.CC/6-545). «ty . 

7 Telegrams 1203, June 2, 6 p. m., and 1212, June 3, 2 a. m., to Moscow, and tele- 
grams 3 and 4, June 3, from San Francisco, pp. 1117, 1119, 1131, and 1136, 
respectively. Oo oe es 

*In telegram 19380, June 6, 8 p. m., from Moscow, Mr. Hopkins sent the fol- 
lowing message to Acting Secretary Grew for President Truman and Mr. Stetti- 

' nius: “Stalin agrees to accept the United States position regarding voting pro- 
cedure in the Council. Details follow.”., (500.CC/6-645) | 

For additional information on the June 6th meeting, see Robert E. Sherwood, 
Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 910-912. 

* The invitation was transmitted in telegram 19, June 5, to.Copenhagen (not 
printed) in accordance with action taken at the meeting of the Executive Com- 
mittee, June 5 (Doc. 806, EX/17, June 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 460).
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Tum Srcrerary reported that there was to be a meeting of the 
Executive Committee at 10:30 that morning.” . 

- [Here follows discussion of developments in the previous day’s 
meeting of the Executive Committee with respect to powers of Steer- 
ing Committee, Document 806, EX/17, June 6, UNCIO Documents, 
volume 5, pages 461 ff.] 

os 7 PUBLICITY | 

‘Tue Secretary declared that he had been put in an embarrassing 
situation by the appearance, in James Reston’s story on the first page 
of that morning’s New York Times, of a reference to the official sub- 
mission of the veto question to Moscow for decision. The Secretary 
appealed to the Delegation for the exercise of greater discretion on the 
material that was released to the press, The Secretary thought that 
far too much information had been made available to the newspapers. 
The Secretary. declared that it was all right to provide background 
material on the Big Five meetings, but he could not understand any 
member filling in with details and quotations. Such publicity and 
the lack of discretion on the.part of some members of the Delegation 
made it difficult for the Secretary to face the other foreign ministers. 
The Secretary declared that he had been able only to affirm to the 

other foreign ministers that it was not he who was responsible for 
the leaks tothe press. RzpresENTATIVE Bioom thought that it might 
have been: the other foreign ministers who were responsible. THE 

Secrerary declared that this possibility was ruled out by the fact that 
most of the leaks were occurring in the American press. The Secre- 

tary remarked that he did not know which member of the Delegation 
was responsible. SO | Oo 

FR FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS _ : 

THE SECRETARY declared that the Delegation would next. discuss 

Chapter V, Section B, Paragraph 5, concerning the power of the 

General Assembly to apportion the expenses of the Organization 

among the members of the Organization. The Delegation was asked 
to consider alternative wordings. The first alternative read as follows: 

“The General Assembly should apportion the expenses among the 
members of the Organization and should be empowered to approve the 
budgets of the Organization”. oO 

The second alternative was: Ss. a | 

“The expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the members as 
apportioned by the General Assembly.. The General Assembly shall 
consider and approve the budget of the Organization and any financial 
and budgetary arrangements with specialized agencies brought into re- 
lationship with the Organization under the provisions of Article. . . .” 

® Doc. 827, EX/19, June 7, ibid., p. 480. | | 7
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 Represenrative Broom thought the language used in the Covenant 
of the League of Nations should be adopted, and Mr. Pasvorsxy 
thought that’ the second alternative was the same as the League 
‘phraseology.** Mr. Hackworru declared that the only difference 
between the two formulas before the Delegation was the fact that the 
“second alternative established an obligation on the part of the members 
of the Organization to contributé'to its expenses. Mr. Hackworrn 
“was of the opinion that such an obligation should be established. 
‘Representative Broom remarked that in the UNRRA ‘Agreement 
the members assumed an obligation to pay the administrative expenses 
of the Organization, even though they did not contribute to the fund 
to be used for the actual work of relief and rehabilitation.” SenaTor 
Vanpensere asked whether there was any objection to the second al- 
ternative, and Mr. Pasvorsxy ‘said that all that was required was 
the agreement of the Delegation. The Delegation agreed unanimously 
to-accept the second ‘alternative, which established an obligation for 
the members of the Organization to contribute toward its expenses. 

-  FrencH Treaty AMENDMENT 7 

. «SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether any answer had been received 
with respect to the French Amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C, 
‘Paragraph 2, for.the purpose of safeguarding French bi-lateral re- 
gional arrangements. Mr. Dunn declared that no final word had been 
received, but that Senator Vandenberg was not to ask ‘for any further 

‘postponement. The United States should revert to the original Four- 
Power Amendment. However, this Government should not object 
to a request. for postponement by either the French or the Russians. 
Mr. RockEFe.ter asked what would be the procedure if the technical 
‘committee refused a French or Russian request for further postpone- 
ment,.:.Mr.. Dunn replied that. in that case, Senator Vandenberg 
‘should: stand on the Four-Power Amendment.. CommannbrErR STASSEN 
remarked that it was his understanding that if the new sentence con- 

- sidered by the Delegation in a previous meeting ** ‘were to-be proposed, 
‘the United States should go along. Mr. Duties remarked that the 
‘United States should accept such an amendment only if the Soviet 
Union would support it.** | on , 

oe ' Domesric JURisprcrion 

' Dean Givpersireve remarked that it was her understanding that 
Chapter VIII, Section’ B, had been opened for further discussion. 

“= League of Nations Covenant, article 6, paragraph 6. © a | 
. ™“ Article VI of UNRRA Agreement concluded November 9, 1943 (Department 
of State publication No. 2075, Executive Agreement Series No, 352)... 
- -® Minutes of' executive meeting, June 2,94. m., p. 1087.’ a . 

“For text approved by Committee III/4 on June 8, see Doc. 889, IIT/4/12, 
, i UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 702; for United States comment, see ibid.,



1174 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

‘Dean GILpERSLEEVE wondered, whether any. changes in this. Seetion 
_ would affect the:domestic jurisdiction clause in Paragraph 7 of Chap- 
_ter IL.®* Senator Connauy declared that the consideration of Chap- 
_ter VIII, Section B had been completed and therefore, there was ‘no 
_reason to change the domestic jurisdiction clause. - ce 
_ Mr. Norrer declared that: there was nevertheless, the necessity for 
_a Big Five decision, on the question of inserting the words, “enforce- 
ment action under”,®* with reference to the exception established,.in 
the domestic jurisdiction clause, for action taken under Chapter VITJ, 
Section B. This phraseology had been proposed for the purpose of 
eliminating the possibility of the Security Council making recom- 
“mendations on any subject as provided for in Chapter. VIII, Section 
3B, Paragraph 2. Mr. Dunn declared that this matter had never 
been taken up in a Big Five meeting. Mr. Dutnes remarked that 
_this was correct and declared that he had told Mr. Evatt thatthe 
latter would have to take the initiative on this question. Mr, Duzpss 
‘said that he had told the Australians that if Australia were able to 
obtain agreement for the new phraseology, the United States would 
go along. Mr. Dulles seemed to think that a Big Five agreement 

. was nat necessary. Mr. Norrer declared that he had had to postpone 
_ the issue? and he thought that it would be necessary for someoné in 
. the United States Delegation to take charge of the negotiations with 
the Australians. — a og 

. Senator Connatty declared that, although consideration of Chap- 
‘ter VIII, Section_B had been completed,.it would be possible to hold 
up the submission of the report of Committee ITT/3 4° if that were 
-necessary. Mr.-Hicxrrson declared that such action would not:be 
necessary at all, and-Mr. Duuixs' pointed out that.it would be easier 

_t@ reach an agreement on the.domestic jurisdiction phraseology if 

. the provisions on enforcement procedure had been finally settled. - 
_ -Mr, Jonson remarked that an. Australian amendment to Chapter 

VIII, Section B, ‘Paragraph: 3,°° had been deferred pending final de- 
-cision on Chapter II, Paragraph 7. The Australians had'<been 

granted the right to bring up the. question atisome future date and 
,this matter was still hanging: over the heads of Committee FIT/3. 
Mr. Norrer urged that it was important to “button: up” the domestic 
jurisdiction clause, and he thought that this could best be done by 

* For amendment proposed by the four Sponsoring Governments, see Doc. 288, 

'G/38, May 14, UNGIO Documents, vot. 3, p. 642. 
_.° Amendment proposed by the Australian delegation... | 

' Doc. 810, 1/1/30, June 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 348... 
* Doc. 788, III/3/42, June 5, ibid., vol. 12, p. 445. : LL 
“For text.ef new paragraph to be. inserted after paragraph 2 of section B, 

chapter VIII, proposed by Australia, see Doc. 2, G/14(1), May 5, ibid., vol. 3, 
pp. 551-552; for Committee action, see report in Doc. 782, III/3/41, June 4, 

. ibid., vol. 12, p. 431. a
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designating.a central authority to deal. with other. interested govern- 
ments. ..Mr.-Pasvotsky reported that: Gladwyn Jebb of the British 
-Delegation had called him to ask how agreement among the Big Five 
.on this question. would be secured. He had ‘suggested the possibility 
of a Big Five meeting. Mr. Jebb had given the impression that the 
‘British were not sure that: they liked. the change, and they seemed 
‘to favor the broad power of recommendation provided:for in Chapter 
VII: Section B, Paragraph 2. However, Mr. Pasvorsky thought 
thatthe British would go along with the proposal to specify that the 
exemption in Chapter II, Paragraph 7% ‘applied only to “enforce- 
ment” measures. Mr. Sanpirer observed that the Delegation’s deci- 
sion, had been not to object to the insertion ef the words “enforcement 
measures under” in Paragraph 7,.Chapter II. Mr. Dunn reiterated 
that the United States should not take the initiative. Mr, Sanpirmr 
retharked that Mr. Pasvolsky had raised the question of a possible 
meeting of the Big Five to discuss this question. Mr. Sandifer did 
not think this question was important enough and suggested that 
an agreement might be reached among the Representatives of the Big 
Five on the committee dealing with doméstic jurisdiction. Senator 
Connatty observed that the British always seemed to like having 
‘some one else “carry the ball” when they were opposed to a proposal 
of Australia or New Zealand. Mr. Hicxrrson asked why the United 
States did not let Mr. Evatt worry about, this himself. Mr. Hacx- 
“wortH thought that that was the best’ way to handle the situation, but 
‘pointed out what the consequences might be. Mr. Hackworth re- 
‘ported that Professor Bailey of the Australian Delegation had button- 
holed him and declared that he had spoken with the British, who had 
“been opposed to any change in the wording. Professor Bailey had 
‘suggested a meeting of the Big Five. ° - 

Secretary Srerrinivus urged that the Delegation stand by the posi- 
tion established by Mr. Dulles. Mr. Pasvorsxy agreed that the 

United States should not take the initiative, but he thought that the 
Secretary, as Chairman of the Big Five, would have to make a, deci- 
sion on the advisability of holding a meeting of the Big Five, if such 

a meeting were to be suggested. THe Secretary declared that it 
seemed to have been decided that the United States should not take 
the initiative on this matter, and the Delegation agreed with this 
position. Mr. Norrer urged that the Australian Delegation would 
still want to talk with someone on the American Delegation on the 
matter, and Mr. Notter thought that Mr. Dulles should have the re- 

sponsibility. .Szcrerary Srerrinrus agréed that Mr. Dulles was the 
logical voice. Mr. Hacxworrn urged that the Australians should 
_be referred to the British. | - - a 
- ss * 79326816778 re
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Mr. Pasvotsxy asked whether Mr. Dulles, in his discussions with 
the Australians, had considered whether: the addition: of :the words, 
“enforcement measures under” would eliminate the power of the Se- 
curity Council to determine the existence of a threat to. the peace. 
Since this determination was not strictly an enforcement measure, it 
might be subject to the domestic jurisdiction clause, and any nation 
-with an internal situation. which constituted a threat to world peace 
might claim exemption under that clause. Mr. .Dutixs thought, 
however, that the limitation of the power of the Security Council 
would apply only to matters that were entirely under. the jurisdiction 
of any state. a | 

' Powers OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE | 7 

Tue Secrerary explained to Mr. Hiss, who had arrived several 
minutes previously, the objections which had been raised with respect 
to the decisions of the Executive Committee on the previous day. 
The chief objection was that there was no over-riding body with full 
authority and there was no assurance that the technical committees 
or. the four commissions would accept the recommendations. of the 
Steering Commitee. Tue Secretary informed Mr. Hiss about Com- 
mander Stassen’s suggestion that the Steering Committee should have 
final jurisdiction before the open Plenary Session. Mr. Hiss replied 
that until the decision of the Executive Committee, the Steering Com- 
mittee had been empowered to conduct such a final review... Mr. Hiss 
was afraid that the Delegation was too late, and remarked that he 
had informed the Delegation sometime: previously about, Mr. Rolin’s 
lobbying to reduce the status of the Steering Committee. Mr. Hiss 
declared that approximately ninety percent of the powers of the Steer- 
ing Committee had been salvaged. ... . 

The meeting was adjourned at 10: 05-a. m. : 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 16 | | a 
Minutes of the Sixteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 

_ on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June .6,; 1945, 
440 pom - oo oo | 

| | [Informal Notes] oa, | 

. [Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations. of the United States (22); United Kingdom (5) ; Soviet 
‘Union (5); China (5); and France (6).] ae 

THE SeEcretary called the meeting to order at 4:40 p.m. and said 
that Ambassador Gromyko had two items to bring before the group.
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Ampassapor Gromyko said that in the last meeting *°. he had in- 
formed the heads of delegations that he, wished ta communicate with 
his government on the suggested change.in the sponsoring govern- 

ments’ amendment to Chapter VIII, Section C,- paragraph 2. He 
wished now to inform the heads of delegations that the latest formula 
which was discussed as a compromise with the previous French pro- 
posal was not acceptable to the Soviet Union. He proposed that the 

language of the sponsoring governments’ amendment, which had been 
agreed upon. previously by the four sponsoring governments, be re- 
tained. with the one change of the words “by consent” to “on request”. 
In other words, he said, his delegation favored the change of words 
suggested at one of the earlier meetings when this matter was being 
considered, a change suggested by the American Delegation.*: He in- 
dicated that he believed the change of that one phrase expressed the 
main idea of the French Delegation. Co 

Mr. Desean questioned why the draft of the French amendment 
of May 23, 1945 ** was not accepted. Was there an important reason 
for not accepting this formula? THe pointed out that this formula 
had been accepted by all but the American Delegation. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that-the draft to which Mr. Dejean 
referred could not be accepted by the American Delegation. - 

Mr. Desran said he would then like to suggest another formula 
which he believed. might be acceptable to the United States. This 
formula would read (beginning at the end of the. second sentence) 
“until such time as the Organization may, on request of the govern- 
ments parties to the arrangements referred to above, be charged 

with the responsibility for preventing further aggression bya state 
now at war with the United Nations”. : He pointed out that all.the 
delegations were in agreement.on the change of the words “by con- 
sent” to “on request”. a 

Mr. Srertinius stated that Mr. Dejean’s final comment was correct 
and that, therefore, it was proposed that only that one change be 
made. : . | a oO | | 

Mr. Drszan said he would like to see the phrase “governments con- 
cerned” changed to read “governments parties to the arrangements 
referred to above”. so : . - 

Mr. StTErTINIvs said it was impossible for the. United States Dele- 
gation to modify its position on this point. He hoped that: an under- 
standing could be reached.since everyone was willing to change to 
the words “on request”, which meant that we were 99%. on the way 
to agreement. He wondered how this matter could be settled without 
referring the question back again to the governments. 

~ © Five-Power Meeting, June 4, noon; for minutes of meeting, see p. 1145. 
“See minutes of the twelfth Five-Power meeting, June 2, 10 a. m.,. p. 1094. 
“Not printed.
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“Mr. Deszan ‘indicated that he was not quite clear what was meant 
by the phrase “governments concerned”. ‘He suggested it could mean 
Germany and Japan, since from one point of view they were the 
first nations to be concerned and were certainly interested parties. 

Mr. Srerrrintvs replied that this interpretation was not a possible 
one and that in any event our interpretation of the phrase could be 
included in the minutes of the committee discussions. He said it 
was clear that the phrase meant the’governments’ standing guard 
over the enemy nations. ‘Mr. Drsnan agreed that the interpretation 
that he had suggested was a bad one but thought it was also a possible 
one. He wondered whether, even with agreement on a text, there 
might not be two interpretations. - 
- Mr, Srerrrnrus said he was very anxious to get on with the work 
of the Confereneé and hoped that this matter could be handled in-a 
spirit of conciliation. He was convinced that the members of the 
group meant exactly the same thing and that it was a matter of hav- 
ing the committee agree upon an interpretation in its report to the 
commission, | . | oO HO 

SENATOR VANDENBERG felt the point could be taken care of by an 
interpretation of the phrase “governments concerned”. He suggested 
however that perhaps the phrase “United Nations:concerned” would 

be helpful. | Oe oe 
Mr. Stertrntivs said he would do anything in a spirit of conciliation 

to amend the language to meet Mr. Boncour. He did feel however that 
it was unwise to start rephrasing the language as this would necessi- 
tate its referral back to the governments. He indicated that the 
matter, which had already dragged on too long, must be settled today. 
Mr. Drszan said he would like to hear from the heads of the other 
delegations. Mr. Soone said his position was the same as that of the 
United States. : 

_ AmpBassapor Gromyko said he had made his proposal. The French 
‘proposal'to add the words suggested in the May 23, 1945 draft was 
acceptable to him if the French did not like the suggestion he had 
offered at this meeting. Hesaid his Government was willing to accept 
the change suggested earlier if the French could not’ agree to his 
present suggestion. Mr. Srerrinius said that we could consider in 
the spirit of conciliation the words “on request of the United Nations 
concerned” rather than “parties to the arrangements”, AmBAssaDoR 

Gromyko said that we had been looking for more precise language 
when we had adopted the phrase “governments parties to the treaties”. 
He did not think we should now make this language more imprecise. 
AmBassapor Harrrax said he had another suggestion which he was 

not sure would commend itself...Mr. Dejean had suggested the 
phrase “on request of the governments parties to the arrangements
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referred to above”. This however the American Delegation did not 
like as it would prejudice the earlier words referring to Chapter 
XII, paragraph 2. AmmassaDor Hartuax wondered whether the 
phrasing “pursuant to arrangements under Chapter XII, paragraph 
2” could not be added and then it would be possible to say simply 
“on: request of the governments parties to those arrangements”. Am- 
pBassapoR Hautrax felt that this matter should be settled now. 

Mr. Srerrinius asked whether the phrase “on the request. of the 

United Nations concerned” would not be acceptable. | 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO questioned whether this was not too broad. 

It would mean that the request would have to issue from a very large 
number of countries. | 

Mr. Stertinivus indicated that everyone was willing to change the 
word “consent” to “request”. The American Delegation was also 
willing to fully protect the French position by an interpretative note. 
He thought it was probably not possible to reach agreement on any- 
thing more. Many days had already been spent on this matter and 
we were holding up the Committee which had to finish its work. 
AmpassaDor Hatirax thought we were very close to an agreement. 
He felt that it would probably be best to change only this one phrase 
in the text “by consent” to “on request”. When this change was 
brought forward in the Committee the appropriate persons could 
declare what was implied. Mr. Srerrrntus indicated that this solu- 
tion would be agreeable to the British, the Soviet Union, and the 
United States. Ampassapor GRomyko said it was agreeable to him 
but he wondered whether this would satisfy the French. He ques- 
tioned what the official interpretation would be. Mr. Srerrinivus 
thought this could be presented in the Committee. __ | 

Mr. Drsean said he was interested in speeding the work of the 
‘Conference and, if this solution of the problem was acceptable to all 
four governments, it would be acceptable to the French. He said 
however, that he would like the interpretation of the Soviet, the 
British, and the French included in the Committee report. _ 

Mr. Sterrinivs said he wished to express his appreciation for the 
spirit of cooperation and conciliation shown by Mr. Boncour and 
Mr. Dejean. He said he hoped that it could now be agreed to bring 
to a conclusion the consultations on this question. He added that he 
would like to see language in the Committee report that all the Five 
could agree to. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG commented that we were right where we 
started. The crucial problem was the interpretation. | 

Mr. Sterrinius suggested that this group agree on the language 
before it, that is, the substitution of the words “on request” for “by 
consent” in paragraph 2, Section C, Chapter VIII. Then the experts
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of the Five Delegations could meet to discuss a satisfactory interpre- 
tation for the final report. This procedure would not hold up the 
work of the Technical Committee. He wondered whether it was 
agreeable. AmBaAssaDoR GRoMYKO pointed out that, while we might 
agree on the language of the Chapter, we might give a different inter- 
pretation. He asked what other interpretation there could be than 
the one so often given. We were talking in this paragraph about 
regional arrangements and paities to a treaty like the French-Soviet. 
treaty. The governments concerned were certainly the parties to 
those treaties. What other interpretation was there. Mr. StTassen 
indicated that the phrase “governments concerned” referred back not 
merely to the regional arrangements but also the measures provided 
under Chapter XII, paragraph 2. Mr. Boncour suggested that what 
we had in mind was the signatory states of the treaties. He wondered 
what possible objection there could be to this interpretation. Mr. 
PasvotsKy asked whether it was in fact the signatory states alone, 
or also the states responsible for action against enemy states under 

Chapter XII, paragraph 2. Mr. Boncour said that “on request of 
the government concerned” could mean only the parties to treaties. 
Ampassapor Hautirax asked why we could not say explicitly what 
we meant, which was “may on request of the governments concerned 
in the business of Chapter XII, paragraph 2 or in regional arrange- 
ments referred to above”. Mr. Boncour asked why we could not 
say “signatory states”. He objected to referring also to measures 
under Chapter XII, paragraph 2. 

_ Ampassapor Hatirax pointed out that Mr. Stassen wanted to cover 
and include the states responsible for measures against enemy states 
under Chapter XII. Therefore, he had proposed a wording which 
would include reference to the states involved under Chapter XII. 
Mr. Strassen said that this was not his individual position but rather 
the position of the United States Delegation. He thought that, if an 
interpretation was worked out in detail, it could be agreed upon 

among the five delegations. He thought, however, that it would be 

important to agree upon an interpretation if the words “governments 

concerned” were used in the text, in order to avoid confusion. 

Mr. Pasvotsky stated that the phrase “‘governments concerned” 

includes the governments signatory to the regional arrangements and 

those involved under paragraph 2, Chapter XII. Mr. Boncour indi- 

cated that the French Delegation believed that only the signatories 

of the special agrecments were involved—parties to such treaties as 
the French-Soviet alliance. It was they alone, he said, that would 

be in a position to appreciate when the Security Council should take 

over the responsibilities under those treaties. The parties to the
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arrangements ‘under Chapter XII should not have a say in this 
matter. Mk. Boncour asked whether this’) was Ambassador Gro- 
myko’s view also. AMBaAssADOR GRoMYKO agreed that only the parties 
to the agreements would decide when the Security Council would take 
over the responsibilities provided for in those agreements. 

Mr. Srerrrnius referred to paragraph 2 of. Chapter XII of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and read as follows: — 

“2. No provision of the Charter should preclude action taken or 
authorized in relation to enemy states'as a result of the present war 
by the governments having responsibility for such action.” : 

Ampagsapor GromykKo stated that the second half of the sentence 

of paragraph 2, Chapter VIII, Section C related only to the states 
parties to treaties—to regional arrangements and not to the states 

under Chapter XII which were covered by the first half of the sentence. 
Mr. Boncour said that, as he understood the draft, the signatories 

to the treaties would themselves be the judges of whether or not the 
Security Council was able to preserve international peace and security. 
Ampassapor Hatirax indicated that he thought it was agreed that 

the final judgment as to the capacities of the Council would rest on 
both the powers referred to in Chapter XII and on the signatories 
to the agreements. He did not think that either of these groups could 
be ignored. | 7 oe — 

Mr. Sterrrntus ‘asked Mr. Pasvolsky for a statement of the steps 
leading up to the present position. | | a 

Mr. Pasvousxy explained that the problem of interpreting this 
paragraph first arose in connection with the question of treaty ar- 
rangements directed against the renewal of aggression by enemy states. 
As a result of the provisions of paragraph 2, Chapter XII, it is ob- 
vious that the Security Council cannot be charged with the responsi- 
bility for the prevention of aggression by enemy states or for the 
control of enemy states without the agreement of the governments 
having responsibility for such action as a result of the present war. 
If the question of these regional treaty arrangements had never arisen, 
the situation would still be that the Organization could not take over 
the functions placed outside its jurisdiction by the provisions of Chap- 
ter XII, except upon agreement between the governments concerned 
under Chapter XII and the Organization. When the question of 
treaty arrangements came up it was apparent that in addition to 
the arrangements under Chapter XII for preventing aggression by 
enemy states, certain states were desirous of entering into special 
treaties for the same purpose. We agreed to the exception of these 
treaties from the general rule that no enforcement action should be 
taken under regional arrangements or by rezional agencies without
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the authority of the Security Council.. The American Delegation 
considered this exception sympathetically, in particular because the 
functions involved in these arrangements were not in the hands of the 
Organization. | he 

It was perfectly. clear, however, from the language finally ‘agreed 
upon for paragraph :2, Section C, Chapter VIII that the parties to 
these regional arrangements were not alone in a position to decide 
the time when the Organization would take over the functions relat- 
ing to the prevention of further aggression by the enemy states. We 
are willing to agree that these functions cannot be transferred to the 

Organization without the consent of the parties to the regional ar- 
rangements. This does not mean, however, that these parties alone 
can be the judge of the time when these functions should be trans- 
ferred to the Organization. Therefore, it is our view that the phrase 
“governments concerned” includes both the parties to regional ar- 
rangements directed against renewal of aggressive policy on the part 
of enemy states and also includes the governments responsible for 
action in relation to enemy states under paragraph 2, Chapter XII. 

Mr. Boncour asked whether this interpretation meant that the de- 
cision implied in the last sentence of paragraph 2 would not be made 
on the request of the states signatory to the treaties. AmBaAssADOR 
Harrrax, Mr. Sterrintus, and Mr. Pasvorsxy agreed that there would 
have to be the request but that in addition there was the vote in the 
Council in which any one of the permanent members would have a 
veto. Mr. Srerrinius pointed out that the French would actually 
be protected in two directions: They would be among the states having 
to join in the request to the Security Council. Also they would have 
a, veto on the action of the Security Council. Mr. Drsran said that 
the interpretation given by Mr. Pasvolsky was satisfactory. Mr. 
Srerrrnrus asked whether the interpretation was generally acceptable. 
Ampassapor GRoMYKO indicated that he now understood. that the 
phrase “governments concerned” related to the governments involved 
under Chapter XII and parties to regional arrangements. This, he 
said, was agreeable to him. Ampassapor Hatirax also expressed 
agreement with the interpretation. 

Mr. Srerrinivs indicated that the next item to be discussed was 
the calling of a conference for the review of the Charter. He said 
Ambassador Gromyko had asked to have this question put on the 

agenda. . 
Ampassapor Gromyko said that this matter had been discussed at 

the last Committee meeting ** and that he would like Mr. Armstrong 
to inform the group of developments since that time. Mr. Armstrone 

~ ® Committee I/2 agreed on May 29 that a special subcommittee I/2/H of 15 
members be appointed to consider the proposed amendments and to report to the 
Committee (Doc. 683, I/2/48, May 29, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 154) ; record 

of meetings not printed.
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explained that nothing. had happened. .'The Committee had met on 
other matters. There had been no'meeting of the Subcommittee which 
‘was expecting the heads of the five delegations to. make up their minds 
before it met again: Mr. Armsrrone stated that the proposal under 
discussion ‘in ‘this group ‘was a dual-one. (Copies of Chapter XI, 
Amendments, Paragraph 3, June 3, 2945 were distributed). Mr. 
ARMSTRONG said that the first proposal was‘to change the vote of the 
General Assembly for calling the conference from “three-fourths” to 
“two-thirds”. It was also proposed to add to paragraph 8 the sen- 
tence: “If such a general conference has not been held before the 
tenth annual meeting of the Assembly following the entry into force 
of the Charter, the proposal to call such a general conference shall be 
placed on the agenda of that meeting of the Assembly.” This pro- 
vision, he said, would not bind anyone to anything. It would merély 
indicate our willingness to hold a conference at about thé tenth year 
if the general feeling favored such a conference. This, hé said, was 
definitely preferable as an alternative to the setting of a specific date. 

Mr. Srertinius remarked that the four delegations had agreed to 
the addition of this provision but that Ambassador Gromyko had 
asked for further time to consider it.) -* oe . 

Mr. Armstrone stated that at an informal meeting among the repre- 
sentatives of the five governments serving on' Committee I/2 it had 
been agreed that this matter was worthy of discussion among the 
Big Five. oo : 
Ampassapvor“Gromyko asked what had happened in the Technical 

Committee. Senator Connaty indicated that Mr. Evatt still had 
in the background his ‘proposal that a conference should be held defi- 
nitely in the fifth year. To prevent a vote on this proposal‘we had 
béen attempting to work out a harmless compromise. Mr. ARMSTRONG 
noted that urider our proposal the Assembly would be free to decide 
whether or not it wanted a conference. | 
AMBASSADOR GRromy«o stated that, if it was necessary to get approval 

of the sponsoring governments’ amendment in other respects, he was 

ready to agree to the change in the vote from “three-fourths” to “two- 

thirds”. However, this agreement would be on condition that all the 

five delegations favored the sponsoring governments’ amendment for 
ratification of the recommendations of the conference, that. is, that, 

ratification would require the unanimous vote of the five permanent. 

members. | 
_ Mr. Armsrrone stated that the problem of ratification was not in 
question as far as the unanimity of the permanent members went. 
Mr. Armstrong added that the sentence being suggested for para- 
graph 3-was relatively innocuous. In discussions with Mr Zarapkin 

“Not printed.
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it had been felt that this kind. of provision might be better than 
nothing and might perhaps carry theday. .  .. .. . it 

Ampassapor Gromyko thought it was better not to mention putting 
the general conference on the agenda of the tenth meeting of the As- 
sembly. He felt this procedure tended to give the Organization a 
temporary character and would encourage states to regard the present 

charter as temporary. Mr. Armsrrone stated that, if this was the 
view of the Soviet Delegation, then all that could be done was to fight 
the matter out without this provision and take the consequences. _ 

_ Mr. Srerrintius stated that the five representatives would have to 
do the best they could on the Technical Committee. Mr. Soone 
agreed. Mr. Sterrinius indicated that agreement had been reached 
on the change of the vote from “three-fourths” to “two-thirds”. While 
the American Delegation preferred the inclusion of the additional 

sentence, it now appeared that the last sentence would have to 
be dropped and the vote taken on the paragraph with only the one 
change. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG said that the additional sentence, in his view, 

worked in just the opposite way from the one Ambassador Gromyko 
had suggested. If it was certain that a conference for the review of 
the Charter would be held at some time probably very few amend- 
ments would be put up and states would withhold amendments in the 
hope of securing their consideration at the conference. If the states 
did not feel that such a conference would be held, it is possible that 
there would be a flood of amendments during the first years. SEnN- 
ATOR CONNALLY pointed out that the additional sentence would not 
make mandatory the calling of the conference; it would merely mean 
that the conference would be put on the agenda of the tenth meeting 
of the Assembly. Since the calling of the conference could be put 
on the agenda at any time anyway, he did not feel anything very seri- 
ous or important was involved in the addition of this provision. Mr. 

STerrinius agreed with Senator Connally, but suggested that, since 
the Soviet Ambassador could not accept our view, we should proceed 
on the basis of doing the best we could without proposing this addi- 
tional sentence. | | 

Mr. ARMSTRONG said we would: make a statement in the Subcommit- 

tee that we were prepared to concede on the vote for the calling of 
the conference. 

Mr. Stetrinivs suggested that the procedure for handling this mat- 
ter be decided upon later. Ampassapor Harirax thought there was 
little chance of holding off an adverse vote if we offered only one con- 
cession. The second concession meant nothing in practice but might 
make just the necessary difference in the vote. Amsassapor Hatirax 
said he would greatly prefer to go before the Technical Committee with
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the two concessions. He added that the addition of this provision 
might actually mean the putting off of a general conference and in 
his view did not alter the situation for the worse, AmBassapor GRo- 
MYKO said that the public as a whole would tend to interpret the 
Charter asa temporary affair., Ampassapor Harirax thought the 
situation would be worse if a conference was held in five years. Am- 
BAssADOR GRoMYKO said that the Soviet proposal was not to make 
any mention of the time for holding the conference. Mr. Sterrinivus 
said we might be voted down but that all we could do was to fight off 
a defeat. 

Awpassapor GRoMYKO indicated that he wished to bring forward a 
new proposal and put it on the agenda for discussion. :Mr. Sterrinius 
said that, if there was no further discussion of the previous matter, 

and since the Ambassador did not feel able. to accept the second con- 
cession, it might be best to. proceed to a discussion of other matters. 

Ampassapor Gromyko stated that the Soviet Delegation desired to 
melude in the Charter a provision for withdrawal. He pointed out 
that there would be amendments to the Charter and quite possible 
certain countries would not wish to accept them. In such a case he 
felt that the countries should have a right to withdraw. AmBAssADoR 
Gromyxo noted that the Soviet Constitution provided for withdrawal 
from the Soviet Union, and that he wanted to mention this as one 

example of a provision for withdrawal. | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked the Ambassador whether he had a 

text to propose. Tur Ampassapor replied in the negative. Mr. 
STETTInIvs suggested that the delegations might study this matter 
and place it on the agenda of the next meeting. He asked if there 
was to be more discussion on this point... No further discussion 
was indicated. 

Ampassapor Haxirax said he would like to present the matter of 
domestic jurisdiction. Some people were greatly concerned over the 
wording of the sponsoring governments’ amendment for paragraph 7, 
Chapter II. Some of those concerned had been in touch with the 
American Delegation. He thought it would help to be informed of 
the view of the American Delegation on the suggestion made by the 
Australians that paragraph 7 of Chapter IT be amended. 

Mr. Sterrinius called on Mr. Dulles to present the proposed amend- 
ment. Mr. Dues stated that the United States was agreeable to the 
amendment for paragraph 7, Chapter IT, suggested by the Australian 
Government. He understood this amendment to involve the addi- 
tion of the phrase “of enforcement measures under” following the 
word “application” in paragraph 7. The entire paragraph would 
then read: “Nothing contained in this Charter shall authorize the 
Organization to intervene in matters which are essentially within the
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domestic jurisdiction of the state concerned or shall require the mem- 
bers to submit such matters to settlement under this Charter; but this 
principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures 
under Chapter VIII, Section B.” Mr. Duttzs explained that the 
United States was agreeable to this amendment on the assumption that 
it would be agreeable to the other four delegations. : - 

Ampassabdor Haxirax said the new wording would be agreeable to 
the British Delegation also, if agreeable to the other four delegations. 
He said he would like to say a word on this matter. He had no doubt 
that those who criticized the sponsoring governments’ amendment 
were fully appreciative of the importance of this whole provision. 
He felt it was important, if possible, to meet the criticism. After 
giving the question some thought he had reached the conclusion that 
it might be better to leave out the words—“but this principle shall 
not prejudice the application of Chapter VIII, Section B”. - If the 
words “enforcement measures” were inserted, it might appear that 
we were excluding the Security Council from any action but enforce- 
ment. We might get into the position where we would bar the Se- 
curity Council from any action with respect to a situation, until it: 
could take enforcement action. If the whole sentence was left. out, 
it could be argued that the Security Council retained all its powers 
with respect to a situation that potentially threatened the peace. 
AmpassaDor Hartrax said he thought the argument could be sus- 
tained, if these two lines were omitted that once a matter became a 

threat to international peace and security it would cease to be essen- 
tially within domestic jurisdiction. The Security Council would 
have its full powers the moment a matter threatened international 
peace and security. AmpassaDor Hauiax said he would prefer this 
method to the introduction of words which might be interpreted to 
disbar the Security Council from anything but enforcement action. 

Mr. STETTINIvs said he was sorry to have to ask to be excused from 
the meeting but he had a very important engagement awaiting him. 
He suggested that Ambassador Gromyko preside in his absence. Be- 
fore leaving he indicated that he hoped he would be permitted to 
make a brief statement to the press to the effect that agreement had 
been reached among the Five on the French amendment, and that 
the question of voting procedure had not been discussed. 

Mr. DrszEan said that he shared the opmion of Ambassador Halifax 
that it was not satisfactory to include the words in paragraph 7, 

Chapter ITI, “enforcement arrangements under”. He favored keep- 
ing the paragraph as it stood. Ampassapor Gromyko indicated that 
this whole question of domestic jurisdiction had been discussed at 
Dumbarton Oaks where it had been agreed that a provision should 
be included in the Charter. It had been decided then that there
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might be such an internal transformation in.a state as to involve a 

danger to the maintenance of international peace.and security. 
Whereas such a situation would arise originally within the domestic 

jurisdiction of a state, if there was a danger to the maintenance of 

peace, then the Security Council should be free to take the necessary 

measures to maintain. international peace. Although the causes 

might be internal, he said, they might involve a threat to the peace. 

Mr. Desran repeated that he preferred not to add the words “en- 

forcement measures under”. Ampassapor Harrrax asked if he would 

be willing to omit the two lines altogether. Mr. Drszan asked if 

Ambassador Halifax did not think it was dangerous. to omit those 

two lines. : He pointed out that Mr. Boncour. believed those two 

lines very important. Ampassapor Hatmax explained that with the 

two lines. left out the Security Council could still decide when a 

matter ceased to be essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of a 

state. When a situation threatened the: peace it would cease to, be 

essentially within domestic jurisdiction. and.all powers. would revert 
to the Security Council. - . . oo ee 

Mr. Duuzzs said he would like:to,make the position of the United 
States Delegation quite clear. The Delegation prefers the language 
as it stands. Some of,the British Dominions, however, are worried 

that, if the second sentence of paragraph 7 is left as it stands, the 
Security Council could make recommendations under Section B deal- 
ing with such questions as immigration. Mr. Duss said he had 
told Ambassador Halifax and Lord: Cranborne that, if the Austra, 
lians were agreeable to the inclusion of the words “enforcement. meas- 

ures under”, provided the other four delegations were also agreeable, 

we would go along with this change. He said he saw now that Am- 
bassador Halifax did not agree with this change. He added that 

the Australians took the position that, even after the Council had 
found that a threat to the peace existed, it should not make recom- 

mendations with respect to.domestic matters. — 
Ampassapor Harirax said he would like to add that there was a 

case to be made for the addition of the words “enforcement arrange- 
ments under”, if, by the addition of those words, the whole matter 

could be settled. If this proved to be the situation he would associate 

himself with the position of the United States Delegation. © ~ 

Mr. Soone said that the matter had been brought to his attention 
for the first time at this meeting and that he would have to take 
time to consider it. ee 
Ampassapor Gromyko stated that the Soviet Delegation would like 

to have the text as it stood without change. He preferred to stand 
on the sponsoring governments’ amendment. Mr. Dutizs agreed that
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this was also the first choice of the American Delegation. Mkr. 
Dersnan also expressed a preference for the four-power formula. 

Lorp CRANBORNE stated that the Australians preferred omitting 
the final sentence. Mr. Duties questioned whether they would prefer 
the omission if they heard Ambassador Halifax’ definition of the 
result, namely, that by dropping out this sentence the Security Coun- 
cil still would have full powers under Chapter VIII, Section B to 
take action in the évent that a situation threatened the peace. Lorp 
CRANBORNE suggested that Mr. Evatt had been agreeable to either 
compromise and had been willing-to accept the addition of the words 
“enforcement measures under”. : | 

_ Ampassapor Hatirax stated that this matter was likely to be raised 
in the Technical Committee the following day, and that the British 
Delegation found itself in a difficult position. In loyalty to the four- 
power amendment, it would be difficult to vote against Australia. 
On this question the British Delegation felt in great sympathy with 
Australia. In view of the fact that the Chinese had asked for further 
time to study, and since time was not available to reach agreement, 
he questioned whether we should try to agree on this matter: He 
wondered whether it would be possible for the British Delegation, 
without damage to the general cooperation, to have liberty of voting 
on this question. Ampassapor Gromyxo suggested that Australia had 
voted against the British on a number of occasions. ' AMBASSADOR 
Haurrax said that most of the proposals made by Australia were not 
vital to her, but that on this particular question all parties in Australia 
were agreed. AmpassaDdorR Gromyxo said that, if we stood on this 
amendment by Australia, it would mean that we were shifting from 
the. four-power amendment. He thought this was extremely 
undesirable. . CO | | : 

- Ampassapor Hatirax noted that it was always possible to abstain 
although on this question he would not like to do it very much. 
Ampassapor Gromyko asked what we should do. Would we have 
agreement among the three powers or could we have agreement among 
the four powers? Mr. Boncour thought it would be difficult to take. 
agreed action on this matter. He was in favor of the paragraph as it. 
stood and said he saw danger in omitting the last two lines. _ 
AmBassapor Hatirax said he could only repeat that he found him- 

self in a position of great difficulty. He thought the other members. 
of the group would agree that his Delegation had done its utmost 

to preserve unanimity on as many points as possible. He did not 
feel, however, that the United Kingdom could voté against Australia 
on a matter of such vital concern to Australia. He added that he was. 
most reluctant to depart from an agreed position with the other
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powers, and, that he would consider the British position with Lord 
Cranborne and maybe.some solution could:be found. Perhaps absten- 
tion would be possible although he would find it difficult to abstain. 

_ AwmpBassapDor ‘(GROMYKO asked whether paragraph 7 should .be de- 
fended as an amendment of the sponsoring governments and France 
or as an amendment of four governments in another combination. 

Ampassapor Hatrirax stated that this was an amendment agreed to 
by the four governments. However, the United Kingdom Delegate 
would have to say that a: difficulty -with the-amendment had come to 
hight so that, while his Government had: joined in putting forward 
the amendment, he felt bound to reserve his position on it or to 
abstain or to take some action of thistype: - . rs 
AMBASSADOR GROoMYKO asked whether Ambassador Halifax would 

defend the Australian amendment. Ampassapor Ha.irax said’ he 
would have to be quite frank. He might say that, on closer examina- 
tion of the four-power amendment and in view of the points made by 
Australia, he would not wish to oppose the Australian amendment. 
Ampassabor Gromyko asked what shouldbe done then as a-result 
of thissituation. © - : ee oe 
Ampassabor Hauirax said there was nothing to be done but-to note 

the differences in the positions of the ‘five governments and, if the 
United Kingdom voted differently from the, other four. governments, 

he hoped the United Kingdom would not.be judged harshly. Sunator 
CoNnNALLY said he did not think we could hold the Ambassador to the 
four-power amendment, but he hoped that this would not be a prece- 
dent. The Ambassador was in a peculiar position on this matter and 
we would not interpret his position as a breach of good faith., Sena- 
tor Connally said that Ambassador Halifax had been frank and open 
in the presentation of his position. AmBassapor Gromyko stated 
that the issue was then closed and the consultations on this matter 
ended. Mr. Soone said he would also. like to reserve his position on 
this whole question. _ 7 SO “ 
Ambassador Gromyko adjourned the meeting at 6:45 p.m. |, 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box ‘89 : UNCIO Cons Five Min 17 vs oo 

Minutes of the Seventeenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meet- 
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_ Mr. Srerrrntrus convened the meeting. at: 3:00 p.:mij.and-asked Am- 
bassador:Gromyko to make'a statement that hedhad wished to: make 
at this time. Ct gt eM 

Amepassapor Gromyko stated that this group had discussed the ques- 
tion of the-voting procedure in the Security Council at several pre- 
vious meetings ** and he wished at this time to make a statement on 
this subject. In connection: with the statement on voting procedure 
in the Security: Council worked on by the delegations of the four spon- 
soring governments, he wanted to say that the Soviet Government con- 
tinued to consider the Yalta agreement as binding. This meant that 
unanimity of the five permanent members was required in decisions 
of the Council, with the exceptions provided for in paragraphs 2 and 3 
of Section C, Chapter VI. ‘Nevertheless, in the interests of unanimity 
and in order to speed up the work of the Conference, the Soviet Gov- 
ernment would agree to an exception for the vote on the question of 
considering and discussing a ‘dispute under paragraph 2, Section A, 
Chapter VIII. This, he said, should be handled by an adaptation in 

_ the text of the statement of May 26, 1945,** in order to prevent attempts 

to secure exceptions on other paragraphs of Section A or-on other 
questions of voting. _ | so 

Ampassapor GromyKo indicated that the amendments which the 
Soviet Delegation wished to submit would be distributed. He em- 
phasized that these amendments were to the draft statement of May 26, 
1945. | | oO 
The following document was then distributed by Ambassador Gro- 

myko: Amendments Submitted by the Soviet Delegation to the Draft 
of the Statement by the Delegations of the Four Sponsoring Govern- 

ments on Voting Procedure in the Security Council Dated May 26, 
1945: - - ee | 

“1. To omit two last sentences of Paragraph 1 which read as follows: 
‘The Security Council will also be charged with many other functions. Here, 

too, a distinction needs to be.made, in the appication of the Yalta voting formula, 
between the decisions which will bé governed by a procedural veto and the other 
decisions which will require a qualified vote’ —_ 

“2. To omit the last sentence of Paragraph 2 which reads as follows: 

“It is likely that several other important dedisions of the Council will also be 
governed by a procedural vote.” 4 _ | 

“3. To insert into the first sentence of Paragraph 8 after the words 
‘consideration and discussion’ the following words: | 

| “under Paragraph 2, Section A, Chapter vin’ . a sy 

.,” Minutes of Five-Power meetings, May 26, 9:15 p. mij'p: 926; May. 29, 11a. m., 
p. 968 ; June 1,9 p. m., p. 1071; and, June 2, 10 a. m., D. 1094,,,'- PO 

Not printed. a :
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“Thus the first sentence of Paragraph 3 should read as follows: 

‘No individual member of the Security Council can alone prevent a considera- 
tion and discussion by the Security Council of a dispute or situation brought 
to its attention under Paragraph 2, Section A, Chapter VITI.’ 

“4. To replace in Paragraph 1, Section II the words ‘should be 
mentioned’ by the words ‘are mentioned’.” 

The meeting then broke up into small groups to study the draft. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO explained that, when point 4 on the draft 

submitted by the Soviet Delegation had been prepared, the Soviet 
Delegation had not had the English text before it. Therefore, the 
word “mentioned” had been used instead of “contained”, although the 

words “are mentioned” were considered to be the equivalent of the 
word “contains” used in the Soviet. redraft of the four-power state- 
ment of June 1, 1945.* | 

Ampassapor Harirax asked for clarification on point 3 in the memo- 
randum submitted by the Soviet Delegation. The Soviet Delegation 
then proposed to insert into the first sentence of paragraph 3 of the 
May 26 statement the words “under paragraph 2, Section A, Chapter 
VI” following the words “consideration and discussion”. No sug- 
gestion is made as to the omission of the phrase “since the Council 
has the right by a procedural vote to decide its own rules of proce- 
dure.” Ampassapor Hatirax asked if it was intended to include 

this opening phrase. | | 
AmBassapor Gromy«ko replied that it had been agreed at a previous 

meeting to omit the beginning of the sentence in paragraph 3 of the 
May 26 statement and to begin that paragraph with the words: “No 
individual member of the Council can alone prevent ...” Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY indicated that a new paragraph,3 had been subsequently 
drafted in the Subcommittee of Five that began somewhat differently. 

Following this statement, informal consultations were held for a 
few moments among the members of the different delegations. 

Mr. Srerrinius said that the gentlemen present would recall that 
the Subcommittee of Five had spent many days and nights discussing 
this problem and working on this statement. He thought it would 
be helpful if Mr. Pasvolsky would give an interpretation of the amend- 
ments to the May 26 draft presented in the paper submitted by the 

Soviet Delegation. He said he would also ask Mr. Pasvolsky to 
discuss fully the relation of these amendments to the provisions in 
the Charter. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy stated that the key to the whole question was con- 
tained in the paper marked “II” of May 28, 1945.4° The purpose 

* Not printed. | 
*U.S. Und. 49a, concerning an answer to question 19 (Doc. 855, III/1/B/2(a), 

June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 707), not printed. 

723-681—67——79
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of the statement in this paper was to indicate that, since the Charter 
would contain an indication of the matters requiring a procedural vote, 
it was unlikely that’ questions of a seriously controversial nature 
would arise as to what was procedural or not procedural. Therefore, 
it was proper to have, and no one should be concerned over, the pro- 
vision in paragraph 2 of that statement that the question as to whether 
a matter was procedural or not would have to be settled by a non- 
procedural vote. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that this meant that the Charter had to be 
clear on the area of questions to be decided by a procedural vote and 
on questions to be decided by a unanimous vote. He pointed out that 
the statement as it had been presented to the group-would handle 
this matter in the form of an interpretation. He said, however, that 
it would be an advantage to indicate in the Charter itself that ques- 
tions under Section D of Chapter VI would be settled by a procedural 
vote and also to say that any consideration which arises out of cases 
brought to the attention of the Council under paragraph 2, Section A, 
Chapter VIII, should also be covered by a procedural vote. 

Mr. Pasvousxy pointed out that two other specific cases had been 
agreed to, that would be indicated in the Charter, for which a pro- 
cedural vote would be specified. These were the election of judges 
and the convocation of a conference for the review of the Charter. 
Mr. Pasvousky added that one interesting question might arise as 
to whether or not a case brought before the Council by the Secretary- 
General would fall outside the suggested exception for cases brought 
forward under paragraph 2, Section A, Chapter VIII. He wondered 
whether a question might not arise on this point, since the Secretary- 
General was empowered to call matters to the attention of the Security 
Council. 
Ampassapor Gromyko indicated that, if any question arose as to 

whether a decision should be taken by a procedural or non-procedural 
vote it would have to be decided by a vote of seven members, includ- 
ing the five permanent members. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that we would have to be prepared for the 
kind of question he had just mentioned and should know the kind of 
answer we were going to give. Since we would be saying in the in- 
terpretative statement that the procedural vote was indicated in the 
Charter for various functions of the Council, would we be willing 
to specify that the procedural vote applied to questions under Sec- 
tion D, Chapter VI and with respect to discussion of matters brought 
to the attention of the Security Council under paragraph 2, Section A, 
Chapter VIII and by such other methods as are provided in the 
Charter.
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Ampassapor Gromyko replied that it was clear that Section D of 
Chapter VI of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals included questions 
of a procedural character. Besides, he said, we agreed that the con- 
vocation of the conference for the review of the Charter should be 
called without the concurring votes of the permanent members, and 
we also agreed that the election of judges would not need the con- 
curring votes of the permanent members. If the question was raised 
‘in the future as to whether a question should be decided by a pro- 
cedural vote, it had been agreed that the Security Council would have 
the right to decide whether a question was procedural by a vote of 
seven, including the five permanent members. . a 

Further informal consultations were held among the members of 
the delegations. a ae - A 

Mr. PasvorsKy said that he had raised this question only because 
it would probably be put to us and he thought we should think about 
it and probably meet it when it comes up, if such a question is actually 
raised. ' : 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO commented that, if such. a-question was 

raised, it would be easy to give an answer from the interpretation. 
Mr. Pasvoisky was not sure this would satisfy the questioners. He 
added, that he thought that with the indication of the question ‘he 
had given that would probably be asked, he believed the statement 
of May 26, should be accepted with the Soviet amendments. | 

Mr. Srerrinius asked if Ambassador Halifax was ready to make 
a. statement. : 

AMBASSADOR Hatirax replied that he could certainly make a com- 
ment expressing his warm appreciation of the éfforts the Ambassador 
had made to help in assuring the success of the common effort. He 
was sure that all’his colleagues felt as strongly as he did. He said he 
could not make a final comment, but after the study of the words he 
felt that most of the changes proposed were changes in drafting to 
make the sense of the May 26 statement clear. | | 

- Ampassapor Hatrrax indicated that the: main comment..he had 
to make followed from what Mr. Pasvolsky had stated. If there was 
agreement on the main point at issue, he felt it would be desirable 
and necessary to include in the Charter the provision that discussion 
under paragraph 2, Section A, Chapter VIII, would take place on 

the basis of a procedural vote. . What we might answer to a question 
on this matter was not now in the Charter and he believed that the 
answer should find its place in the Charter, . | 

Axspassapor Harirax stated that the second point he would like to 
make was that while the British Delegation was hopeful and had no 
reason to. believe that the Soviet suggestions did not solve the diffi-
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culty, it wished to have a closer. look at the amendments in order to 
satisfy itself that they carried out the general line.of.approach. He 
indicated that the British Delegation would lke this opportunity to 
give the amendments further study. é 

~ Mr. Pasvorsxy stated that he wanted to say that this interpretation, 
as amended by the Soviet Delegation, clearly indicated: what the four 
delegations had in mind. We knew that certain.questions would be 
raised and we could prepare ourselves to answer them. Jn his opin- 
ion, however, the interpretation quite clearly gave us what we wanted. 

Mr. Sterrinius said that he and Ambassador Gromyko had had a 
private conversation prior to this meeting and, because of the wide 
speculation in the public press, he and the Ambassador had felt that 
it would be the common desire to hold a meeting of the Steering Com- 
mittee and make a statement to that Committee before there would 
be opportunity for wild speculation on the outcome of this meeting. 
He requested the authority as Chairman to make a statement to the 
Steering Committee as to the exact situation. He noted that a meet- 
ing of the: Steering Committee had been called for 4:30 p. m. and 
suggested that, in order to focus the minds of the members of the 
group on a particular statement, he would read to them a draft just 
prepared : , 

_ | ALTERNATIVE : 

“Consultations among the four sponsoring powers and France:have 
resulted in agreement on the interpretation of the Crimea provisions 
for voting in the Security Council. 
“The agreement reached preserves the principle of the. unanimity 

of the permanent members of the Council in all actions taken by the 
Council, while at the same time assuring freedom of hearing and 
discussion in the Council, before action is taken. We believe both 
are essential to the success of the World Organization. 

. “Under, the terms of the agreement, unanimity of the permanent 
members of the Council is required in all decisions for enforcement 
action and—except as to parties to disputes—in all decisions for peace- 
ful settlements. But this requirement of unanimity does not apply 
to the right of any nation to bring a dispute before the Council as 
provided by Paragraph 2, Section A, Chapter VIII, and no indi- 
vidual member of the Council can alone prevent a consideration and 
discussion by the Council of.a dispute or situation thus brought to 
its attention. | 

“The successful conclusion of discussions of this matter among the 
four sponsoring powers and France offers a new and heartening proof 
of the will and the ability of the nations which have fought the war 
in Europe to a successful conclusion to construct, upon the strong 
foundations of their victory in that war, a workable and effective and 
lasting peace in which they will labor side by side, with mutual under- 
standing and a common purpose. 

“The same spirit which has now been so effectively demonstrated 
by the powers which have taken part in these conversations will, I
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feel certain, motivate the entire Conference and make .possible the 
speedy and successful conclusion of its task in which I for one have 
always had an unwavering faith and confidence.” | 

Copies of the above statement were distributed. (Most of these 
copies were not corrected with the most recent changes which are 

included: above). : ae : yo 
Mr. Stertrnius then stated that he had not officially spoken for the 

American Delegation on this matter either with respect to the general 
proposition or as to the detail of the public statement.: 

Mr. Srertinius then asked Mr. Boncour to give his views on the 
question under discussion. Mr. Boncour said that he agreed with 
the proposals made by Ambassador Gromyko and in addition favored 
a statement to the Steering Committee along the lines suggested by 

Mr. Stettinius. 7 oT ve . 
Mr. Srerrintius then called: on Ambassador Koo. AmBassapor Koo 

replied that the statement by Ambassador Gromyko ‘was of great 
importance in that it met the chief point under discussion, that is, 
the character of the vote for the discussion and consideration.of dis- 
putes brought before the Council. He said he would like, however, 
in order to have a fuller appreciation of how the changes fitted into 
the May 26 staternent, to have a text of that statement prepared with 
the changes insertedi*#® He thought it would be a great help to have 
sucha draft circulated in order that all would understand exactly 
what had been agreed to. This feeling, he said, did not prevent him 
from expressing his warm appreciation of the efforts made by the 

Soviet Delegation, in this regard. : | | 
- As to the second point, AmBassapor Koo:said he saw the expediency 
of making a statement to the Steering Committee, but that, since the 
statement had just been laid before him, he would like to go over it. 
AmpBassapor Hairax indicated that he wanted to'say that, if the 

statement presented by Mr. Stettinius was agreeable to the Soviet 
Ambassador, as no doubt it would be, he would be quite prepared to 
have the British Delegation associated with it. He said he thought 
the statement was a fine one and that the appeal was to the heart as 
well as to the head; as it should be.. Ampassapor Hatrrax added that, 
if there were any minor points of interpretation of the statement of 
May 26 as amended by the Soviet Delegation, those might be left to 
be examined after Mr. Stettinius had made his statement. Any dele- 
gation might raise questions that they had. He thought that we 
should go forward in the spirit shown by Ambassador Gromyko 
and by Mr. Stettinius in the statement that he had just read. . 

* Soviet text of the Four-Power statement, with minor changes proposed and 
agreed to at the Five-Power meeting on June 7, not printed; text similar to the 
final June 7 statement, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 711.
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Brief informal consultations were then held by the members of the 
delégations.” co | a, 

Mr. Boncour said he was sorry he had been so long in giving his 
reply on the Soviet proposal, but he had had to take time to compare | 
the texts.. He believed that a great effort had been made at concilia- 
tion and he was very grateful to the Soviet Delegation for having 
made this effort. — . | . | 7 - 

_ Mr. Srerrinivs indicated that Mr. Foote now had the text of the 
draft statement with two minor changes suggested by the Soviet Gov- 
ernment that did not involve a change in meaning. He asked if the 
members of the group wished to be informed of these two minor 
changes. : | : | | 
Ampassapor Koo commented that he had two suggestions to make 

on Mr. Stettinius’ statement to the Steering Committee: (1) In the 
beginning of the third paragraph the words “relating to enforcement 
action” should be substituted for the words “for enforcement action”’. 
He thought this change. was more in line with the purpose that had 
been agreed upon. (2) In the fourth paragraph Ampassapor Koo 
suggested that the words “upon the strong foundations of their vic- 
tory in that war” should be omitted, since another war was still going 
on and the use of that phrase might give the wrong impression. He 
proposed also that the.phrase “which have fought the war in Europe 
to .a successful conclusion”: be omitted so that. the sentence would 
read “. . . the ability.of the United Nations to construct a workable 
and effective and lasting peace .. .”. AmpBassapor GroMYKO indicated 

that “the United Nations” would not be altogether appropriate at this 
point. Ampassapor Hatrrax suggested “. . . allied nations which 
have fought together in the war to construct a workable and effective 
and lasting peace ...”: - 

Mr. Sretrinius asked whether the statement could be left in his 
hands to polish off. Ampassapor Hatirax said he would like to hear 

the two minor changes suggested by the Soviet Delegation. Mr. 

STETTINIUs indicated that they were simply the omission of the phrase 
“interpretation of the Crimea” in the first paragraph and the addition 
of the phrase in the beginning of the third paragraph “provided by 
the Crimea agreement?’ following the word “required”. 

There was then a brief time in which the members of the delegations 
consulted informally with each other. | 

Mr. Sterrinivs stated that the statement that he had read expressed 
what was directly in his heart and mind concerning the successful 
conclusion of the Conference. He wished to express his-deep per- 
sonal appreciation to Ambassador Gromyko and to the other members 

of the group on the successful outcome of these discussions. 

Ampassapor Hatirax suggested that: the group of experts meet on 

the voting statement that evening so that tomorrow the work of the
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Committee could go forward and the progress of the Conference be 

expedited. This plan to hold a meeting of the Subcommittee of Five 

to prepare the final draft of the interpretative statement on voting 

was generally agreed to. | uy. : — 

Ampassapor GRoMyxKo indicated that he had one further point he 
would like to make. He noted that one question that had been left 

open concerned the séat.of the proposed preparatory commission. He 
would like to inform the heads of delegations that the Soviet Delega- 

tion was agreeable to London as the seat of the commission. 
Ampassapor Koo indicated that he was also agreeable to this de- 

cision. Mr. Srerrinius stated that the question was then agreed to 

among the Big Five. : 
Mr. Srerrinivs closed the meeting at 4:15 p. m. stating that the 

members present should go promptly to the meeting of the Steering 

Committee ©! without indicating before arrival at that Committee the 

substance of the decisions taken at this meeting. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 66 

Minutes of the Siaty-Sixth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Friday, June 8, 1945,9:02 a.m.) -- 

. [Informal Notes—Extracts] | | 

[Here follows list of names of persons (37) present at meeting.]. 

The Secretary convened the meeting at 9:02 a. m. | 

7 | ANNOUNCEMENTS = : | 

Tue Srcretary reported that there was to be a meeting of the Ex- 
ecutive Committee at 10:30 a. m.* for the purpose of completing the 
agenda of the previous day.*? At the previous day’s meeting, the 
Executive Committee had decided to recommend to the Technical 
Committee that it reconsider the question of expulsion, with a view 
toward reinserting a provision for expulsion in the Charter. _ 

GENERAL AssEMBLY’s PowrEr To CoNsIDER REpPoRTS 

Tue Secrerary declared that at that morning’s meeting the Exec- 
utive Committee would consider the power of the General Assembly 
to consider reports by the Security Council, as embodied in Chapter 
V, Section B, paragraph 8. Tue Srecrerary thought that there was 
no.need for discussion of this by the Delegation because the Delega- 
tion’s position had already been made clear. However, Senator Van- 
DENBERG thought that when this matter was returned for the consid- 
eration of Committee II/2, that body would reassert its previous posi- 

- Doce. 847, ST/12, June 7, 1945, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 244. | 
Doce. 860, EX /22, June 8, ibid., p. 508. 

* Doc. 859, EX/21, June 8, ibid., p. 498.
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tion that the General Assembly should be granted power to consider 
such reports and would adopt the phraseology which had been op- 
posed by the Delegation. THe Srcretary remarked to Mr. Rocke- 
feller that Ambassador Velloso had voted against resubmitting the 
question to the technical committee after he had committed himself 
to support the motion. Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that there were 
quite a few of the Latin American states which had voted against 
the U.S. position and THE Secretary thought it would be necessary 
for him to speak to them. 

Mr. RocKEFe._er explained that in view of the prohibition against 
making clear to the smaller powers the issues which were under con- 
sideration, there had been a great deal of uncertainty among the 
Latin American states. As a result they had fallen prey to Mr. 
Evatt’s argument that any attempt to have the Steering Committee 
reverse the decisions of the lesser bodies was an evidence of power 
tactics.°* Tue Secretary thought that this situation had been clar- 
ified by the decisions of the Executive Committee several days pre- 
viously providing that the Steering Committee had power only to 
make recommendations to the technical committees. Mr. Rocke- 
FELLER declared that he was somewhat concerned over Mr. Velloso’s 
action and he heped that everything would move smoothly from that 
time on. 

Tue SecreTary declared that there was to be a meeting of the 
Steering Committee that afternoon * for the purpose of considering 
the decisions of the Executive Committee. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy returned to the question of the General Assembly. 
He thought that, inasmuch as this matter had been considered by two 
committees, Committee ITT/1 and Committee II/2, and since the Com- 
mittee dealing with the Security Council had voted down the pro- 
posal that the General Assembly be permitted to review the reports 
of the Security Council, whereas Committee IT/2 dealing with the 
General Assembly had passed the motion,®* the matter should be re- 
ferred to a joint subcommittee of the two technical committees. Mr. 

** Doc. 806, EX/17, June 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 461. 
* Doc. 898, ST/14, June 9, ibid., p. 252. 
** Committee III/1, at a meeting of May 23. 8:45 p. m.. adopted the following 

text as a final sentence to paragraph 1, sec. B, chapter VI: “The Security Coun- 
cil shall submit annual, and if necessary, special reports to the General Assembly 
for its consideration.” (Doc. 555, ITI/1/27, May 24, ibid., vol. 11, p. 877). At 
a meeting of Committee II/2, May 30, 8: 35 p. m.. the report of Subcommittee B 
on the redraft of paragraph 8, section B, chapter V was adopted (Doc. 70%, 
II /2/36, May 31. ibid., vol. 9, p. 115). At a meeting of the Executive Commit- 
tee, June 8, 10:30 a. m., the Secretary General stated that action by Committee 
IIT/3 at a meeting of May 15, 3: 40 p. m., in rejecting a New Zealand amendment 
(Doc. 2, G/14(f), ibid., vol.3, p. 488) requiring the concurring vote of the Gen- 
eral Assembly in decisions of the Security Council involving the application of 
foree. was inconsistent, in principle at least, with the action taken by Commit- 
tee II/2 (Doc. 355, III/3/17, May 17, ibid., vol. 12, p. 326).
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SANDIFER declared that the matter was being referred by the Steering 
Committee to Committee IIJ/1. Commanper SrassEn agreed with 
Mr. Pasvoisky’s suggestion that a joint subcommittee of the two tech- 
nical committees should be appointed. Mr. Dunn reported that the 
Chinese had been persuaded to take the initiative in presenting this © 
question, thus taking the load off the Delegation. 

Tue Secrerary reported that the Steering Committee meeting that 
afternoon would consider the morning’s decisions of the Executive 
Committee. At the afternoon meeting Marshal Smuts would make 
an appeal that the work of the technical committees be brought to an 
early conclusion. Tue Srcrerary declared that he was going to 
have a talk with Mr. Dunn. to determine how to handle Mr. Evatt 
and the Filipinos. He also thought that he should have a talk with 
Mr. Rockefeller to determine what course of action should be fol- 
lowed with regard to the Latin American delegations. 

| | AMENDMENT PROCEDURE | 

Mr. Armstrone observed that Mr. Evatt’s proposition would come 
before the 10:30 meeting of the subcommittee of Committee I/2 on 
amendments.*”7 Mr. Armstrone declared that “the bloom had been 
taken off the peach”. Representative Boom moved that this state- 
ment be reconsidered. Mr. Armsrrone explained that wide publicity 
had been given to the fact that the Delegation was willing to accept 
a two-thirds instead of a three-fourths vote for the calling of a special 
conference to revise the Charter. It had also been made known that 

the Delegation did not feel very strongly against the setting of a 
definite date or time period for such a conference. In view of the fact 

that the Delegation’s bargaining position was weakened by the fact 
that its position was known, Mr. Armsrrone suggested that he should 
state in the Committee meeting exactly what the United States was 
willing to do and that he should move the appropriate amendment 
to the amendment proposed by the Canadians. If the United States 
were beaten on this matter in the subcommittee, the question could be 
reopened in the full committee. Mr. Pasvotsky ventured that a de- 
cision to reconsider the withdrawal provision would help somewhat 
in the controversy in Committee I/2. Tur Secretary declared that 
he had every confidence in Mr. Armstrong and declared that he was 
willing to let Mr. Armstrong use his discretion in handling the matter. 

YauTa Formvuia CoNTROVERSY 

Tue Secrerary reported, for the benefit of those members of the 
Delegation who had not been present at the previous day’s meeting 

*' Minutes of fourth meeting of Subcommittee I/2/E, June 8, 10:30 a. m., not 
printed.
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of the Steering Committee, that his statement concerning Russian 
acceptance of a procedural vote for the discussion and consideration 
of disputes had been received very favorably in the Steering Commit- 
tee meeting. The meeting had been short and there had been no con- 
troversies. A press meeting held at the end of the Steering Committee 
meeting had been most satisfactory also. THe Srcrerary reported 
that he had reported to the President on the Russian decision, and 
the President had been most gratified at the outcome and had asked 
that his best wishes and congratulations be conveyed to each member 
of the Delegation. Tur Secretary remarked that the Steering Com- 
mittee had seemed very pleased at the rapidity and frankness 
with which the outcome of the controversy had been made known 
to it. Tuer Srecrerary declared that the Big Five meeting at which 
the Russian decision was made known had been concluded at 4:15 
p. m. and the Steering Committee had been convened fifteen minutes 
later. The press had also seemed very pleased by the fact that a meet- 
ing was held with them at 5 p. m., just forty-five minutes after the 
close of the Big Five meeting. There had been, THE Secretary de- 
clared, a feeling of “warmth, sympathy and confidence” evident in the 
meeting with the members of the press. | 

Finat Date | 

Te Secretary reported that he had had a conversation with the 
President recently. The President had indicated his desire that there 
be established a definite plan for concluding the Conference and that 
a definite date be set for the final Plenary Session. . . . The Secre- 
tariat, he declared, had been thinking in terms of June 20 as the final 
date. This, Tue Secretary thought, would be most difficult for the 
President, and Tue Secrerary remarked that he had assured the Pre- 
sident that every effort would be made to finish on June 16th. 

. . . Mr. Norrer observed that one absolute conditioning factor 
about which nothing could be done was the need for approval from 
Moscow for all compromises worked out between the Russian position 
and the position of the other nations. Mr. Duties remarked that 
there were still four matters concerning which there was a conflict 
between the position of the U.S.S.R. and the rest of the delegations. 
Senator Connatiy declared that despite the agreement which had 
been reached concerning the veto power among the Big Five powers, 
the discussion was still not finished in Committee IIT/1. It would still 

be necessary to gain acceptance for the Four Power statement of inter- 
pretation. Mr. Witcox remarked that the question was being re- 
ferred to a subcommittee. Tue Smcrerary remarked that he had 
been of the impression that the matter would be referred to the full 
committee for its consideration inasmuch as he had declared definitely
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in the Steering Committee meeting on the previous day that the 

decision of the Big Five should be referred to “the appropriate com- 

mittee”. Mr. Sanpirer observed that the subcommittee was, accord- 
ing to the established procedure, the appropriate body to consider this 
matter. : 

Tun Srcrerary urged that each member of the Delegation must do 
everything within his or her power’to play down the diplomatic defeat, 
which had been suffered by the Russians, and the victory which had 
been won by the United States. The Secretary urged that stress be 

laid on the mutual confidence and faith which had made possible an 
agreement between the conflicting powers. The Secretary declared 

that he had been very much disturbed by the radio and news. reports 
he had heard which had stressed the tragic defeat which had been 
suffered by Russia. The element of conciliation and agreement were 
the items which should be stressed, The Secretary thought. Mr. Mac- 
Leisu declared that that was exactly the line which the press relations 
officers had been following and he declared that Mr. Rockefeller had 
with him a statement which had been released to. the press. SENATOR 
Connatiy observed that, in fact, the compromise had been worked 
out through a process of conciliation and there had actually been no 
decisive victory of one side over the other. Tur Secrerary agreed 

with this observation by Senator Connally. _ | 
ho - SienInG THE CHARTER : 

Tun Secrerary declared that he had been thinking for some time 
about the procedure for signing the Charter, and added that he 
would like to have the opinion of the Delegation on a suggestion 
which he had to offer. Tue Srecrerary thought that provision should 
be made for each delegate of the nations represented to sign the 
Charter instead of having only the Chairmen of the various delega- 
tions ratify the document. Such a procedure he said would have sen- 
timental and historical value. He urged that the Delegation accept 
his proposal that all the delegates be permitted to affix their signa- 
tures to the Charter. This could be done on the afternoon before 
the final Plenary Session. The hours from three to six o’clock could 

be set aside for this purpose and each Delegation could be asked to 
appear at ten minute intervals.. Each delegation would then sign 
en masse. Then on the following day the signed Charter could be 
presented to President Truman. The Delegation agreed unanimously 
to this procedure. ... } | | 

| TITLE OF THE ORGANIZATION. | 

Tue Secrerary asked whether there was any more urgent busi- 
ness. Dean GILDERSLEEVE replied that at the, previous day’s. meeting
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of Committee I/1 the title “The United Nations” had ‘been adapted 
by. acclamation ** after the French ‘delegate had made a stirring 
speech. Mr. Norrer remarked that Dean Gildersleeve had made the 
deciding speech and had done a fine job. (ote - 

PROCEDURE °° | 

. , : EXPULSION. 7 7 

SenaToR CoNNALLY thought that a survey would be necessary of 
those matters which were still open. The position of the United 
States Delegation on these questions should be made clear, he declared. 
Senator Connally reported that in the previous day’s meeting of the 
Executive Committee the United States position hdd been upheld 
and the question of expulsion had been submitted to the ‘Steering 
Committee. This matter, Senator Connally thought, was not a 
vital one and the United States would probably have to concede on it. 
Tue Secretary remarked that. the political officers of the Delegation 
would have to go into action and declared that he himself would be 
willing to meet with anyone whom the political officers ‘thought 

should speak to ‘him in’ the Penthouse. The Secretary reiterated 
that he was willing to speak firmly whenever the politic4l Officers 
thought it was necessary. | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY said that in his opinion the United States 
should recede on the question of expulsion. He pointed out that the 
United States was secure because it had a veto over expulsion pro- 
ceedings. The smaller nations, however, not having the veto, were 
wary of the reinsertion of a provision making expulsion possible. 
REPRESENTATIVE Eaton observed that if the provision were included 

in the Charter making possible involuntary withdrawal, there should 
also be a provision for voluntary withdrawal. ... Mr. Armstronc 
declared that that. morning’s meeting of the subcommittee was likely to 
be important and he expressed the opinion that the matter of with- 
drawal should be connected with the amendment procedure. SeNaTOR 
VANDENBERG declared that he was opposed to the establishment of 
any relation between withdrawal and amendment procedure. He 

declared that if any withdrawal clause were written at all it would 
be better to write a frank clause making withdrawal possible without 

any conditioning factors. | 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom agreed with the position established by 

Senator Vandenberg « few moments previously that if any provision 

8 Doc. 856, 1/1/32, June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 380. 
ibid oe 177, ST/5, May 9, ibid., vol. 5, p. 197, and Doc. 243, ST/8, May 11,
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for withdrawal were. permitted it should be a complete withdrawal 
clause. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that any clause making pos- 
sible withdrawal because of the passage of an unacceptable amendment 

would open the door to other nations but closed it to the United States. 
Mr. Hackworrn thought that any such clause would apply to the 

United States equally. Senator VANDENBERG replied that the United 
States had a veto over amendments and therefore the situation could 
not possibly arise where an amendment would be’ passed which was 
unacceptable to this Government. Therefore the withdrawal pro- 
vision would not apply to the United States. Furthermore SENaTor 
VANDENBERG thought that any specific withdrawal clause would 
destroy the sense of the general statement made by Congressman Eaton 
for inclusion in the records of Committee I/2.° Mr. Duties observed 

that it had been his understanding that the Delegation had agreed to 
settle on the inclusion of an additional statement. to be added to Repre- 
sentative Eaton’s earlier explanation. Mr. RockEre.rer agreed that 
this was the case but pointed out that the Russians had indicated 
a desire to incorporate a specific provision in the Charter. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG declared once more that if any withdrawal clause were 
to be included: in the Charter, it should be a complete withdrawal 
clause. Mr.’ Pasvotsicy thought that if the United Statés. were to 
insist upon this position, it would tie up the Conference and SENATOR 
VANDENBERG replied that in that case he would not include any with- 
drawal clause in the Charter at all. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the 
matter might be settled by the statement prepared by Mr: Dulles for 
addition. to Representative Eaton’s’ earlier statement. Senator 
VANDENBERG said that this was agreeable to him and the Delegation 
agreed to this procedure. oo 

Mr. RocKEFrFiieR asked which committee report would be chosen as 
the appropriate place to include the statement under consideration. 
Mr. Dutxes declared that it would be included in the records of Com- 
mittee I/2 in which Representative Eaton’s earlier statement had been 
made. Mr. Armstrone declared that he hoped he would be able to 
ward off a specific withdrawal clause by this procedure. Tu Srcre- 
Tary observed that it. would be necessary first to consult with the 
Russians. SENATOR CONNALLY declared that he would go along with 

this decision, although he was doubtful as to the force and effect of 

” For statement made by Representative Eaton at a meeting of Committee I/2 
on May 21 (summarized in Doc. 501, I/2/30, May 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, 
p. 73), see minutes of executive meeting of the United States delegation, May 22, 
10 :50 a. m., p. 847. 

At a meeting of Subcommittee I/2/C on May 22, 3:30 p. m., Representative 
Eaton moved that a two-paragraph statement by the delegate of Belgium (Rolin) 
which offered a compromise, recognizing the right of withdrawal in principle 
without incorporating: it in the Charter, be inserted in the report of ‘the rappor- 
teur; the Subcommittee agreed in principle to the insertion. (US I/2/C Doce. 
1; Doe. 529, 1/2/33, May 23, ibid., pp. 87-88.)
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a statement included in the records of Committee I/2. Tuer Srcre- 

TarRY declared that it seemed to be the sense of the Delegation that 
it would go along with this procedure. However, if it did not prove 
acceptable, advisers should report back to the Delégation. Repre- 
SENTATIVE Bioom agreed with this position, but asked whether a state 
which withdrew from the Organization would be able to gain read- 
mission. Tur Secretary declared that such a state could be 
readmitted. Mr. Armstrone observed that the question would come 
up that morning * and asked what course of action he should follow. 
Mr. Norrer replied that Mr. Armstrong should have the formal report 
of the subcommittee held up. Mr. Duxuzs asked whether it would 
not be possible for the question to be removed from Committee I/2 
on the grounds that it was being dealt with by another committee, 
but Mr. Norrer replied that Committee I/2 was the appropriate com- 
mittee. CoMMANDER Stassen thought that Mr. Armstrong should 
attempt to maintain the amendment procedure, with the concession 
of a two-thirds vote for the calling of a revisionary convention. If 
a request were made for a withdrawal provision, Commander Stassen 
suggested that Mr. Armstrong should ask that time be permitted for 
study of the provision. Mr. RockEreLuer agreed with this strategy 
and added that in this way it would be possible to hold a Big Five 
meeting and determine the policy of the larger powers. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

COMMANDER STASSEN declared that the trusteeship committee, Com- 
mittee II/4, was to meet that evening * for the first time in a week. 

Commander Stassen declared that he would not know until a few 
minutes before the meeting that evening whether there would be any 
widening in the area of agreement among the major powers. Com- 
mander Stassen declared that he had told Ambassador Gromyko 

what the position of the United States would be if there was no agree- 
ment before the Committee meeting. Commander Stassen declared 

that this position had been decided upon by the Delegation at a pre- 
vious meeting. Still to be decided among the Big Five were the ques- 
tions of paragraph 5 [of section B] which the Russians wanted to 
delete completely, the language of the Atlantic Charter, “freely ex- 
pressed will of the people” in paragraph B, 2, (6), and the question 
of membership on the Trusteeship Council. 

Tum Secretary suggested that Commander Stassen speak to Am- 
bassadot Gromyko before the meeting that evening. The Secretary 

* Subcommittee I/2/E was expected to consider the question of the right of 
withdrawal on any points raised in discussing the question of voting procedure 
in the revision conference (US I/2/E). 

? Doc. 877, 11/4/35, June 9, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 513.
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thought that the Big Five conversations on trusteeship * should be 
brought to an end:soon. Senator ConNALLY was of the opinion that 
a great deal of personal attention should be paid to Ambassador Gro- 
myko. The Russian Chairman, he declared, had developed an in- 
feriority complex as a result of having to wait for instructions from 
Moscow on every issue. Senator Connally thought that the United 

States could be generous as a result of its victory with respect to vot- 
ing procedure. Senator Connally thought that the United States 
should defer to Ambassador Gromyko whenever it could afford to 
do so. 

Mr. Dunn asked if the Delegation would not agree to authorize 
Commander Stassen to tell Ambassador Gromyko “in a nice way” 
exactly what his position would be if agreement were not reached. 
CoMMANDER StTassEN declared that he had already told Ambassador 
Gromyko the position which this Government would take. Mr. Dunn 
added that he had intended to set a time limit of Monday. Com- 
MANDER STAsSEN thought that it was possible that the strategy of 

the Delegation might fail because Ambassador Gromyko might want 
to make a play on the matter. of self-determination even though he 
might be defeated. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

CoMMANDER STAsSSEN presented to the Delegation The Revised 
United States Redraft of Section A, Paragraph 1 (taking into ac- 
count the Australian revised amendment and the United Kingdom 
Draft Thereof), of June 5, 1945.6* Commander Stassen reported 
that the French had been opposed to the adoption of this new Section 
A. The French had argued that the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals had 
included no provision on dependent territories and the Yalta Agree- 
ment had provided only for consideration of a trusteeship system. 
The present conference, for these reasons, could not consider broad 
principles for all dependent territories. Ambassador Naggiar, had 
called Commander Stassen that morning to indicate the French con- 
cern over the proposed amendment. Ambassador Naggiar had ex- 
pressed the fear that the Filipinos would take up this amendment 
and make an important issue of it. 

“Preliminary consultations on trusteeship by representatives of the Five 
Powers (April 30-June 18). The ninth meeting was held to try to reach agree- 
pent among the Five before the meeting of Committee II/4 scheduled for 

64 Neither the revised United States redraft of section A, paragraph 1 (U.S. 
Und. 82a), nor the Australian revised amendment (U.S. Und. 80), nor the United 
Kingdom draft (U.S. Und. 72) is printed; for text of Australian proposal, see 
Doc. 575, II/4/12(a@), May 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 695; also, for text 
adopted by the Subcommittee on June 1, see ibid., p. 707.
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Secretary STerrinivus declared that: he wanted to interrupt the dis- 
cussion to read a message which he had received from Senator Van- 
denberg’s “friend”, Secretary of the Interror Ickes. The statement 

read as follows: 

“T ask that you advise the United States Delegation that in my opin- 
ion it is vastly important that the United States sponsor a declaration 
of general] policy respecting all dependent territories which will be a 
part of the Charter of the United Nations Organization. Unless we 
do this and unless a declaration is an effective and progressive state- 
ment, we will prejudice our moral and political leadership in the 
world. and particularly with the millions of dependent peoples of 
the world who form an increasingly important segment of world 
opinion and power. } Oo . 

“Specifically, the declaration should reiterate historic commit- 
ments to the rapid political, economic and social advancement of 
dependent peoples to the objective, first, self-rule and second, inde- 
pendence, to the assurance of their basic rights and freedom. 

“T think that it is also of great importance that an effective system 
be provided for reporting to the Organization and to the people of 
the world concerning the administration of the trust which is impled 
in the relation of the dominant country to the dependent areas. Any 
substantial problems which arise from a military necessity to avoid 
disclosure of security information can, I am sure, be met by appro- 
priate language and by qualifications and reservations, and should 
be kept to the minimum really necessary for security purposes.” 

Tur Secretary asked Mr. Taussig whether he wanted to throw any 
light on this situation. He asked Mr. Taussig if Mr. Ickes knew 
anything about this letter which Secretary Stettinius had received. 
Mr. Taussie declared that Mr. Ickes knew that the message had been 
sent and Mr. Taussig added that a situation had developed with 
respect to the position of the United States Navy which Mr. Gates 
might be better suited to explain. 

Vorinc PROCEDURE 

SENATOR CONNALLY declared that he would like to interrupt the 
meeting for a moment because the subcommittee dealing with voting 

questions was going to meet at 11 o’clock that morning. He asked 
whether the Delegation would favor his presenting the Four Power 
interpretive statement and suggesting that it would be unnecessary 
to answer the questionnaire in detail. Senator Connatiy thought 
that the United States should drive through at that time and avoid 
a long involved controversy. Senator Connally thought that the 

Four Power statement could be pushed through. Tue Srcrerary 

Tun y morandum by the Secretary of the Interior to the Secretary of State, 
ne 6. 

* Minutes of second meeting of Subcommittee III/1/B, June 8, not printed.
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thought that this was an acceptable procedure and the Delegation 
agreed unanimously. | 

Tuer Secrerary remarked that he would lke to add a footnote 
to the discussion on voting procedure. The Secretary declared 
that “the ball was now in our court” and it was up to the United 
States to show leadership from that point on, and to throw its weight 
around. SENATOR Connaxty declared that he intended to go beyond 
the presentation of the Four Power Agreement. He intended to 
declare firmly that the United States favored acceptance of the rest 
of the Yalta formula, and he declared that it was his intention to 
tell the small powers that the United States considered the adop- 
tion of the wording of the Charter essential: if it was to join the 
Organization. | 

Mr. Pasvoisky declared that this procedure was acceptable to him: 

He had a brief thirty second report to make to the Delegation and 
Secretary Stettinius gave Mr. Pasvolsky the floor. Mr. Pasvolsky 
declared that the Big Five had held a meeting on the previous eve- 
ning and had made one additional change in the Four Power state- 
ment. The third paragraph, Mr. Pasvolsky declared, had been 
completely unrelated to the preceding paragraph. For this reason 
it had been decided to add the word “further” at the beginning of 
the third paragraph. This would tie in the third paragraph with the 
preceding paragraph, dealing with matters which would be consid- 
ered by procedural voting. The Russians had agreed to this sugges- 
tion. Mr. Pasvolsky remarked that the Four Power-statement. would 
be distributed to the members of the Committee at its meeting that 
morning. He suggested that Senator Connally state that this was 
the interpretation of the Yalta Formula which had been agreed upon, 
and Mr. Pasvolsky thought that there would be no more difficulty. 

THE SecretTArY declared that he would have to leave the meeting 
shortly inasmuch as he had three important meetings before the 10: 30 
session of the Executive Committee. The Secretary declared that 

he had given Senator Connally a copy of the Russian statement 
explaining the Russian agreement on the veto question. The Secre- 

tary hoped that Senator Connally would. read this statement to the 

Delegation. 
| Rerort TO THE PRESIDENT 

Dr. Bowman asked the delegation to consider a question which 
had arisen with respect to the report which was being prepared for 

submission to the President. The authorship and organization of 

the report had been decided adequately, by that time, but there was 

7 For text of statement, see p. 1210. 

723-681— 67-80
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one question which was still bothering the editorial board. It had 
been presumed. by the board that this report was to be submitted to 
Congress by the President and made public. Dr. Bowman wanted 
to know if this was the feeling of the Delegation. Mr. Dunn agreed 
with Dr. Bowman that the report should be prepared in such a way 
that it might be made public at some future date. THe Srcrerary 
declared that he too favored this procedure .. . 

At this point Mr. Hackworru declared that he would have to leave 
and he wanted to report that Committee IV/1 had completed the 
Court Statute at 12:30 the previous evening.® 

SENATOR ConNnALLY urged that the Four Power interpretation and 
the Yalta Formula be made public soon. Srcrerary STETrinius 
declared that the question could not be made fully public soon enough 
for him. Mr. Pasvotsky thought that this should be delayed until 
after the meeting of the subcommittee. [At this point in the evening 
(meeting?), the Secretary, Mr. Pasvolsky, Dean Gildersleeve and Mr. 
Hartley left the meeting. |®° 
CoMMANDER STassEN declared that he was opposed to the Delegation 

making an official secret report to the President. He thought that 
the report should be made by the State Department to the President. 
SENATOR CONNALLY asked why the Delegation should not make this 
report; whether or not it should be public was a matter for the Presi- 
dent to decide. Commanprr Stassen declared that the Delegation 
should not label any report of its own secret because of the fact that 
the Delegation represented the people even though it had been ap- 
pointed by President Roosevelt. Senator Connauiy declared that 
this was not his interpretation. He thought the Delegation was 
appointed by the President and therefore was intended to serve the 
President and represented the people only indirectly. ComMANDER 

STASSEN remarked that he did not think a report could be made to 
the President that the latter should not be free to reveal to the people. 
Commander Stassen declared that he himself would not be a party 
to any secret reports. Dr. Bowman declared that his Committee had 
given a great deal of thought to just this question. The Committee 
agreed with Commander Stassen that no secret report should be sent 
to the President from the Delegation; however, any member of the 
Delegation, any citizen in fact, could make a secret report to the Presi- 
dent. Dr. Bowman thought that any secret materials should be made 
available to the President by the Secretary of State. Dr. Bowman 
asked whether there would be need for a secret report. He wondered 

“ Doc. 864, IV/1/71, June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 13, p. 296. 
*° Brackets appear in the original.
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whether the entire report should not be made by the Delegation. 
Senator VANDENBERG declared that in his opinion there should be 
no Delegation report at all. It should be, he thought, a report by 
the Secretary of State as Chairman of the Delegation. Senator Van- 
denberg declared that he did not want to be confronted at some time 
in the future by a report written by someone else to which Senator 
Vandenberg had become a party. Dr. Bowman agreed that this posi- 
tion was absolutely sound. Senator Connauty thought that any 
report made should concern everything and that it would be impossible 
to submit a partial report to, the President. [At this point, 10:15 
a. m., Senator Vandenberg left the meeting.] ” 

| TRUSTEESHIP” 

CoMMANDER StassENn returned to the question of the revised amend- 
ment to Section A, paragraph 1. He reported that the British and 

French had indicated that they were not willing to accept the part 
of this document dealing with independence. Commander Stassen 

declared that he agreed with the Secretary of the Interior Ickes that 
a United States position should be established, but Commander Stas- 
sen pointed out that this was an international agreement and the 
United States position could not be written into the Charter. Rerrre- 
SENTATIVE Broom thought that Secretary Ickes’ letter should be 
acknowledged and referred to the appropriate committee. 

Mr. Kane remarked that if this amendment, originally presented 
by Australia, were to be pressed by the United States, there were a 
few things which the Navy thought should be taken into account. 
Mr. Kane declared that he was willing to leave the matter to a future 
meeting or to dispose of it entirely at that time. Mr. Kane ordered 
[opined?] that the situation was that Australia favored the amend- 
ment while the French did not. If the Delegation decided not to 
press the Australian amendment, the Navy would be entirely satisfied. 
However, the Navy favored Section A as it appeared in the working 
paper at that time. 
COMMANDER STASSEN expressed the opinion that the Delegation 

should not make any decision until the disputing Departments got 
together and worked out an agreement. The Delegation he declared 
should not act as referee in an interdepartmental dispute. Mr. Kanu 
asked whether it was Commander Stassen’s impression that any de- 
partment had advanced this amendment. He had been of the opinion 
that it had been an Australian proposal. ComMaNDER STAssEN re- 
plied that it would appear that Secretary Ickes’ message indicated a 
difference of opinion between the Department of Interior and the Navy 
Department. ApmiraL Hepsurn agreed that the matter should be 
settled in Washington before the Delegation took any action. 

” Brackets appear in the original.
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Mr. Tavssic reported that he had had a telephone call that morning 
from ‘Mr. Fortas. The latter had been discussing parts g and A 
of Section A, paragraph 1 with Secretary Forrestal and with Mr. Mc- 
Cloy. Opposition had been raised to these clauses by both Mr. Mc- 
Cloy and Mr. Forrestal. However, Mr. Forrestal had expressed 
the hope that an-agreement would be possible some time during the 
day. Mr. Taussig remarked that the War and Navy Departments 

were anxious for the incorporation of some safeguard for the secu- 
rity rights of this country.: ComMMANDER STassEN expressed his ap- 
proval of Mr. Taussig’s remark, but he urged that the Delegation 
should not referee any dispute between the Government. departments. 
He thought that the Delegation should wait until agreement was 
reached by the various departments concerned. | 

Russian STATEMENT ON Voting AGREEMENT 

SENATOR ConNALLY read the statement of the Russian Delegation 
concerning the veto question, as requested by Secretary Stettinius. 
The statement reads as follows: oo : 

“Tt is time that world realizes that. Soviet Union wishes this con- 
ference to be a success and that a real foundation for future security, 
is laid in San Francisco. . We have not fought together‘to win a-war 
and immediately after to lose the peace. Once more we proved our 
sincerity by showing our good will. Our policy has never been in- 
flexible; we know this to be a favorite opinion but it. is completely 
without foundation. If a point is proved to us with which we dis- 
agree and we see and feel that it is based on good will and justified 
desires, we agree to it. ' : 

“Exactly this happened now. You have convinced us and we 
agreed. We shall find solutions to all remaining problems in the 
same spirit of good will and mutual understanding. There has never 
been a desire on our part to handicap this conference in any way. If 
there have been differences it was just as well te air them instead of 
suppressing them and to present outward unity torn by discord inside. 
After all a conference like this with a historic mission would [not ?] 
serve its purpose had there not been differences of opinion resulting 
in final mutual understanding. Today we are more optimistic than 
ever that this conference will not only write a world charter but this 
charter will become the true foundation of a world of peace and 
security. : Se 

“We have often been accused of delaying this conference. But is 
it really delaying it when questions which have to be solved and which 
need discussions and pondering take time before they find form in 
a charter destined to become the foundation of lasting peace? In a 
year’s time or later nobody will remember if the conference lasted four 
or eight weeks. What will be there, however, will be the charter and 
the international organization of the United Nations and this will 
count. We never looked at our watches in San Francisco wondering 
how much longer this conference would last. But we knew that we
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would work out our charter and that nations’ would not leave San 
Francisco empty handed. And this is what counts and is going to 
count in the long run.” 

The Delegation received this statement very favorably. 
The meeting was adjourned at 10: 22 a. m. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min, 18 _ | 

Minutes of the Fighteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 8, 194, 

9:30 p.m. | 

- [Informal Notes] . 

_ [Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (15); United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 

Union (38); China (3); and France (2).] 
Ampassapor Koo opened the meeting at 9:35 p. m., stating that 

Mr. Stettinius was unable to attend and had asked him to serve as 
Chairman. He added that the agenda for the meeting consisted of 
some questions that had been discussed at previous meetings. He 
asked Mr. Armstrong to make a statement on the question of the hold- 
ing of a general conference to review the Charter, since he understood 
that some new developments had taken place in connection with this 

question. oe 
Mr. Armstrone said that this matter had been under discussion in 

the Subcommittee meeting for most of the day.”1 The Subcommittee 
by a vote of nine to six had adopted a provision for the calling of 

a special conference to review the Charter under Chapter XI, which 
specified that the conference must be held within a period of five to 
ten years. He added that in the morning our concession of a three- 
fourths to a two-thirds vote in the calling of the conference had been 
accepted, but that shortly thereafter this other provision was written 
in for the mandatory calling of a special conference. 

Mr. Dutxes asked if definite language had been adopted. Mr. 
ARMSTRONG explained that no specific text had been adopted; but that 
in principle it was agreed that a conference must be held within five 
to ten years. Ampassapor Hatirax said he understood the situation to 
be that the Subcommittee had voted by nine to six that there should 
be a conference within a period of five to ten years. He asked whether 

the two-thirds rule did not hold in the vote of the subcommittees. Mr. 
ArMstrONG replied that unfortunately. the subcommittee was a packed 

Minutes of fourth meeting of Subcommittee 1/2/E, June 8, 10:30 a. m., and 
fifth meeting, 3: 30 p. m., June 8, not printed. .
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committee, In addition to the five powers there were a majority of 
states that were critical of the sponsoring governments’ amendments, 
including Belgium, Costa Rica, and Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. Armstrone added that Australia, Canada, and Ecuador support 
the proposition that, when the conference is called, it should be left 
freedom of choice to determine its own rules of procedure and that 
this freedom should extend to determining the methods of procedure 
for ratification. He indicated that this might very well have the 
effect of eliminating the provision for ratification of amendments by 
the permanent members. Mr. Armstrong stated that in this con- 
nection the Ecuadorian delegate had made the request that the issue 
of withdrawal be considered. It is apparent that a number of the 
Latin American countries have provisions in their constitutions which 

do not let amendments come into effect without ratification of the 
amendments by those countries. These countries, he said, are now 
concerned about the possibility of withdrawal. Mr. Armstrong 
added that withdrawal was raised in connection with the amendment 
process. : 
Ampassapor Harirax asked if the:governments mentioned by Mr. 

Armstrong were asking for a free right to: determine the procedure 
of the conference to review the Charter and also the procedure of 
ratification. Mr. Armstrone and CoLoneL Caren Dunn indicated 

that this was the case. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the 
last proposal mentioned by Mr. Armstrong had been voted. Mr. 
ARMSTRONG replied in the negative. Mr. Tomitnson noted that the 
Austra)ians had proposed a variation of this proposal, that a three- 
fourths vote would be required at the conference to determine the rules 
of procedure and the method by which ratification would take effect. 
This was assumed to bea concession to us. 
Ampassapor Koo pointed out that apparently the committee had 

accepted our concession and then had proceeded to adopt a decision 
for the calling of a conference within five to ten years that would be 
allowed to fix its own rules of procedure and adopt the method by 
which the amendments would come into force. CoLtoNnEL Carpet DUNN 

pointed out that this last provision had not yet been taken. 
Mr. Armstrong said.that just before he had come to this meeting 

he had received a request to postpone tomorrow’s meeting of the 
Subcommittee.”? The Australians wanted to wait until Monday 
pending the question under discussion in Senator Connally’s Com- 
mittee on the veto problem.”? The Australians felt that a decision on 

this matter would affect the decision on amendments. 

2 The sixth meeting of Subcommittee I/2/E was held June 12, 8:30 p. m. 
*% For a summary statement on the status of the work of Committee III/1 

with respect to chapter VI, section C, see Doc. 897, III/1/42, June 10, UNCIO 
pom vol. 11, p. 480; for Australian statement on this subject, see ibid., 

p. .
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Mr. Armstrong said it was quite evident’ that the forces desirous 
of changing the veto provision were concentrating their efforts on the 
problems in his committee. He said they were making a very strong 
argument, and added that we had also made a strong argument. They 
had argued that they could not be asked to go into an organization 
in perpetuity that had all the disadvantages of a dictatorship of the 
Big Five. They said they would have to ask at least that they have 
an opportunity to review the Charter at a certain time. We argued 
that this provision would give the Organization a transitional aspect, 
and tend to make it a temporary organization. We said the proposal 
came at a bad time and would add to the uncertainty of the future of 
the Organization. We were willing to modify the method by which 
the special conference is called, but we do not feel we can go beyond 
that. 

Senator VanpeNnpercg wondered whether the earlier proposal we 
had made, that the calling of a conference be placed on the agenda.of 
the Assembly after ten years, would help the situation now. Mr. 
Armstrong thought that this position had now been overpassed and 
that this proposal by itself would not satisfy the other powers. 
CotoneL Cape, Dunn agreed with Mr. Armstrong’s statement.’ 

_ Senaror Vanpenserc asked whether there was a roll call of the 
vote in the Subcommittee. Mr. Armsrrone stated that the five per- 
manent members'and Norway had voted on one side and that the op- 
position included Brazil, Ecuador, Venezuela, Chile, Mexico, Belgium, 

Canada, and Australia. He indicated that the most active members 
were Canada, Australia, Ecuador, and Mexico. | 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO asked what impression had been caused by 
our proposal for a change from a three-fourths to a two-thirds vote in 
the calling of a general conference. Mr. Armstrone replied that 
this proposal had been well received and had been used as the basis 
for later arguments. We had claimed that it was better to leave the 
calling of the general conference to the discretion of a two-thirds 
vote of the General Assembly rather than to limit the Assembly and 
require that the calling of a conference shall be at a specific time or 
within a specific period of time. | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked if the full committee had been surveyed 

to see how the members on that committee would stand. Mr. Arm- 
sTRONG replied that the situation on the full committee would probably 
be somewhat better than on the Subcommittee. He said Mr. Notter 
had made a survey of the situation and thought that we were just short 
of the votes we would need on the Committee. 

Mr. Duties said it was incredible that we could not block a two- 
thirds vote on this matter. Mr. Armstrone replied that it was diffi- 
cult to get a two-thirds vote for what we wanted. Mr. Dues pointed 
out that the opposition in the Subcommittee would need a two-thirds
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vote of the whole committee. Mr. Armstrone agreed that they would 
need a two-thirds vote for approval of the Subcommittee report. 
Ampassapor Hatirax said the situation was that we had made a 

proposal to change the vote from three-fourths to two-thirds and 

that that had not gotten us very far. Gratitude, he said, does not 
look back. The amendment for the calling of a conference within 
five to ten years had been carried in the Subcommittee. The attack 
now was focused on the method of the ratification of amendments. 
Also, a claim for the rights of withdrawal was being made. On these 
two questions we could expect keen debate. 
Ambassador Halifax thought that if we were thinking of any pri- 

ority in these claims, all our minds would be at one in the feeling that 
the desire to leave the future conference free to determine the proce- 
dure for the ratification of amendments, which would presumably 
-lead to the omission of the provision for the concurrent votes of the 
permanent members, with [was] amore serious demand than the right 

of withdrawal. If indeed the opposition obtained what they wanted 
in the way of a modification of the amendment process, they would 
greatly weaken their own case for withdrawal. The question facing 
us, he said, was whether, if the difficulty continues to develop as-it 
has been developing, we should trade the right of withdrawal in 
order to strengthen our position in opposition to giving the conference 
freedom of action to determine the ratification procedure on amend- 
ments coming from the Conference. If there was any force in his 
argument, he wondered if it would be possible to say: We, the spon- 
soring powers and France are bound to stand firm on the necessity for 
the concurring votes of the permanent members for the coming into 
force of amendments. We realize, however, the difficulty that 
this position evidently creates. Therefore, we should be prepared to 
consider the right of withdrawal in the event that an amendment 
is considered so unpalatable by a state as to change the Charter beyond 
what that state can accept. SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that every- 
thing depended on the wav this matter was done. He asked whether 
the states would be satisfied in the event that the withdrawal provi- 
sion, associated with amendments, was identified in the committee 

‘report rather than in the Charter. Mr. Armstrong replied that pos- 
sibly some of the Latin American states would accept this. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that we had been proceeding on the 

theory that with no barrier to withdrawal in the Charter the right of 
withdrawal was left open. This interpretation would be stated in 
a committee report. If, however, the limited right of withdrawal 
in connection with amendments was written into the Charter, this 
would destroy the earlier theory of a general right of withdrawal. It 
would then only be possible to withdraw from the Organization un-
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der Chapter XI. This would remove the right of withdrawal of the 
permanent members, who, in any event, have to consent to amend- 
ments. This, he said, we could not do. It was possible, he said, to 
include at the end of the committee report a statement to the effect 
that the absence of any express right of withdrawal did not preclude 
the right of a member to withdraw if that member found an amend- 
ment impossible to accept. He said that the right of withdrawal 
could be written into the Charter only if it was a complete right. 
Ampassapor Koo stated that under the suggestion offered by Senator 
Vandenberg there would then be no provision m the Charter for 
withdrawal and withdrawal would be treated on an ad hoc basis. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated: that the agreement would be em-: 
bodied in the committee report, and that his argument was that, if 
a partial right of withdrawal was agreed to in the Charter, the gen- 

eral right of withdrawal would then be destroyed. : | . 
Mr. Armsrrone said he would like an appraisal of the situation 

from the Soviet viewpoint. He said he, Mr. Zarapkin, and Colonel 

Capel Dunn had made very strong statements in committee. He had: 
taken the position that the adoption of a provision giving freedom of 
action to the Conference to decide its rules of procedure would make it 
dificult for us to ratify the Charter. Senaror VANDENBERG said it 
would be practically impossible for. us to ratify the Charter with 
that provision in it. ~~ | 

AMBASSADOR (FROMYKO Said it was clear that some delegations wished 
to provide for the calling of a conference within a certain period of 
time: and. that it was obvious that these delegations considered the 
present Charter as temporary. They wanted to make the Organiza- 
tion temporary, and did not like to listen to logic. Acceptance of 
their proposal would in fact mean that the Charter was a temporary 
document, which is exactly what we are desirous of avoiding at any 
cost. They had also included a proposal that the next conference 
when convoked should adopt provisions which would exclude the 
necessity of unanimity in the adoption of amendments. If this pro- 
posal was accepted and included in the Charter, the document would 
look even more temporary. Ambassador Gromyko said the only 

thing that remains is to stand absolutely firm and try at all costs to 
convince the other delegations that it 1s not in the interests of main- 
taining international peace and security to accept these proposals. 
It is not in the interests of a stable charter which is necessary to 
achieve the maintenance of international peace and security. Only 

on such a stable document can we have a stable organization. 
Ambassador Gromyko commented, with respect to the provision for 

the calling of a conference within ten years, that we had already made 
a concession on the calling of the conference by supporting a two-
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thirds vote. With respect to the adoption of amendments, he said we 
would have to stand on the position of the four-power amendment. 

_ AmBassaDor GRomyYKO said he was not at all certain that the opposi- 
tion would win on their proposals since to win they would have to have 
a two-thirds vote. If they failed to get such a vote, their proposal 
would not be accepted. Ambassador Gromyko thought that it would: 

be possible to win the position he had stated, but he thought it would 
be: well for the representatives on the committee to have the vote post- 
poned so that the question could be considered here again. : : 

' AmpassapDor Gromyko said he would prefer not to make a conces- 
sion at this immediate moment which would “worsen” the Charter. 
He thought that at the next meeting the five delegations should send 
proper representatives to make an explanation of our position and to 
convince the opposition. We should take the position that in the 
interests of all nations we are trying to achieve a stable peace, a stable 
organization on the basis of which we can work. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said with respect to the proposal on with- 

drawal that, as he had said at the last meeting,”* the Soviet Govern- 
ment wished to make a proposal and was convinced that a provision 
would be necessary in the Charter. This provision should not be tied 
up with the question of the unanimity of the five powers but rather 
with the general question of amendments. Rather than draw atten- 
tion to the fact that the five powers would have to agree to any amend- 
ment, the proposal should be tied to the general amendment process. 
AmBassaDor Hatirax said he was not presenting the argument he 

had made for use before the public, but was rather. giving an indica- 
tion of his own thought on the subject. . 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO expressed belief in the value of a provision 

for withdrawal in the Charter. He thought that, if amendments. were 
passed by the five permanent members and a majority of the other 
members of the Organization that were not acceptable to certain mem- 
bers of the Organization, it would be unreasonable and unfounded to 
keep such members in the Organization against their will. The Or- 
ganization should be based on voluntary membership. To force mem- 
bers to stay in would result in the decay of the Organization from 
within. It would not strengthen but rather would weaken the Organi- 
zation. Not to provide for voluntary withdrawal would mean 
keeping members forcibly in the Organization. Ampassapor Gro- 
myYko stated that he had asked the views of the heads of the four dele- 
gations on this proposal at the last meeting. | | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked that he be permitted to read the specific 
language agreed upon without dissent in Subcommittee I/2/C on 

See minutes of the sixteenth Five-Power meeting, June 6, 4:40 p. m., p. 1176.
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May 22. This statement would be included in the committee report.”° 
SENATOR VANDENBERG then read as follows; . oo . 

“The Commission adopts the opinion of the inviting powers that 
the faeulty of withdrawal of the members.should neither be provided 
for nor regulated.. Should the Organization, fulfill its functions in the 
spirit:of the Charter, it would be inadmissible that its authority 
could be weakened by some members deserting the ideal which in- 
spired them when they signed the Charter, or even mocked by aggres- 
sor or would-be aggressor states. = 9° 9 ¢* = 

~ “Tt is obvious, however, that withdrawals or some other. forms of 
dissolution of the’Organization would become inevitable if, deceiving 
the hopes of humanity, the Organization was revealed to be unable 
to maintain peace or could do so only at the expense of law and 
justice. On account of this risk, inherent of all human enterprises, 
the Committee abstains from inserting in the Charter a formal clause 
forbidding withdrawals.” ; 

Senator VANDENBERG indicated that this statement had been agreed 
to in the committee up to this point. He wondered whether the com- 
mittee would be satisfied if, to the above language, was added the 

following statement : an a | 

“The Committee is also: of the opinion that the absence of any ex- 
press right of withdrawal does not preclude the right of any member 
to withdraw if the Charter is changed by amendment in which that 
member has not concurred and which amendment that member finds 
it impossible to accept.” _ oo pe oo 

Mr. Armstrone thought this latter statement would satisfy a num- 
ber of the Latin American states including Ecuador and Brazil. 
Coronsn Carer Dunn thought Belgium also would be satisfied. 
Mr. Armstone wondered whether it would be possible to get the 

right of amendment considered separately from the problem of with- 
drawal. He thought the two should be separated and then perhaps 
the opposition would be weakened. a | 

Ampassapor Harirax stated that so far as the British were con- 
cerned, if the Soviet, French, and Chinese Delegations agreed to ac- 
cept the addition suggested by Senator Vandenberg, the British would 
accept it. Ifthe five powers did agree on this, he said he would have 
thought that, with a united approach, the proposal to put through 
amendments without the concurrent votes of the permanent members 
could be defeated. He said he would bet we could get through this 
proposal if we were united on it. Ampassapor Gromyko asked Sen- 
ator Vandenberg to explain whether the proposal he had just read 
would be included in the report of the Subcommittee only or also in the 

” Doc. 529, 1/2/38, May 28 (UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 86), and Doc. 606, 
1/2/48, May 26 (ibid., p. 120).
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report of the Committee to the Commission. He indicated that. his 
proposal was to put the provision for withdrawal in the Charter. He 
said he would agree with our proposal if it was suggested to include 
in the report of the Subcommittee to the Committee and in the final 
report of the Committee tothe Commission a proposal that a provision 
for withdrawal be included in the Charter. He said he would have 
difficulty, however, if it was intended to substitute a statement in the 
Committee report for a formal provision in the Charter. — — 

_ SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that, if the other four delegations 
agreed, we should stop short of putting a provision for withdrawal in 
the Charter. The difficulty, he said, is this: We have been proceeding 
on the theory that a withdrawal provision would not be included in 
the Charter. We have provided that so long as the Charter was silent 
on the question, withdrawal was not foreclosed. SENATOR VANDENBERG 
said it seemed to him that, if the provision for withdrawal in connec- 
tion with the amendment process was written into the Charter, we 
would have robbed ourselves of the general position for withdrawal. 
He asked Mr. Dulles whether this interpretation was correct. : 

Mr. Duxzes replied that he thought the view was correct, and 
that it represented the view of the American Delegation. According 
to a great body of international law, if a multilateral treaty is silent 
on the question of withdrawal, then the law implies the right of with- 
drawal under extraordinary circumstances. If the treaty deals at all 
with withdrawal a limited right would imply the disappearance of the 
general right. Therefore, if there were in the Charter an express 
right of withdrawal in connection with the amendment process, since 
there would be no implied right if the provision for withdrawal in con- 
nection with the amendment process was included, we would have to 
recognize the fact that the position of the permanent members would 
be less satisfactory than it would be under an implied general right of 
withdrawal, since there would be no opportunity for withdrawal for 
permanent members. Therefore it would be our position, that, if 
there was any withdrawal provision, it should be in a general form 
along the lines that any. state might withdraw on one or two years 
notice. However, because we did not want to raise the whole matter 
of withdrawal, we were attempting to cover the question in the 

Committee report where it would attract less attention. | 
AmpassApor Hauirax asked if the difficulty was that, if the right of 

withdrawal was granted in connection with amendments, this would 
bestow on the non-permanent members a right which the permanent 
members did not have. Would this create political difficulties in the 
United States? Srnatror VANDENBERG said he could speak only for 
himself, but that if this was the situation he would have to go into 
the Senate and say that there was no way for the United States to re-
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tire from the Organization except as an outlaw, regardless of how im- 

possible the circumstances became. He thought this would be fatal 

deficiency. He asked Senator Connally for his views on this matter. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY Said he agreed in part with SenATOR VANDENBERG. 
The proposal would be a difficult one to define and:explain. There 
would be resistance to the idea of joining an Organization if we could 
never extricate ourselves. Senator ConNALLY said this was his per- 

sonal-reaction and that he was not speaking for the Delegation. 
AmpBaAssapor GroMyko asked what the status was of the report on 

withdrawal which Senator Vandenberg had read. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG replied that the full committee had adopted the position on with- 
drawal that he had read earlier,”*°.and he was wondering whether the 

addition of the extra sentence he had proposed would satisfy those 
states looking for some relief., He pointed out that it was the opinion 
of some of the delegates serving on the Subcommittee that the matter 
could perhaps be settled satisfactorily in this way and that it would be 

better to include the statement on withdrawal in the report than in the 

text of the Charter. He felt there would be a fatal difficulty with 
the proposal to include in the Charter a provision on withdrawal 

limited to amendments. - a ae , 
Mr. DrsEAn said he was greatly impressed: with the positions stated 

by the United States, the Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom. 
He thought the situation would be quite impossible if the general con- 
ference to review the Charter had the right to provide for the adoption 
of .amendments without the vote of the permanent members. He 
added that he understood the pressure for the addition of a provision 
for withdrawal. He asked why there was reluctance to subscribe to 
a provision for withdrawal in the Charter if withdrawal was favored. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that there was no real reason against 

a full and frank statement of the general right of withdrawal in the 
Charter. He said he was only expressing his personal point of view, 
but, he did not think such.a general provision would weaken the per- 
manent character of the Organization. Our point was that we would 
not consent to a partial right of withdrawal spelled out in the Charter 
as this would destroy the general right. . | 

AMBASSADOR Koo stated that the immediate question was the line of 

tactics we should pursue the next day.. Mr. Armsrrone said that,.on 

the request of the Australians that debate be adjourned until the 

results were known of the vote on the veto power, the meeting the next 

day had been postponed and debate would be adjourned until Mon- 

day. Senator VANDENBERG said that we confronted two choices: 

either to add an additional sentence to the committee report along 

® Doc. 588, 1/2/34, May 24, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 95.
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the lines he had read earlier or to write a general provision for with- 
drawal in the text of the Charter. 
Ampassapor Hatirax asked if the League of Nations Covenant 

did not include a provision for withdrawal. Ampassapor Hairax 
then read Article 1, paragraph 3: “Any member of the League may, 
after two years’ notice of its intention to do so, withdraw from. the 
League, provided that all its international obligations and all its 
obligations under this Covenant shall have been fulfilled at the time 
of its withdrawal.” This provision for flat withdrawal Dr. Koo 
pointed out was supplemented by the provision in Article 26 that “no 
such amendment shall’bind any Member of the League which signifies 
its dissent therefrom, but in that case it shall cease to be a Member 
of the League.” Ampassapor Koo noted that both voluntary and 
compulsory withdrawal were provided under the League Covenant. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that he had been presenting only 
his personal views, but that he did think he should say that the Ameri- 
can Delegation recommended the addition to the committee report 
of the sentence he had read earlier and that the other comments he 
had made on other proposals were entirely personal. He said he did 
not wish to foreclose other statements by his colleagues. 

Ampassapor Koo indicated that, in view of what had been said 
regarding the difficulty that would be created with respect to the 
right of general withdrawal if the limited right was recognized, he 
thought the proposed sentence to be added to the committee report 
would probably meet the situation. He said this addition might give 
satisfaction since it would induce a feeling that a state could escape. 

SenaTor VANDENBERG remarked that it would be necessary to make 
plain at some time that the five powers cannot accept a provision for 
adoption of amendments that did not include the unanimity of the 
five powers. This, he said was absolutely out—period. AmBAssADOR 
Hauirax said he associated himself with this sentiment. Senator 

VANDENBERG indicated that the position of the United States was that 
to add this sentence to the committee report was the least objectionable 
way of handling the problem. 
Ampassapor Hatirax stated that he was attracted to this statement. 

He did not want to make withdrawal easy and he realized the force of 
what was argued here. On balance, he thought that, if the words sug- 
gested by Senator Vandenberg were added to the Committee report, 
we would have a platform on which we could stand without too much 
difficulty. He hoped that the Soviet Ambassador would feel that his 
essential point was reasonably met so that we could all stand together. 

For a few moments the members of the delegations talked infor- 
mally with one another.
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SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that to include the statement in the 
Committee report would avoid the possible suggestion that this was 
not a permanent institution. He thought we could get everything 
we wanted without including the provision in the Charter. More- 
over, to include the statement in the report would not bring it so much 
to the fore; it would not be an invitation to withdraw, but just a 
safety valve. — : 
AmpassaDor GROMyYKo stated that the question was so important 

that it was worth mentioning in the Charter. It was hext in impor- 
tance to the question of admission and expulsion. He added that, in 
the Soviet view, withdrawal and the amendment provision were 
linked. Mr. Armstrone said he did not wish to get the discussion off 
the subject, but he wanted to make it perfectly clear that the con- 
cessions we were talking about would not meet the principal attack 
by Australia, Canada and New Zealand, and also the Netherlands 
and a number of the South American countries who were bent on 
somehow getting around the permanent veto of the five members. He 
did not think that their argument could be met on this line. They 
would fight their position through the committee, through the com- 
mission, and on to the floor of the plenary session. 
Ampassapor GRoMyYKO asked what would be the opinion of the 

heads of the delegations of any proposal not to tie withdrawal to the 
amendment process, but to include the provision in a general form; 
for example, including in the Charter the right to withdraw for one 
or another reason along the lines of the League of Nations provision. 
He said he was asking this question for clarification. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that he would have to present this 
matter to his Delegation, but that he could say the Delegation had 
already voted against a provision for withdrawal. He did feel that 
the only two alternatives were to do what Ambassador Gromyko had 
just suggested or to follow the procedure proposed by the United 
States Delegation. He asked whether Ambassador Gromyko pre- 
ferred the general provision for withdrawal. Ampassapor GromYxKO 
replied that he preferred mention of withdrawal in the Charter and 
that he was only putting forward this other matter as a question. 
The Soviet proposal, he said, was to include withdrawal in the Charter 
in connection with the amendment process, but that, he added, he was 
ready to study this other proposal. 

Mr. Dersean said it was his personal opinion only, but that he 
thought it was impossible to reserve for the major powers the right 
of withdrawal. This would be to reserve the right to destroy the 
Organization, since the withdrawal of one of the major powers from 
the Organization would end its life.
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Ampassapor Harirax suggested that to clear our minds, without 
taking final positions, he wondered which provision would. be prefer- 
able to the Soviet Ambassador. If it was granted that provision on 
withdrawal should be included in the Charter—should it be a genera] 
right of withdrawal or a right limited to the amendment process? 
AMBASSADOR GromykO stated that his official proposal was that the 
right should be limited, and in connection with the amendment proc- 
ess. He said he had only put the question of the other possibility 
which might be studied. | 
SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that if this Organization: reached 

the point where one major power would not “play ball”, then it was 
better to have a clear-cut divorce of that member from the Organiza- 
tion. A recalcitrant.major power could destroy the entire Organiza- 
tion from within. : : : 
AMBASSADOR Hatirax indicated that we:also should consider, if a 

major power reached the point where it wanted to withdraw, how we 
could prevent it from withdrawing. 
AMBASSADOR Koo stated that this had been a very interesting ex- 

ploratory discussion, that the positions stated had not been final, and 
that he thought it was time to adjourn to think the problem over be- 
fore another discussion was held. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that, in view of Ambassador, Gro- 
myko’s proposal to wait for 24 hours before further discussion in the 
Committee, he thought that another final meeting of this group should 
be held before Monday. Ampassapor Koo suggested that we discuss 
not only the question of withdrawal, but also the other point under 
discussion in the Subcommittee. 
‘After brief discussion on the recommendation of Mr. Armstrong 

it was agreed that the next meeting of the Big Five would be sched- 
uled tentatively for Monday at 11:00 a.m. - 

_ Ampassapor Koo adjourned the meeting at.11:10 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 96: U.S. Cr. Min. 67. - Co 

Minutes of the Siaty-Seventh Meeting .of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 9, 1945, 9: 02 a. m. 

| [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (32) present at meeting. | 
In the absence of Secretary Stettinius, Senator CoNNALLY con- 

vened the meeting at 9:02 a. m. : | : 

| TRUSTEESHIP 

COMMANDER STAssEN declared that he had some good news to report 
on the question of trusteeship. Agreement had been reached the pre-
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vious day 7 on the important outstanding items which had been under 

consideration by Committee II/4. The Big Five had reached agree- 

ment on the questions of membership on the Trusteeship Council, 

paragraph 5, and the use of the language of the Atlantic Charter with 

respect to self-determination. In the meeting ending at 6:30 p. m. 

all three of these questions had been considered, and had then been 
approved by Committee II/4 in the 8 o’clock meeting the same 

evening.” 
ComMANDER SrassEN observed that the only matters which might 

still require consideration were the Australian amendment to Sec- 
tion A, paragraph 1 and a possible Philippine demand that some 
questions be reopened. There was also the possibility of an Egyptian 
amendment. Mr. RockEFE.LeR declared that he had been at the pre- 
vious night’s meeting of II/4 and thought that Commander Stassen 
had done a splendid job. Commanper Strassen declared that he had 
been told before the meeting by two Latin American representatives 
that they wanted to help him on pushing through the Big Five agree- 
ments. Tur Commanper declared that he had been most surprised. 

PREAMBLE : 

‘Dean GILDERSLEEVE reported that personally she was in a difficult 
situation with respect to the Preamble. Someone had submitted to 
the press a draft which had been agreed upon by Committee I/1" 
and had attributed it to Marshal Smuts and Dean Gildersleeve. Dian 
GILDERSLEEVE declared that, as a professor of English, she protested 
against having this draft attributed to her. Mr. Pasvorsxy remarked 
that the Coordination Committee had decided to discuss the Preamble 
after it had completed its business with respect to the other matters 
on the agenda. Mr. Pasvousky assured Dean Gildersleeve that the 
Preamble would be revised. 

{ Here follows discussion of a question of procedure. ] 

Soviet PRoposaL FOR A WITHDRAWAL PROVISION 

_ Senator VANDENBERG reported to the Delegation that Lord Halifax 
had called him that morning and had indicated that, after studying 
the Russian proposal that provision be included in the Charter for 
withdrawal, the British had decided that they would prefer the addi- 
tion of a sentence making clear the right of a State to withdraw from 
the Organization if an amendment were passed which it could not 

7 At the ninth Five-Power preliminary consultative meeting on trusteeship, 
June 8,5: 30 p. m.; minutes of meeting not printed. 

8 See Doc. 877, 11/4/35, June 9, UNCIO Documents, vol 10, p. 518. 
® For draft preamble, see Doc. WD 62, I/1/A/18, May 31 (ibid., vol. 6, p. 694) ; 

for report of rapporteur, Subcommittee I/1/A, to Committee I/1, June 5, see Doe. 
785, 1/1/28, June 5 (ibid., p. 358) ; and for report on consideration of the pre- 
aaGs) Committee I/1, June 5, 8:30 p. m., see Doc. 817, 1/1/31, June 6 (ibid., 

723-681—67——-81
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accept. Lorp Hautrax declared that the British would prefer such a 
course of action to the addition of a statement making this position 
clear in the report of Commission I. The British, Lord Halifax had 
declared, were opposed to a general withdrawal provision, but Lord 
Halifax had indicated that the British understood why the United 
States could not accept a partial withdrawal provision. 

Mr. Dutuzs asked whether it was thought that the Latin American 

States would accept a provision for total withdrawal, and Mr. 
RocKEFELLER replied in the affirmative. Mr. Dutuzs said that he 
could not understand why Ambassador Gromyko could press for such 
a clause. Mr. Armstrone declared that Ambassador Gromyko’s posi- 
tion had been to support having a clause linking withdrawal to 
amendments but that he had announced that he would accept a general 
withdrawal provision. Mr. Pasvoisxy declared that he was also un- 

able to understand the motives underlying this Russian position, but 
he was certain that there was something behind it. Mr. Hickrerson 
remarked that the Russians were probably favoring a complete with- 
drawal clause because it was the popular position to take at that time 
in view of the probably strong support which such a proposal would 
gain. Mr. Armsrrone felt that the Russians were willing to support 
a general withdrawal clause because the smaller states would have 
more to gain than the United States. Senator VANDERBERG thought 

that the Delegation should be prepared with a position if Ambassador 
Gromyko were to stand pat on a position opposing the inclusion of 
a statement in the report of the Commission and were to support 
instead a clause similar: to that in the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. SrnatTor ConNALty observed that to oppose any such pro- 
posal by the Russians would have the effect of neutralizing any state- 
ment which might be incorporated in the report of the Commission. 
Dr. Bowman agreed with Senator Vandenberg that the United States 
should prepare an answer in view of the fact that this Government 
would undoubtedly have to meet the argument that internal decay 
would result if too many States were desirous of withdrawing from 
the Organization and were not able to do so. 

Mr. Hackworts thought that there was another consideration. If 
such a statement were to be included in the report of the Commission, 
Mr. Hackxwortu observed, it would not be much different in practical 
effect from incorporating the wording in the Charter itself. In- 
corporation of an interpretative statement in the Commission’s report 
would not stop much short of actual phraseology in the Charter, 
Mr. Hacxworru thought. Mr. Dutixs was of the opinion that there 
was an important difference between the two procedures. If a clause, 
similar to the withdrawal provision in the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, were to be incorporated in the Charter, it would make
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possible withdrawal by any nation at any time it wanted. The in- 
tention had been originally to make possible withdrawal from the 
Organization only on adequate grounds. As a result of the interpre- 
tative statement which Representative Eaton had incorporated in the 
records of Committee I/2,®° there was no right of withdrawal unless 
the Organization should fail to fulfill its functions adequately. If 
the Organization were to become an instrument of oppression or were 
to fail in its function of preserving peace, then a state should have the 
right to withdraw. This intention, however, which had been em- 
bodied in Congressman Eaton’s statement could not be phrased in 
League language suitable for inclusion in the Charter. Mr. Hacx- 
wortH thought that there was a question raised by this condition 
imposed by Mr. Dulles. Mr. Hackworru wanted to know who would 
be authorized to decide when a state had just grounds to withdraw 
from the Organization. Mr. Duuuzs did not think that this question 
was really relevant. The great difference was a psychological one, Mr. 
Dutizs declared. Mr. Hickerson remarked that Mr. Dulles’ posi- 
tion fell short of the demands of the small states for a complete 
withdrawal clause, in view of their objections to the amendment pro- 
cedure which was to be subject to the veto power of the major powers. 

Mr. Duties observed that Mr. Rockefeller had made certain that 
the Latin American Governments would accept a withdrawal clause 
which was tied to the question of amendment, by which a state could 
withdraw from the Organization, if an amendment, to which a member 
state could not adhere, were passed in accordance with the constitu- 
tional processes established for the Organization. Mr. Armstrrone 
declared that it had been his impression that a number of the Latin 
American countries had not been in favor of.a universal withdrawal 
clause. Mr. RockEre.ter remarked that Ecuador for one had reversed 
its position because of the major powers’ insistence on retention of 
the veto over the ratification of amendments. : 7 | 

CoMMANDER STassEN expressed the opinion that the matters of 
withdrawal, expulsion and suspension, and amendment procedure 
constituted one complete picture, and Commander Stassen thought 
that these interrelated items should be considered as part of a whole. 
Commander Stassen thought that the Delegation should write in a 
qualified withdrawal clause; urge maintenance of the veto over rati- 
fication of amendment; and set no date for a revisionary convention. 
Commander Stassen declared that he had given considerable thought 
to this question of a revisionary convention, and he was opposed to 
setting a date because the drive for a special date was spearheaded 
by those nations which seemed to think that the Charter was inade- 

* For text of statement, see minutes of meeting of the United States delega- 
tion (executive session), May 22, 10:50 a. m., p. 847.
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quate. ComMaNDER Strassen thought that it would be impossible to 
attempt to force through an amendment procedure whereby the per- 
manent members of the Security Council would have the power of 
veto or to press for inclusion of provisions for expulsion and sus- 
pension in the Charter, unless provision were made for withdrawal. 
Commander Stassen thought that a clause permitting withdrawal 
if the Organization should fail in its functions should be included 
inthe Charter. Mr. Dutzszs agreed that the right to withdraw should 
be qualified by a reference to the inability of the Organization to 
perform its functions adequately or to a situation whereby the Orga- 
nization should become an oppressive agency. CoMMANDER STASSEN 
declared that he could see no real difference between the inclusion 
of such a provision in the report of the Commission or in the Charter 
itself. Commander Stassen reported that it was his understanding 
that Representative Eaton’s statement for inclusion in the record 

of Committee I/2 8! had been defeated. 

SENATOR ConNALLY was of the opinion that the Delegation would 
not be facing the issues if it were to favor inclusion of an interpre- 
tative statement in the report. Senator Connally said that his per- 
sonal opinion was that there should be a specific provision in the 
Charter for the right of withdrawal. Any member, Senator Con- 
nally declared, should have the right to withdraw from the Orga- 
nization, if it so desired. Senator Connally pointed out that if a 
nation did not want to belong to the Organization, it could not be of 
much assistance in carrying out the functions of the Organization. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE remarked that as a result of the discussion the 
previous evening there seemed to be a strong case for including in 
the Charter a general provision for withdrawal. SmnatTor VANDEN- 
BERG announced that he was also in favor of Senator Connally’s posi- 
tion and declared that he had supported a general withdrawal clause 
since the preliminary conversations held in Washington. The situa- 
tion, SENATOR VANDENBERG thought, would be indefensible without 
such a provision. Srnator Connatty asked who would be the respon- 
sible authority to determine when extraordinary circumstances existed 
which would make possible withdrawal from the Organization. Mr. 
Hacxkwortu thought that the Organization would suffer in prestige if 
any nation were to withdraw. | 

Senator VANDENBERG declared that, if he wanted to defeat the 
Organization, he could think of no better phraseology: to criticize than 
the two paragraphs proposed by Senator Rolin for inclusion in the 
report of Commission I. These two paragraphs read as follows: 

* For text of recommendation of the subcommittee (May 23) as adopted by 
Committee I/2, see Doc. 606, 1/2/48, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 122.
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“The Commission adopts the opinion of the inviting powers that 
the faculty of withdrawal of the members should neither be provided 
for nor regulated. Should the Organization fulfill its functions in 
the spirit of the Charter, it would be inadmissible that its authority 
could be weakened by some members deserting the ideal which inspired 
them when they signed the Charter, or even mocked by aggressor or 
would-be aggressor states. 

“Tt is obvious, however, that withdrawals or some other forms of 
dissolution of the Organization would become inevitable if, deceiving 
the hopes of humanity, the Organization was revealed to be unable 
to maintain peace or could do so only at the expense of law and justice. 
On account of this risk, inherent to all human enterprises, the Com- 
mittee abstains from inserting in the Charter a formal clause forbid- 
ding withdrawals.” 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that failure to include a provision 
for withdrawal in the Charter of the Organization was a confession 
of instability and would be an indication that the sponsoring govern- 
ments were afraid to allow the Organization to be composed of free 
agents. Mr. Hackworrs declared that he too favored the adoption 
of a general withdrawal clause, and he asked the members of Congress 
present at the meeting how Congress would react if faced by a de- 
fective piece of legislation. Mr. Hackwortu wondered if Congress 
would cover up by making a statement in the report of the committee 
involved. Senator Connauzy declared that any statement included 
in the report of Commission I recognizing the right of a state to with- 
draw under certain circumstances would not have any legal validity. 
Mr. Dutizs pointed out, however, that there was no prohibition of 
this right in the Charter. Senator Connauy thought that neverthe- 
less there should be included in the Charter a provision permitting a 
State to withdraw. Srnaror Connatiy was of the opinion that it 
would be impossible to force a State to do anything which it did not 
want todo. _ 

SENATOR VANDENBERG attempted to point out how ridiculous it 
would be to attempt to meet this problem by including a statement in 
the report of the Commission. Senator VANDENBERG demonstrated 
for the delegation what might occur if, at a public meeting, someone 
were to ask whether the United States were free to withdraw from 
the Organization. Senator VAaNDENBERG declared that he could only 
answer by referring to the two paragraphs proposed by Senator Rolin, 
and he read these two paragraphs to the Delegation with a great dis- 
play of emotion and with an outburst of histrionics. The Delegation 
greeted Senator Vandenberg’s exhibition with applause. 

Sunator Connaty pointed out that at the previous night’s meeting 
Senator Vandenberg had urged that the Russians accept Senator 
Rolin’s statement. Dran Giuprrstzrve observed that everyone on
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the Delegation seemed to be in favor of accepting a general with- 
drawal clause, and Mr. Hackxworrnu remarked that there seemed to 
have been an overnight reversal of opinion. Senator CoNNALLY 
pointed out that in the League of Nations there had been two provi- 
sions for withdrawal, one connected with the amendment procedure 
and the other a straight withdrawal clause providing for only two 
years’ notice.2?, Mr. Dutxzs noted that Germany, Japan and Bolivia, 
among others, had withdrawn from the League. Russia had been 
expelled. Senator Connatuy declared that the matter of withdrawal 
was a fundamental issue, and he thought that the Delegation should 
meet it squarely by proposing a general withdrawal clause. Dr. Bow- 
MAN declared that he was in agreement with this position and sup- 
ported explicit mention of the right of withdrawal in the Charter of 

the Organization. 
Mr. Armstrone declared that he thought there were two points 

which should be made. The first was that the five power position had 
been that there should not be a withdrawal clause. For this reason, 
the United States would be on the right side of the argument if it 
were to stand on the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. The second point 
that Mr. Armstrong wanted to make was that the British were op- 
posed to a general withdrawal clause. Mr. Armstrong observed that 
the Russian position involved a change in the previously accepted 
stand of the five major powers. Furthermore, Mr. Armstrong de- 
clared, Senator Vandenberg and Mr. Dulles had argued strongly 
against a withdrawal provision at the previous night’s meeting. SEN- 
ATOR VANDENBERG pointed out, however, that he had argued against 
a limited withdrawal and not against a general clause. REpresENTA- 
tive Eaton thought that to attach a withdrawal provision to the ques- 
tion of amendment would be a “complete flop.” Representative 
Eaton agreed with Senator Connally and Senator Vandenberg that 
the issue should be faced squarely and that a plain withdrawal 
clause should be included. The only question, Representative Eaton 
thought, was how this should be accomplished, inasmuch as there 
appeared to be division among the major powers. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy observed that his position had steadfastly been one 
of opposition to the withdrawal clause. In his opinion it was not 
a good idea because it would weaken the Organization. Mr. Pas- 
volsky had favored the solution provided by the addition of the state- 
ment, concerning the right of any State to withdraw if it could not 
accept an amendment, to the statement that had already been incor- 
porated in the record of Committee I/2 by Representative Eaton. 

Art. 1(3) and Art. 26(2) of the Covenant of the League of Nations.
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Mr. Pasvorsky thought, however, that the statement suggested by 
Senator Rolin was “a monstrosity”. Rather than accept this mon- 
strosity, Mr. Pasvolsky said he would favor a withdrawal clause, 
but Mr. Pasvolsky pointed out that it would be impossible for the 
Delegation to support such an amendment without obtaining the au- 
thorization of the President. Mr. Duties remarked that the Presi- 

dent had stated his position as opposing United States support of a 
general withdrawal clause in a message which he had sent to the Sec- 
retary. Senator ConNALLy said that in any event the Delegation 
would have to wait for the Secretary before it could make any final 
decision. CommAnpEr Strassen declared that the other questions 
which were related, such as amendment, should be considered also. 
Commander Stassen thought that an over-all agreement should be 
obtained among the small powers. Mr. Pasvotsxy urged, however, 
that the United States could not join the Organization unless it had 
the power to control amendments. Mr. Armsrrone declared that 
he had-made a statement to that effect in the meeting of Committee 

1/224 Mr. Evatt had seemed surprised and as a result had asked 
for a postponement of the subcommittee meeting in order that he 
might devote further study to the situation. Mr. Pasvotsxy declared 
that Mr. Evatt could not have been surprised because he had been 
informed of this position of the United States several times. Com- 
MANDER STASsEN declared that there was a most peculiar situation in 
that subcommittee. This committee was composed exclusively of all 
those States which had proposed critical amendments, plus the major 
powers.> ComManpDER STassen pointed out that on the question of 

representation of the permanent members of [on] the Trusteeship 
Council, Australia and Egypt had been opposed ; but when Command- 
er Stassen had used strong tactics the measure had been carried by a 

8 Text of the President’s message to the Secretary of State not found in De- 
partment files. The delegation’s attitude that there should be no explicit. pro- 
vision in the Charter either prohibiting the right of withdrawal or providing for 
voluntary withdrawal was first set forth in a statement by Representative Eaton 
to Committee I/2 on May 21; for text, see Conference Series No. 71: Charter of 
the United Nations: Report to the President on the Results of the San Francisco 
Conference by the Chairman of the United States Delegation, the Secretary of 
State, June 26, 1945 (Department of State publication No. 2349), p. 47. 

* At the June 8 meeting of Subcommittee I/2/H, in course of discussion of a 
Mexican proposal concerning the method of voting in the revision conference and 
the way in which amendments adopted by it would enter into force, Mr. Arm- 
strong stated that if there were any possibility that a revision conference were 
to change the responsibility of the major powers, and if a proposal for a revision 
conference which permitted such a change were to be placed in the Charter, it 
would prevent ratification by the United States (US I/2/H, Doc. 5, June 8, 
3:30 p.m.). The Canadian delegate (Pearson) proposed that no vote be taken 
on the proposal under discussion because of the statement of the United States 
delegation and because this question was so closely tied to withdrawal; it was 
agreed that the Subcommittee proceed with the discussion of withdrawal at its 
next meeting. — 
- Doc. 683, 1/2/48, May 29, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7) p. 156.
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vote of 32 to 5.86 Mr. Duis agreed with Commander Stassen’s re- 
marks concerning the composition of the subcommittee and urged that 
the matter be brought before the full committee as soon as pos- 
sible. Mr. Armstrone agreed and thought that, in addition, every 
effort should be made to have the heads of delegations attend the meet- 
ing of the full committee which was to consider withdrawal and 
amendments. In this way better consideration of the matter could 
be insured. ComMMANDER STASSEN agreed that the senior delegate of 
each delegation should be present at this meeting. Senator Con- 
NALLY asked Mr. Dulles to consider a possible situation which might 
arise out of the adoption of the statement to be included in the report 
of the Commission. Senator Connatiy thought that some country 
might in the future plead extraordinary conditions as a justification 
for its withdrawal from the Organization. Senator ConNALLY asked 
what would be the situation if the Organization were to disagree with 
the position of such a government. Mr. Duutxzs declared that under 
the circumstances outlined by Senator Connally the nation in ques- 
tion could withdraw from the Organization unless the other mem- 
bers were prepared to use force to keep it in the Organization. Sxrn- 
ATOR CoNNALLY pointed out that this had been the situation with re- 

spect to the United States Constitution, and Mr. Duties thought it 
might be the wisest course in the long run. Senator ConNALLY 

pointed out that this was not made clear in the statement to be added 

to the Committee report. | 
Mr. Pasvotsxy declared that the real problem was not whether 

a state had the right to withdraw from the Organization. Mr. Dulles 

was correct in his interpretation, Mr, PasvotsKy thought. The im- 
portant matter, in Mr. Pasvousxy’s opinion, was the terms or condi- 

tions under which a state might withdraw. Mr. Pasvortsky pointed 

out that the proposed Organization differed from the League of 

Nations in a number of respects, and for this reason it could not be 

For text of paragraph B, 11 of the working paper (Doc. 323) considered at 
the June 8 meeting of Committee II/4, see Doc. 877, I1/4/35, June 9, ibid., vol. 
10, p. 516. The Australian delegate raised objection to the automatic inclusion 
of the members of the Security Council on the Trusteeship Council; the Egyptian 
delegate expressed fear of the “encroachment” of the Security Council on ordi- 
nary trusteeship questions. The Soviet Union had objected to the original word- 
ing of paragraph 11, providing for a Trusteeship Council divided equally between 
representatives of administering powers and those elected by. the General As- 
sembly, leaving it to chance whether the permanent members of the Security 
Council should also be members of the Trusteeship Council. Commander Stas- 
sen argued at the June 8 meeting that the permanent members of the Security 
Council resembled the administering states in that they were interested parties 
and that the peoples of the trust territories would be better protected if, half the 
seats on the Trusteeship Council were held by elected members. The Egyptian 
proposal to amend paragraph 11 of section B(c) to read “. . . so that the total 
number of representatives-is equally divided between elected and non-elected 
states” was lost 31-8: the remainder of the amendment proposed by Commander 
Stassen was passed unanimously, and paragraph 11, as amended, was adopted 
38-2 (Doc. 877, 11/4/35, June 9, ibid., p. 517).
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assumed that the same provision for withdrawal would be acceptable 
with respect to the present Organization as had been adequate for 
the League of Nations. For example, Mr. Pasvorsky urged, the 
United Nations Organization would have the authority to take action 
with respect to non-members of the Organization. This had not 
been the case with respect to the League of Nations. Therefore, the 
inducement to withdraw from the proposed Organization would not 
be so great as it was under the League of Nations. Under the League 
a nation could withdraw from the Organization and would by that 
action remove itself from.the authority of the League in all matters. 
Under the proposed Charter, non-members of the Organization might 
be in a less advantageous position than had been the case under the 
League. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that he favored an addition to 
Representative Eaton’s statement in the record of Committee I/2. 
In this way, the terms and conditions governing withdrawal from the 

Organization would have to be settled according to the circumstances 
attendant upon each situation as it might arise. 

Mr. Hacxeworrn asked what would be the solution if the right of 
a state to withdraw were denied by the Organization and that state 
were then to declare that it would not cooperate with the Organiza- 

tion in its operations. Mr. Pasvotsxy declared that in such cases 
the state concerned should be suspended or expelled from the Organ1- 
zation but: should not be permitted to withdraw. of its own volition. 
Mr. HackwortH remarked that the state would still be out of the 
Organization. Mr. Hackworts observed ‘that, if no provision were 
made: for withdrawal, the result might be to close the door to a number 
of nations with respect to joining the Organization. Mr. HackwortH 
agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky’s interpretation that some functions of 
the Organization, especially peaceful settlement, would apply to all 
nations regardless of their status as members of the Organization. 
Mr. Armstrona remarked that he had been asked at one time by a 
Norwegian Delegate whether he could explain the advantage 
which a small state would derive from joining the Organization. 
Mr. PasvousKy replied that a small state would be able to partici- 
pate in the decisions of the Organization. Mr. Armstrone remarked 
that the reply to that was that the small states could participate in 
the discussions but not in the decisions. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that 
this was not accurate, in as much as the small states would partici- 
pate in the decisions taken by the General Assembly. Furthermore, 
he declared they would be able to participate in a revisionary. conven- 
tion to amend the Charter. Mr. Hackworrs added that there was 
always theipossibility that a small state would receive a seat on the 
Security Council. a 

_ Mr. Pasvortsxy suggested a procedure for the Delegation to follow. 
He thought that an attempt should be made to draft a withdrawal
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clause. This clause should then be submitted to the Secretary for 
approval. The Secretary, he declared, would have to have a specific 
proposal to place before the President in order to get the President’s 
decision on the matter. It would be.for the Delegation, Mr. Pas- 
votsKyY thought, to make up its mind as to whether or not it wanted 
to adopt the League phraseology or whether it wanted to frame some- 
thing new. Mr. Pasvousxky reiterated that the important matter was 
the terms or conditions under which a state might withdraw from 
the Organization. Mr. Pasvotsxy thought that, if there were to be 
a specific clause in the Charter of the Organization, these terms must 
be stated specifically. However, if it were decided to make an inter- 
pretative statement in the record of Committee I/2 or in the report 

of Commission I, these terms should be left indefinite for future 
decision. SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed the opinion that the Dele- 
gation would be starting “a six weeks’ dog fight” if an attempt were 
made to spell out the terms and conditions of withdrawal. He thought 
that the League language should be adopted. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed 
out that even the simple language of the Covenant established some 
conditions for withdrawal. Mr. Pasvotsky implied that:‘lack of 
specific conditions was.a condition in itself. Mr. Pasvotsky said 
the question for the Delegation to decide was whether the conditions 
of the Covenant were adequate for the new Organization. Rrpre- 
SENTATIVE Boom observed that the League Covenant provided that 
a state could withdraw. from the League of Nations two years after 
filing notice of its intention to withdraw, provided that it had fulfilled 
its obligations under the Covenant. Coneressman Broom thought 
that the Delegation should decide whether or not it wanted a clause 
providing for withdrawal from the Organization and then Mr. Pas- 
volsky could prepare a draft for consideration. Mr. Armstrone 
asked whether such a proposal would be “put forward” by this Dele- 
gation. Mr. Pasvotsxy replied that the clause drafted would be one 
which the United States was willing to support. Mr. Pasvotsxy 
thought that. the United States should avoid making any proposal 
itself. S=NaTOR VANDENBERG thought that such a clause should be 
part of a total settlement, and CommANDER Strassen agreed that the 
Delegation should present a three or four point program. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY outlined the four points which should be included in such a 
program as follows: (1) Voting, (2) Amendment, (3) Withdrawal, 
and (4) Expulsion. The Delegation agreed with this interpretation. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom stated that he approved of this program on 
the basis which Commander Stassen had proposed, that withdrawal 
should be part of a broad program. The Delegation authorized Mr. 
Pasvolsky to draft a withdrawal provision. 

Mr. Sanpirer declared that the original intention had been to satisfy 
the demands of the smaller powers. Mr. Sanpirer added that it was
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his understanding that some of these nations were opposed to a general 
withdrawal clause. Mr. Norrer observed, however, that the smaller 
nations had switched their positions. Mr. Dues remarked that a 
few weeks previously he had circulated a draft withdrawal clause,*” 
and he called the attention of the Delegation to this fact. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY suggested that Mr. Sandifer should be responsible for pre- 
paring the draft clause, and it was agreed that Mr. Sandifer should 
work in cooperation with Mr. Dulles and Mr. Armstrong in the prep- 
aration of such a clause. 

Mr. Armstrone declared that the focus of opposition would be 
the question of a revisionary convention. The small states seem to 
favor very strongly that a revisionary conference should have the 
right to fix its own rules of procedure, including the method of rati- 
fication. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the United States would have 
to oppose any such suggestion. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that 
he could not believe that there would be any further opposition if the 

United States were to declare emphatically that it could not accept 
such a provision. COMMANDER STAssEN urged that it was essential 
that the Australian and Belgian insurrection be brought to an end. 
CoMMANDER STAssEN declared that representatives of these two gov- 
ernments had been saying, unofficially, in cloakrooms and similar 
meeting places, that the Charter was inadequate and that their gov- 
ernments could not join the Organization unless adequate provision 

were made for revision. CoMMANDER Srassen told the Delegation 
that he had told these gentlemen that if they were unable to accept 
the Charter they should not remain in San Francisco, rather than spoil 
it for everyone else. Furthermore, Commanprr Srassen declared 
these two delegations were circulating misrepresentations of the 
Charter. CommaAnpErR STassEn thought that it was important to hit 
these two governments hard, and in order to do this he thought that 
a complete program would be necessary. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that 
a provision for withdrawal would weaken the Organization. SrEn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG remarked that he was not so sure of that. 

Mr. RockeFretter thought that it would be helpful if the Delegation 

could give him some indication of the points on which it would want 
the Latin American delegates to withdraw. If he had such an indi- 
cation, Mr. RockEFe.urr thought that he and Mr. Hickerson and the 
other political officers could work on the smaller countries over the 

weekend. 
Mr. Norrer thought that the point made earlier in the meeting 

that discussion of this question should be undertaken in the full com- 
mittee, rather than in the sub-committee, should be examined by the 
Delegation. Mr. Norrer pointed out that there was no possibility 

* Wor text of Mr. Dulles’ draft statement, see minutes of the meeting of the 
United States delegation, June 1, 6:04 p. m., p. 1056.
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of convincing any of the other delegates on the sub-committee, and . 
added that if this question were considered there first, it would be 
necessary to repeat the same arguments in the full committee.' Repre- 
ENTATIVE Broom wondered whether it would be possible to bring 
the Latin American countries into line, and Mr. Rockers ier said 
he thought this could be accomplished. Mr. Rockrre.uer pointed out 
that this Government had not presented any proposal to the Latin 
Americans, and hence, had not been able to force them to recede from 
their position. SENATOR VANDENBERG agreed that if a proposal were 
made which would meet some of the Latin American objections, the 
Latin Americans would come over. Mr. Armstrone asked Mr. 
Rockefeller whether, in the latter’s opinion, a clause making provision 
for withdrawal from the Organization would satisfy the Latin Ameri- 
cans. Mr. Rockereiier said that this would depend upon the re- 
mainder of the program offered them. 

CoMMANDER STAssEN declared that he thought the Delegation should 
suppose [support?] the following program: 

1. Support the insertion of a provision for withdrawal. 
2. Support the reinsertion of provisions on expulsion and 

suspension. 
8. Stand firm on a non-procedural vote for the ratification of 

amendments. 
4. Support the provision which would place the question of calling 

a revisionary conference on the agenda of the General Assembly 
during the tenth year after the coming into effect of the Charter. 

CoMMANDER STASSEN thought that if agreement could be obtained 
among the major powers on such a program, it would be possible to 
wind up the business in short order. Mr. RocKEre.ier indicated his 
agreement with this position and declared that, although there would 
probably be some opposition, he was certain it could be handled. Mr. 
Hickxerson thought that the question could not be settled over the 
week-end because of the need for obtaining the President’s approval. 
He agreed with Mr. Rockefeller that a good deal of the opposition 
arose out of the inability of this Government to offer a program thus 
far. He thought that until such a program could be agreed upon, 

this Government should just make it clear that the United States 
could not join the Organization unless it were able to control the 
amendments which might be passed. He agreed that Commander 
Stassen’s proposal was a good one. Mr. RockErerier asked whether 
the Delegation accepted Commander Stassen’s four points. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN declared that final acceptance could not be achieved 
at that time, and Senator ConnaLLy agreed that this was true, In view 

of the Secretary’s absence.
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Mr. Sanpirer referred to Commander Stassen’s earlier statement 
and reported that Representative Eaton’s statement, to be added to 
the record of Committee I/2, had been approved by that Committee 
on May 23rd. However, it had not been approved, as yet, in the Rap- 
porteur’s report for Commission I. Senator Connatty thought that 
if a withdrawal clause were not inserted in the Charter, but were in- 
cluded in a committee report, the ultimate effect would be the same. 
Since this was true, SENaToR CoNNALLY could see no reason why it 
should not be formally incorporated in the Charter, to give legality 
to the right to withdraw. Mr. Hackwortu agreed that if this matter 
were settled by reference to the right of withdrawal in a committee 
report, it would be declared that the Conference was too weak to 
face the issue and had to resort toinnuendo. Mr. Duxzss declared that 
the essence of the matter would not be the report; the important fact 
was that the Charter was silent on the issue. Mr. Dunues pointed 
out to the Delegation that the United States Constitution also was 
silent on the matter of withdrawal. He asked the Delegation whether 
it considered the Constitution to be a pusillanimous document for 
this reason. 

Pusiic ATTENDANCE AT GENERAL ASSEMBLY MEETINGS 

WITHDRAWAL 

Mr. SANpIFER asked if Mr. Armstrong, Mr. Dulles and the other 
members of the Delegation would cooperate with him in drafting a 
clause on withdrawal. Mr. Rockereiter asked what position he 
should take in facing the Latin American Governments, and Mr. Hicx- 
ERSON suggested that Mr. Rockefeller should stress that the United 
States could not join the Organization unless it had a veto power over 
amendment procedure. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:10 a. m. 

500.CC/6-945 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. O. Benjamin Gerig, Member 
of the Umted States Delegation 

[San Franotsco,] June 9, 1945. 
Participants: The Secretary of State; Commander Stassen; Mr. 

Gerig. 

Subject: The Proposals of the Soviet Delegation Concerning 
Trusteeship. 

Commander Stassen told the Secretary that he and Mr. Gerig had 
just had a conversation with Ambassador Gromyko and Mr. Novikov
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of the Soviet Delegation,®** in which the latter said that they could 
support.the trusteeship document provided two conditions were met. 
First, that an additional sentence be added to Paragraph B 5, to be 
worded as follows: 

“This paragraph should not be interpreted as giving grounds for 
delay or postponement of the negotiation and conclusion of the agree- 
ments for placing mandated and other territories, as provided for in 
paragraph 8, under the trusteeship system.” *° 

Second, that it should be understood between the United States and 
Soviet Governments that in case the Soviet Government should be 
proposed as the administering authority of some suitable trust terri- 

tory—though he had no specific territory in mind—the United States 
Government would support the Soviet Government as eligible for such 

a post. 

Secretary Stettinius said he thought both these points were entirely 
reasonable and that we could accede to their request. He said the 
additional sentence to Paragraph 5 was merely a clarification of the 
implied intent of that paragraph, to which Commander Stassen and 
Mr. Gerig agreed. Commander Stassen went on to say that in the 
Soviet view it counterbalanced what the Soviets regarded as too much 
emphasis in that paragraph on maintenance of the status quo eter- 
nally. The Soviet Delegation wanted to make certain that the subse- 
quent agreements for placing territories under the system would not 
be unduly delayed. 

Mr. Stettinius suggested that the second Soviet proposal—Soviet 
eligibility as a potential administering authority—might be discussed 
with Mr. Dunn, and Commander Stassen said he would try to see 
him as soon as possible. When the matter was explained to Mr. Dunn, 
there seemed to be no objection to meeting the Soviet request on this 
point. 

RSC Lot 60D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 68 

Minutes of the Siaty-Eighth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Held at San Francisco, Monday, June 11, 1945, 12:06 p. m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follow list of names of persons (34) present at meeting, and 
preliminary announcements by Secretary Stettinius. | 

ITaLy 

Tue Secretary asked whether a background paper had been pre- 
pared on the Italian situation in order that the Delegation might 

*8 Memorandum of conversation, June 9, not printed. 
*° See Doe. 877, I1/4/35, June 9, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 515.
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evaluate the recent request transmitted by the Italian Ambassador 

to Washington for the admission of Italy to the present Conference. 
Mr. Hickerson replied that a paper had not been prepared on the 

question. Tue Srecrerary declared that he wanted some one to pre- 

sent to the Delegation a factual analysis of the Italian request. The 
Delegation was referred to the text of the statement of the Italian 
Council of Ministers addressed to the San Francisco Conference, as 
follows: | SO 

“The Italian Council of Ministers deems it its duty to express the 
sense of deep disappointment of the Italian people at the exclusion 
of democratic Italy from a Conference destined to lay the foundation 
of a peaceful life among nations. | 
“The Council of Ministers recalls with deep emotion the words pro- 

nounced in June 1944 by the great President Roosevelt: ‘We want 
Italy’s help and we count on Italy’s help for the building of a lasting: 
peace’ i, | 

“This help Italy has given for eighteen months and is still giving 
to the extent allowed her and with all the means at her disposal. This 
help she is ready to give also in the future, whenever the cause of 
democracy has still to win its battles. Her fleet, her air forces and 
her regular and partisan units have contributed to victory, and her 
people are organizing themselves under the rule of liberty and de- 
mocracy, despite the tremendous destructions and the hard armistice 
terms still in force and binding. This help Italy is ready to give also 
in peace time, for the work of reconstruction to which President 
Roosevelt called her. — 

“On behalf of that help given and offered, on behalf of her mil- 
lenary civilization, on behalf of the moral principles that the United 
Nations have written on their flags, democratic Italy, standing before 
all the United Nations, great and small, with many of which she has 
very close cultural and: blood ties asks for the right and reaffirms her 
will to take part in the work for world reconstruction, whose founda- 
tions are now being laid in San Francisco”. 

‘Representative Broom asked whether the Italian request might not 
be the result of propaganda originating within this country favoring 

the admission of Italy to the Organization. Mr. Hicxerson declared 
that he would present a brief oral analysis of the background under- 

lying the Italian request. Tx Secrerary requested Mr. Hickerson to 
do this but remarked that he would have thought that-a memorandum 

would have been prepared. Mr. Hickrerson remarked that the Dele- 

gation had discussed the question of Italy briefly in its meeting of 
May 19.° ‘Tur Secrerary thought, however, that Mr. Hickerson 

” For radio address by President Roosevelt on the occasion of the liberation of 
Rome.by the Allies, June 5, 1944, see United States and Italy, 1936-1946: Docu- 
mentary Record (Department of State publication No. 2669), p. 84. 

“See minutes of the forty-seventh meeting of the United States delegation, 
May 19, 9 a. m.,, p. 808.
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should go back further and explain the history of Italo-American 
relations since the fall of the Mussolini Government.%” { } 

Mr. Hicxerson explained to the Delegation that a most anomalous 
situation existed between the two countries. The United States and 
Italy, Mr. Hickerson declared, were still technically at war in view 

of the fact that no treaty of peace had been consummated. THE Sxc- 
RETARY added that Italy was under military occupation and Mr. Hicxr- 
ERSON agreed that this was true, adding that the United States and 
the United Kingdom exercised joint control over Italy. However, 
there was a legitimate Italian Government which the United States 
had been trying to bolster. The Italians had declared war on Ger- 
many and had been fighting with the Allies against the Axis since 
September, 1948. Mr. Hickrrson reported that President Roosevelt 
had been holding out a helping hand in strengthening the Italian Gov- 
ernment and in attempting to broaden its base. At the begin- 
ning of the Conference, the Italian Government had indicated a de- 
sire to participate in the work of establishing a world organization. 
However, the United States had discouraged this attempt on the 
grounds that the United States, even though it was a friend of Italy, 
would be unable to be of assistance and Italy was urged not to press 
the matter because it would redound to her disadvantage. The Ital- 
jan Ambassador had dropped the matter for the time being. _ 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked how it was possible for the Italians 
to have an Ambassador to Washington.*? Mr. Hickerson replied that 
this was an anomaly and as far as he knew was entirely unprece- 
dented. The Italian Ambassador was the personal representative to. 
this Government of the Italian Government in Rome. Similarly, 
the United States was represented in Italy by Ambassador Kirk. Szn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG asked whether Ambassador Kirk had been con- 
firmed by the Senate and Mr. Hickerson declared that he had been 
confirmed. Mr. Hickerson reiterated that a most unusual situation 

existed inasmuch as the United States was still technically at war 
with Italy but nevertheless exchanged ambassadors with her. In reply 
to a question, Mr. Hickerson declared that he thought that the Ital- 
ians also had an Ambassador to London. Mr. Duties remarked 
that there was nothing technical about the fact that Italy was still 
under joint control of the United Kingdom and the United States. 

“ The resignation of Prime Minister Benito Mussolini and his Cabinet was an- 
nounced by King Victor Emmanuel on July 25, 1943. For documentation on the 
situation in Italy in 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. u, pp. 314 ff. 

* Formal diplomatic relations between the United States and Italy were re- 
sumed December 7, 1944, but the Italian Ambassador did not present his creden- 
tials until March 8, 1945. For documentation on this subject, see Foreign Retla- 
tions, 1944, vol. 111, pp. 996 &. For remarks of Ambassador Tarchiani upon 
presentation of his letters of credence, March 8, see Department of State Bulle- 
tin, March 11, 1945, p. 422.
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Mr. Hicxerson remarked that the decision the Delegation would 

be called on to make that morning would not require any background 

material. The only matter before the Delegation was a decision as 
to whether it should consider the Italian request. Mr. Hickerson 
reported to the Delegation that the Italian Ambassador had been in- 
formed that it would be necessary to obtain the concurrence of the 
other sponsoring governments for the issuance of any invitation. It 
had been carefully explained to the Italian Ambassador that a real 
setback to the advancement of the Italian cause might result if the 
matter were to be considered prematurely and if the reaction were 
very unfavorable. However, partly as a result of internal propa- 
ganda within the United States, the question had been raised again 
and the Delegation considered the admission of Italy briefly on May 
29.°%* At that time Mr. Dunn had been authorized to undertake care- 
ful conversations with the other sponsoring governments with a view 
to sounding out the reception which might be tendered to a proposal 
to invite Italy to the Conference. Mr. Dunn had undertaken to carry 
out these conversations, and in line with the instructions of the Dele- 
gation, had approached the United Kingdom first on the matter, in 
view of their more immediate interest. Professor Webster had been. 
completely uncommunicative and no answer, whatsoever had been 
received. It had been decided as a result of this abortive attempt to. 
sound out the British that communications should be undertaken with 
the State Department in Washington concerning the advisability of 
attempting to gain a position on this question from London. This. 
was done and no answer had been received as yet. 

On May 29, two notes * had been received by the Secretary, one in 
his capacity as Chairman of the Delegation and one asking that he 
circulate the memorandum in his capacity as President of the Con- 
ference, from the Italian Ambassador in Washington. Srcrerary 
STETTINIus asked what action was taken with respect to these mes- 
sages. Mr. Hicxerrson replied that he and Mr. Dunn had talked over 
the matter and had decided at that time to await the results of Mr. 
Dunn’s attempt to discover the attitude of the other sponsoring gov- 
ernments. Mr. Hickerson declared that Mr. Dunn and himself had 

been at a loss as to what reply to give the Italians. A most important. 
consideration was the fact that, despite many disagreements, the 
Italo-American groups in this country were in complete agreement 

that Italy should be invited to the Conference. These groups were 
represented at the Conference by Mr. William Allen of the A. F. of L. 
Mr. Dunn spoke to Mr. Allen on this question and expressed the opin- 

* Minutes of the fifty-seventh meeting of the United States delegation, May 29, 
9 a. m., p. 954. 

* Neither printed. 
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ion that a presentation of the Italian paper to the Conference would 
affect the Italian cause adversely. Mr. Allen had spoken to the 
Italian representatives and attempted to persuade them to recede 

from their position. 
Mr. Hicxerson reported that it had become necessary for Mr. Dunn 

and himself to ask Mr. Hiss to circulate this paper among the various 
Delegations of the Conference while the Secretary was away for the 
weekend. This sudden decision had been necessitated, Mr. Hicker- 
son avowed, by the fact that the Italians had indicated that they were 
going to release their statement in Rome and, as a matter of fact, 
they did release the statement. Therefore, Mr. Hickerson thought, 
there was no alternative to circulating the memorandum as the Ital- 
ians had requested. Tue Secretary declared this action of Mr. Hick- 
erson’s in authorizing circulation of the Italian request opened the 
entire question to full consideration by the Conference. Tur Sxrcre- 
rary thought if it had been held over some agreement might have 
been reached. However, Mr. Hickerson asked how it would have. 

been possible to hold up the Italian request in view of the fact that. 
the Italians had threatened to publish the text in Rome. Tue Segc- 
RETARY thought that it would have been possible to state that the 
sponsoring governments were considering the question and for this 
reason were not willing to have it circulated at that time. Mr. Hicx- 
ERSON pointed out, however, that the Italians had specifically re-. 
quested through their Ambassador in Washington that this memoran- 
dum be circulated at the Conference. Mr. Hickerson thought that 
this Government’s hand had been forced. He added, however, that 
in his opinion it would not be a good idea to raise the matter at that 
time and he thought that Mr. Allen had been convinced of this. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE Broom remarked that it was not Mr. Allen who was be-. 
hind the legislation currently before the Congress. | 

Mr. Hicxrrson declared that the action taken on behalf of Secre- 
tary Stettinius in circulating the Italian request did not in any way. 
affect the Secretary in his capacity as Chairman of the United States. 
Delegation. This request could very well have been forwarded 
directly to Secretary-General Hiss, and the Secretary had merely 
acted as International Chairman. Tur Secretary asked Mr. Hicker- 
son what course he would recommend that the Delegation follow, and 
Mr. Hickerson replied that the Delegation had to make a decision 
as to what it would do. Tue Sxcrerary asked Mr. Hickerson again 
what he would recommend as an appropriate course of action and Mr. 
Hicrerson replied that personally he should like to see Italy invited 
to attend the Conference, but because of existing circumstances he 
could not recommend such a course of action. Mr. Hickerson’s rec- 

ommendation to the Delegation was that it take no action whatsoever.
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REPRESENTATVE Broom thought that as a result of the act of circulat- 
ing the Italian request, Secretary Stettinius had practically sponsored 
the Italian desire. Mr. Hicxerson said that this was not true inas- 
much as the request had been circulated without any recommenda- 
tion. THe Secretary thought, however, that the mere act of sub- 
mitting the request under his name gave the movement “a nice lift”. 
There would have been no harm he thought if the request had been 
submitted over Mr. Hiss’ signature but since it was submitted .over 
his own name he thought that the impression would be created that 
he favored inviting Italy.. Mr. Duuies asked who was responsible 
for this action. Tur Secrerary declared that since he had been 
out of town Mr. Hickerson and Mr. Dunn had acted rightly in taking 
the matter into their own hands, Mr. Hicksrson asked on what 
grounds it would have been possible to decline to transmit the mem- © 
orandum as requested by the Italians. Tue Secretary declared. that 
if he had been present he would have called a meeting of the Steering 
Committee to consider the matter. Mr. Hicxrrson thought however 
this would have the effect. of giving more importance to the matter 
than it deserved. It was much better he thought merely to have 
circulated the document. Tur Srcrerary asked whether each mem-. 
ber of the Delegation had received a copy of the Italian statement 
and Mr. SanpiFer replied that this Delegation. had received no copies 
as yet. Tue Secretary asked that.this statement. be duplicated im- 
mediately in order that the Delegation might study the Italian 
request. a ; , 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom remarked that the Italian question had 
arisen in connection with the Delegation discussion on inviting Den- 
mark to the Conference. At that time it had been urged: that the 
United States Delegation should be prepared for the raising of the 
Italian question. : 

Mr. Hicxerrson reiterated that Secretary Stettinius had received 
the memorandum in his capacity as President of the Conference and 
that it had been distributed to the United States as well‘as to all the 
delegations. Representative Buoom asked how the United States 
could possibly refuse to sponsor an invitation to Italy. Representa- 
tive Bloom pointed out that Congress was at that time considering 
legislation requesting the President to take action to permit the 
acceptance of Etaly on equal basis with the United Nations. Repre- 
sentative Bloom thought that it would be impossible to refuse to 
support the Italian request, especially in view of the large Italo- 
American population. Tur Secretary asked Mr. Hickerson on what 
ground he based his belief that Italy should be invited to the Con- 
ference. Mr. Hickrrson said that he wanted to make it clear that 
he did not recommend this course of action. The admission of Italy,
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he declared, could not be recommended without the support of the 
United Kingdom and Mr. Hickerson did not think it would be pos- 
sible to get that support. It was essential, Mr. Hickerson thought, 
that the United Kingdom and the United States move together on 
this issue in view of the fact that they were in joint occupation. The 
United States had been trying for some time to influence the British 
to take a more liberal position with respect to Italy because of the 
fact that the present repressive policy would throw the country into. 
the arms of the Italian Communists. It had been this Government’s 
policy to support the existing Italian Government on the grounds: 
that this would save the country from Communism. REPRESENTATIVE. 
Bioom asked how any proposal to invite Italy to the Conference would 

be received by Greece and Yugoslavia and some of the other nations 
of Europe. Mr. Hickerson replied that there was no doubt that these 
two nations particularly would oppose violently any invitation to 
Italy. THe Srcrerary remarked that if Italy were to be considered 
for invitation, the question of Albania and Korea and the other 
matters which the Delegation had been trying to avoid might come 
up. Mr. Hickrerson agreed with the Secretary’s position and de- 

clared, for this reason, it would be impossible for the United States 
to support an invitation to Italy. Representative Bioom asked how 
the Delegation could “lay down the torch” at that time in view of the 
fact that the Italian memorandum had been circulated over Secretary 
Stettinius’ signature. Mr. Hicksrrson replied that this had been done 
in the Secretary’s international capacity as President of the Confer- 
ence and for this reason no one “was carrying the torch”. Mr. Hicx- 
pRsON declared, however, that the United States could support the 
Italian cause if it wanted to. Tur Srcrerary then conducted an 
imaginary conversation which was concluded by the Secretary being 
asked what he had done to follow up on the Italian situation. Mr. 
Hickrrson remarked that the Secretary could reply in such an event 
that he had asked that conversations be held with the sponsoring gov- 
ernments with a view to determining their reactions to inviting 
Italy. This, Mr. Hickerson declared, had been done and he did not 

think that concurrence would be obtained from the other sponsoring 
governments for extending an invitation to Italy. Mr. Hickerson 
observed that the Secretary would have been in a worse position if 
the Italians had published their memorandum in Rome, together 
with a statement that the Secretary had been asked to circulate the 
memorandum and had not done so. THe Srecrerary declared that he 
would have called for a meeting of the Executive Committee if he 
had been there. Mr. Hickrrson replied that the Italians had not 
asked for any such thing and had requested only that their paper be 
circulated among the other delegations at San Francisco. The
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Italians, he declared, would have made public a statement in Rome 
to the effect that their memorandum had been submitted to the Secre- 
tary for circulation, if the paper had not been circulated at the 
‘Conference. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that there was nothing that could 
be done about circulating the paper since this had already been ac- 
complished. The question before the Delegation, Szenatror VANDEN- 
BERG thought, was what action the Delegation should take since the 
Italians’ request had already been circulated. Mr. Armsrrone asked 
whether Mr. Hickerson thought that the Russians would oppose a 
move to invite Italy to the Conference. Mr. Hicxerson declared that 
one of his chief fears was that the Russians might jump at the proposal 
and attempt “to carry the ball”. Representative Broom declared 
that he was personally willing to follow out the Secretary’s instruc- 
tions on this question, no matter what they were, but he was afraid 
that the A.F. of L. would get all the credit for pressing this issue, 
whereas it was not they who were responsible at all. 

THe Secretary requested Mr. Hickerson to prepare a paper out- 
lining all the background material that would be necessary sometime 
that afternoon and if necessary call the Department in Washington 
to have the paper prepared. Tur Srecrerary declared that he wanted 

all the facts of the situation and that he thought that all the members 
of the Delegation should be acquainted with the situation. Tur 
Secrerary then asked Mr. Hickerson what his immediate recom- 
mendation would be. The latter replied that he thought the Dele- 
gation should do nothing at all. Mr. Hackworru thought that the 
situation was not so serious as it had been made out. Mr. Hacx- 

WwoRTH pointed out that the Secretary had acted in a ministerial ca- 

pacity, and thus had undertaken no obligation whatsoever. He added 

that if an organization such as the A.F. of L. had asked the Secretary 

to circulate a memorandum, there would have been no question about 

it. Tuer Secretary declared that all previous circulation had been 

done by Mr. Hiss. Mr. Hickerson repeated that the Delegation 

should take no action and he expressed once again the fear that the 

Russians might take up the proposal and make political capital of 
it. Mr. RockEFe.uer pointed out that the Secretary had an advantage 

in the fact that he was Chairman and, as Chairman, would be able to 

present the question to a meeting of the Executive or Steering Com- 

mittee without taking any position on the matter one way or the other. 

Mr. Hackworru repeated that the Secretary had acted in a ministerial 

capacity and Mr. Hackwortu remarked that this sort of thing hap- 

pened all the time. He said that he himself frequently passed on 

matters to the Conference. Tue Secretary declared that it seemed
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the recommendation to the Delegation would be to do nothing at 
that time. Ter Secretary declared that he wanted an analysis of 
the situation as soon as possible encompassing the relation of the 
present situation to the surrender terms and explaining all the other 
intricacies of the situation. Tur Secretary declared that this was a 
situation the Delegation could not act on itself without the approval 
of the President, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and other interested parties 
of the Government. SrNaToR VANDENBERG agreed that the Delega- 
tion could not make a decision and he declared that he personally 
wanted to have nothing to do with the Italian situation. Mr. Pas- 
votsKy added that, in his view, the Secretary should take no action 
whatsoever in his capacity as Chairman. He thought that the Secre- 
tary should wait for some other state to raise the question or ask that 
it be put on the agenda. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom then read the Resolution which had been 
introduced in Congress by Representative Vito Marcantonio on 
May 24,1945. The Resolution read as follows: 

“Requesting the President to use his good offices to the end that 
the United Nations recognize Italy as a Full and equal ally. 

“1 Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives 
2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 
8 That the President of the United States be, and he is hereby 
4. requested to use his good offices to the end that the 
5 United Nations recognize Italy as a full and equal ally”. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom declared that there had been a previous reso- 
Jution introduced. Representative Marcantonio had requested that 
Italy be recognized as an Ally for purposes of lend lease, and the like. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that the resolution read by Representa- 
tive Bloom proved conclusively that this question was not the business 
of the Delegation. Representative Buioom replied that whether it 
was or not the Delegation was faced with the immediate question. 

At this point, 12:27 p. m. Senator Connally arrived at the meeting. 

CoorDINATION COMMITTEE 

Tue Secretary remarked that he was certain that Mr. Pasvolsky 
would be happy to hear that from that time Mr. Pasvolsky could spend 
all his time working with the Coordination Committee and he would 
be excused from future meetings of the Delegation. The Secretary 
thought that the only hope of bringing the Conference to a close 
during the middle of the following week would lie in the Coordina- 
tion Committee working day and night.%* The Secretary declared 

* See memorandum entitled “Conference Procedure on Drafting Final Char- 
ter”, approved by the Steering Committee on May 10 (Doc. 248, ST/8, May 11, 
UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 222).
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that there were certain reasons why the Conference would have to 
end during the middle of the following week. Szenaror VANDENBERG 
thought that the most important reason for bringing the Conference 
to a speedy conclusion was the very health of the Conference. Sena- 
tor Vandenberg thought that the Conference should not be allowed 
to “dawdle”. Senator Vandenberg remarked that all the Delega- 
tions were getting very tired and were getting cross with each other 
and as a result all the committees were bogging down. Senator 
Vandenberg reported that Senator Styles Bridges * had made a very 
bad speech in the Senate that morning expressing the belief that the 
Conference could not succeed. SeNaTror Connatiy thought that 
the rest of the work of the Conference would be done by the heads of 
delegations and he urged that pressure should be brought on them 
and that conversations should be held with all heads of delegations to 
stress the necessity for getting the work done. Tue Secrerary de- 
clared that he had been thinking of inviting all the heads of delega- 
tions to a talk without their advisors and in this conversation discuss 
future remarks [reforms?] of procedure and other questions bearing 
upon speeding up the work of the Conference. Senator CONNALLY 
remarked that there were a number of insignificant things holding up 
the work of the Conference whose elimination would speed up the 
work of the Conference immediately. 

Mr. PasvotsKy remarked that the speed with which the Coordina- 
tion Committee could accomplish its job would not depend upon him. 
The work of the Coordination Committee he declared depended upon 
the technical committees finishing their tasks. The work of the 
Coordination Committee had not been detailed [delayed?] by too few 
meetings but rather by the fact that the Coordination Committee did 
not have enough material to work on. It was obvious, Mr. PasvoLsKyY 
thought, that the Coordination Committee must have material to work 
on before it could accomplish anything. 

VOTING | 

Tue Secretary asked Senator Connally whether he had anything 
to report to the Delegation on the question of voting. Senator Con- 

NALLY replied that he had been having a difficult time in Committee 
Iit/1. Saturday morning he had been fortunate in having the Sub- 
committee of III/1 * report the four-power interpretative statement 
to the full Committee as an adequate answer to the questionnaire. The 
full Committee had met at 8:30 p. m. Saturday evening * but it had 
been thought unwise to insist on a vote at that time because there had 

* Senator from New Hampshire. © 
*S Doc. 883, III/1/B/4, June 9, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 823. 
"Doc. 897, III/1/42, June 10, ibid., p. 480.
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been a great deal of debate on the matter. Senator Connally de- 
clared that he was handicapped by the fact that Mr. Evatt released 
all his statements to the press whereas the United States did not. 
Senator Connally declared that he had been told that the Chairman 
of the Committee had authorized the release to the press of a résumé 
of the four-power position, but Senator Connally declared that he 
had not seen any reference to this résumé in the press. 

It had been decided not to force a vote at the Saturday meeting. 

SenatTor Connaiy declared that he had opened the meeting with a 
strong appeal which had received a favorable reception. However, 
Senator Connally thought that Mr. Evatt’s speech, delivered shortly 
after, had received greater applause than his had. Senator Con- 
nally declared that a number of the small Latin American Countries 
had been making trouble in the Committee. Senator Connally de- 
clared that he intended to deliver a strong speech in which he would 
make clear to the small states the position of the United States. Sen- 

ator Connally declared that it was imperative that the votes of the 

small states be lined up on this issue. Senator Connally thought 
that finally it would be possible to defeat the opposition but he did not 
think there would be a vote on this question that day. It was 
possible he thought that two more meetings would be required. 
Senator Connally declared that he had been trying not to seem 
to be using steam-roller tactics, and excellent support had been re- 
ceived from the British and other large powers. In addition, Nor- 
way and South Africa had sided with the great powers on this issue. 
Belgium, however, had been strongly opposed to accepting the four- 
power statement. Tur Secretary asked how many Latin Amer- 
ican states were opposed to acceptance of the statement. SENATOR 
ConnaLuiy declared that he thought many of them were applauding 
one way and would then vote the other and Mr. RocKEFrELuer agreed 
with this interpretation. Senator ConNALLY observed that Mr. Evatt 
was a big stumbling block in the work of the Committee. Repre- 

SENTATIVE Bioom asked what the position of El Salvador was and 
SENATOR CoNNALLY replied that they were “off the reservation” be- 
cause they claimed that one of the questions had not been answered. 
‘Tue Secretary declared that he understood that Colombia and Cuba 
would vote against the Yalta language. Mr. Warren declared that 
they might abstain from voting but would not vote against ac- 
ceptance. Mr. RockEre..er declared that there were five Latin Amer: 
ican countries which would abstain from voting on the Australian 
amendment. This, Mr. Rockefeller thought, was as good as a favor- 
able vote. Mr. Rockefeller declared he had not pressed the Latin 

American countries on this position with respect to the Australian 
amendment because he did not want to give the appearance of an
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inter-American bloc, inasmuch as a number of those states had ex- 
pressed themselves against the Yalta formula. Colombia and Cuba, 
he declared, would abstain from the final vote on the adoption of the 
language of the Yalta formula. Mr. Rockerenier thought that 
the Latin American countries had shown great integrity and great 
statesmanship in recognizing the need for renouncing their earlier 
positions. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that abstentions were not at all 
satisfactory inasmuch as they would reduce the number of votes neces- 
sary to carry the Australian amendment. He pointed out that if ten 
states abstained from voting, six less favorable votes would be re- 
quired than if those 10 had voted. However, Mr. Rock EFELLER re- 
plied that abstention was better than a negative vote. Mr. RocKEFEL- 
LER declared that he had taken the position, with which he was certain 
the Secretary was in agreement, that the United States did not intend 
to club the small powers into line. TH Srcrerary said that the time 
had come for Mr. Rockefeller to take more vigorous action and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER replied that he was taking the course which was in his 
opinion best suited to the interest of the United States in the long run. 

Tue Secretary asked whether the Latin American countries were 
going to abstain from voting on this matter even after the concession 
by the United States on the question of regional arrangements. Mr. 
RocKEFELLER remarked that this concession had really been in the 
interest of the United States. He: thought that the agreement by 
some of the Latin. American countries to abstain from voting was 
really a tremendous concession on their part in view of their domestic 

situations and in view of the fact that they had pledged to support 
the Australian amendment. Tur Srcrerary declared that he had 
not known there was such a pledge and Mr. Rockersiuzr replied that 
about three weeks previously the Australians had succeeded in gain- 
ing commitments from a number of the Latin American countries to 
support the Australian proposal. Mr. Rockrreizer thought, how- 
ever, that the Yalta formula would be carried by a wide margin. THE 
Secretary declared that he wanted a consolidated list of how the 
various countries were expected to vote on this question. Mr. Hicx- 
ERSON urged that only one copy be prepared of that list because it 
would be embarrassing to Mr. Dunn and himself if the tabulation 
were to become public. Tu Srcrerary declared, however, that he 
wanted Senator Connally to see the tabulation prepared and Mr. 
Hicxerson declared that this would be acceptable to him. Mr. Hick- 
ERSON remarked that among the European countries the Netherlands 
was opposed to the Yalta formula. However, Mr. Hrcxerson thought 

that the Netherlands may have been influenced to abstain from voting. 
Tue Secretary asked the Delegation whether it thought it would be 
harmful or whether it might be misunderstood if he were to invite
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the fifty heads of delegations to the Penthouse for a glass of sherry 
and a short discussion. Mr. Rockrrexier declared that he would 
be opposed to such a movement. Tuer Secretary, he said, had made 
an excellent presentation to the Latin American countries several 
days previously and there had been no objection voiced since that 
talk by the Secretary. Tue Srecrerary declared, however, that he 
wanted to take a different tack this time. He had succeeded in hold- 
ing together the Latin American countries at the lowest point in the 
development of the Conference. Now he intended to point out that 
the Conference had been going on for about seven weeks and it was 
important that the work be finished shortly. Tse Srcrerary de- 
clared that he would point out that a great risk would be run if the 
Conference were to be prolonged longer. Tue Srcrerary added that 
he and the President had plans for the future and it was essential 
that the Conference be completed in the least possible time. Mr. 
ARMSTRONG pointed out that there were some matters on which the 
Delegation had not fixed its position and the question of withdrawal 
which would become the focus of all the dissatisfaction about the veto 
question was one of these. Mr. Rockere.ter urged that there were 
only four countries which were speaking out strongly against the veto 

and it would be necessary only to speak to the representatives of these 

four nations. SENATOR ConNatLy thought that the Secretary had 

been thinking in terms of talking to the heads of delegations on other 

matters besides the veto. Mr. Duties remarked that although a meet- 
ing of all the heads of delegations might be useful it couldn’t accom- 

plish very much. He thought that in addition to such a meeting the 

Secretary should make the United States position very clear to those 
three or four who were obstructing the progress of the Conference. 
In this connection, Mr. Duties mentioned Mr. Evatt, Senator Rolin, 

Mr. Fraser and the Egyptian Delegate.t. Mr. Duties thought that 

the Secretary should tell these four groups very clearly that they 

were jeopardizing the success of the Organization. Mr. Du zs 
thought that perhaps the Netherlands might be added to that group. 
Dr. Bowman interposed that these people should be met individually, 

notasagroup. THE Secrerary declared that the alternatives seemed 
to be meeting all of the heads of delegations for a glass of tea for a 

half-hour at the Penthouse or to see a few individuals at fifteen min- 

ute intervals. Mr. Duzizs and Dr. Bowman both agreed that the 

latter course would be advantageous. THe Secretary thought that 

if this were not successful that afternoon he could still attempt the 

other procedure on the following day. 

*Pasha Badawi. |
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WITHDRAWAL 

Tue Srecrerary asked whether there were any recommendations on 
the subject of withdrawal. Mr. Duzs presented the following draft 
which had been approved by Mr. Dulles, Mr. Armstrong and Mr. 
‘Pasvolsky: OO 

“The Committee adopts the view that the Charter should not make 
express provision either to permit or to prohibit withdrawal from 
the Organization. The Committee deems that the highest duty of 
the nations which will become Members is to cooperate within the 
‘Organization for the preservation of international peace and security. 
If, however, a Member for good and sufficient reasons feels constrained 
to withdraw, and leave the burden of maintaining international peace 
and security on the other Members, it is not the purpose of the Organi- 
zation to compel that Member to continue its cooperation in the 
Organization. It is obvious that if contrary to our hopes and ex- 
pectations and those of mankind the Organization proved itself un- 
able to maintain peace consistent with the principles of justice, some 
possibility of withdrawal would become inevitable. | 

“While the fact that the Charter is silent on the question of with- 
drawal does not eliminate the possibility of withdrawal, that possi- 
‘bility would have to be determined in any particular case in the light 
of the surrounding circumstance of the time. It would, in any event, 
be incumbent upon the Member State desiring to withdraw to make 
a full statement to the world of its record in the performance of its 
duty to cooperate in the preservation of peace and security. Also, 
the absence of any express right of withdrawal would not prevent a 
Member withdrawing if its nights and obligations as a Member were 
changed by Charter amendment in which it has not concurred and 
which it finds itself unable to accept”. 

Tue Secrerary read the draft to the Delegation. Mr. Pasvotsky 
observed that the draft had been done very quickly and he thought 
that the last sentence of the first paragraph should be dropped and 
the last sentence of the second paragraph substituted for it. Tux 
SEcrETaRY thought that the Delegation should not consider drafting 
matters at that time but should consider broadly whether it wanted 
a clause on withdrawal in the Charter, or whether it wanted to adopt 
the course of incorporating a statement in the report of Committee 
I/2. Mr. Pasvortsxy, however, thought that the change he had sug- 
gested was very important. Tur Secretary declared that the funda- 
mental issue was whether the Delegation wanted to include a 
withdrawal clause in the Charter. Mr. Dunixs agreed with the Secre- 
tary that the drafting could be worked out by the advisers once the 
Delegation’s position had been set. The heart of this draft was the 

language which had been suggested by Mr. Hull, to whom Mr. Dulles 
had spoken over the week-end. Mr. Hull’s suggestion was to be found 

included in sentences 2 and 3 of the first paragraph. Senator VAn-
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DENBERG remarked that this was certainly quite different from the 
draft considered by the Delegation at the previous meeting.2 Mr. 
ARMSTRONG observed that the sentence to which Mr. Pasvolsky ob- 
jected had been taken from the previous draft prepared by Senator 
Rolin. The intention had been to attempt to meet Senator Rolin’s 
objection by using his own wording and make the Belgian feel that 
this was merely an adaptation of his proposal. Mr. Hackwortu 
agreed with Mr. Pasvolsky that the sentence in question was a poor 
one because it implied the breakdown of the Organization. Mr. 
Douuzzs observed that this sentence had already been adopted by Com- 
mittee 1/2. Mr. Armstrone thought that an attempt should be made 
to have the sentence omitted. If this were impossible, it would have 
to be left in. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that at a previous meeting the 
Delegation had decided to support an honest withdrawal clause. 
Senator Vandenberg had notified Lord Halifax to this effect. Now 
he wondered if he should tell Lord Halifax that the Delegation had 
reversed its position. Mr. Pasvousxy replied to objections raised by 
some members of the Delegation that the method under question 
incorporating an interpretative statement in the report of the Com- 
mittee was subterfuge and declared that the question really was one 
of emphasis. If the language were to be incorporated in the Charter 
it would constitute a specific authority for a State to withdraw from 
the Organization. This, Mr. Pasvorsxy thought, was stronger 
than a recognition of this right under certain circumstances in an 
interpretative statement accompanying the Charter itself. Mr. 
Duties remarked that he would have preferred a withdrawal clause 
in the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. However, he thought that 
an attempt to incorporate such a clause at this stage of the Confer- 
ence would create great difficulties. However, Mr. Dutixs declared 
that if the temper of the Conference were found to be favorable to 
the inclusion of a real withdrawal clause he would strongly favor such 
a course. Mr. Duizs thought that the Delegation might have 
guessed wrongly with respect to the position of the other Delegations. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG remarked that it would appear that the Rus- 
sians favored a full withdrawal clause and Mr. Dutues indicated his 
satisfaction with this. SmnaTror VANDENBERG declared that in his 
opinion, candor was preferable to subterfuge but he told the Secre- 
tary that if agreement were reached on subterfuge it would be ac- 
ceptable to him. Srnator Conna.iy declared that it had been his 
interpretation that the Russians had tied in their proposal for with- 
drawal with the amendment procedure but Mr. Armstrone declared 

See minutes of the sixty-seventh meeting, June 9, 9:02 a. m., p. 1222. | :
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that at the end of the meeting in question the Russians had seemed 
to favor a universal withdrawal provision. Mr. Hicxrrson declared 
that the Canadians had taken the position that they would not object 
to a clause allowing a state to withdraw from the Organization if it 
could not accept any amendment passed according to the procedure 
established. However, the Canadians had indicated that they would 
favor a provision allowing a state to withdraw from the Organization 
if one of the major powers were to block an amendment. 

ABSTENTION 

Tue Secretary remarked that Lord Halifax had indicated a desire 
to hold a Big Five meeting for the purpose of agreeing on an inter- 
pretation with respect to abstention from any vote. Mr. Pasvorsky 
agreed that this matter would have to be talked out among the Big 
Five. Senator Connatiy remarked that the position had been held 
that if one of the major powers, party to a dispute, were not per- 
mitted to vote on a decision concerning the dispute in which it was 
involved that would constitute a block upon the unanimity necessary 
among the five powers. Tum Srcrerary declared that this was a 
ridiculous interpretation and urged that an exception had been 
established with respect to unanimity, in a case where one of the 
major powers was party to a dispute. 

Mr. Pasvorsky declared that there was another question which 
should be considered before the Secretary left the meeting. The 
four questions which had been referred by the Steering Committee 
to the Technical Committee were coming up for a vote shortly. Mr. 
Pasvolsky thought that the Delegation should consider the necessity 
for lining up a vote if it did not want to be defeated. Mr. Rockrrsx- 
LER remarked that the Latin American vote had been assured on all 
these matters but Mr. Hicxerson declared that the outlook was not so 
encouraging with respect to the European nations. TH SECRETARY 
declared that there would be a meeting of the Big Five at 3:00 p. m. 
that afternoon. At this time, 1:10 p. m., the Secretary left the 
meeting. 

WITHDRAWAL 

Mr. Hackwortu observed that the Delegation seemed to have 
agreed to omit the last sentence of paragraph 1 of the new text on 

withdrawal. He asked what the situation was with respect to the 
last sentence in paragraph 2. Mr. Duties agreed with Mr. Hack- 

worth’s observation concerning the sentence to be omitted but pointed 
out that the Delegation was dealing with an item which had already 
been accepted by Committee 1/2. However, if the position of the 
Committee could be changed it would be acceptable to Mr. Dulles to
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drop the last sentence in paragraph 1. Mr. Armsrrone thought it 
should be dropped from the draft under consideration at that time. 
Mr. Armstrong thought he should speak first with Senator Rolin 
before submitting the draft for the consideration of the Committee. 

Mr. Hackworrs referred to the second sentence in paragraph 2 
and declared that in his opinion it would be the Organization rather 

than the State withdrawing from the Organization which should make 
a full statement tothe world. Mr. Dutxss observed that the intention 
of this sentence had been to require adequate justification if a state 
wanted to withdraw from the Organization. Senator CONNALLY, 
however, pointed out that if a state were required to justify its con- 
duct it would leave the Organization open to a great deal of criticism. 
In such a situation the state involved would have sufficient reason 
in its own view to withdraw from the Organization. However, in 
order to justify its position it would probably search for all the 
excuses it could find and would criticize the Organization unduly. 
Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that the intention had been to make with- 

drawal from the Organization as difficult as possible. Mr. Pasvolsky 
thought that if a state had to make a declaration of its reasons for 
withdrawing from the Organization it would be less likely to with- 
draw. Mr. Dutzzs thought that in view of the uncertainty which 
existed in the Delegation it would be best to omit the sentence. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that the question was still a “floating 
nimbus.” Senator Vandenberg declared that he was afraid of the 
reaction of the American people and the Senate to this unrealistic 
way of recognizing the right of withdrawal. Mr. Du.izs remarked 
that there might very well be a Senate reservation to the Charter 
making the right of withdrawal more explicit. SmNaTOR VANDENBERG 
remarked that the sentence under consideration seemed to make the 
right of withdrawal more definite and remarked that it would seem 
as if he should support it for that reason. Mr. Sanpirer reported 
that this sentence was an attempt to control the type of statement 
which would be made in view of the fact that any state withdrawing 
from the Organization would have to make a statement of some sort 
anyhow. Senator ConnaLLy thought the difficulty could be resolved 
by adding a clause making possible a statement by the Organization. 
Dr. Bowman pointed out that both the Organization and the with- 
drawing state would have the right of making a public statement in 
any event. For this reason, he thought that the sentence could very 
well be omitted. Mr. Dutixs agreed with this omission and the Dele- 
gation agreed to delete the second sentence in paragraph 2. _ 

Mr. Armstrone observed that the question would come up that 

afternoon. He said that it seemed that the smaller powers would be



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1253 

willing to accept this solution as part of a general program in which 
the United States had made a two-thirds concession. 

[At this time, 1:17 p. m., Commander Stassen arrived at the 
meeting. |* 

Dr. Bowman observed that the Delegation had already agreed to 
stand by the four point program proposed by Commander Stassen # 
at a previous meeting. Mr. Armstrone thought, however, that the 
Delegation had not agreed to the method of handling the withdrawal 
question which it had just considered. Senator VANDENBERG asked 
whether the Delegation would authorize him to tell Lord Halifax 
that it was the Delegation and not Senator Vandenberg which had 
changed its position. Mr. Rockrrseiier thought that Mr. Armstrong 
had made a good point and he suggested that the Delegation clarify 
its position with respect to the four point program. Mr. Pasvorsxy 
asked how much pressure there was evident in the Conference favor- 

ing a withdrawal provision. Mr. Pasvolsky was certain that there 
was a great deal of opposition among the Latin American countries 
to such a proposal. Mr. Armsrrone declared that he could not answer 
this question. He did know, however, that the Russians had made 
a proposal that a specific withdrawal clause be incorporated in con- 
nection with amendment procedure. Mr. Rockrrenier declared that 
he could understand Mr. Pasvolsky’s interest in the amount of pres- 
sure developing. Mr. Rockefeller declared that although a number 
of the Latin American nations had taken a strong position opposing 
the withdrawal clause the veto question had caused them to feel that 
the Organization should develop as had the United States Constitu- 
tion. There was also a domestic question involved. In order to 
obtain ratification for the Charter a number of the Latin American 
countries wanted to substitute a withdrawal provision for liberaliza- 
tion of the veto power. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that it was important 

to draw the distinction between a general withdrawal clause and a 
limited clause connected closely with amendment procedure. Mr, 

Sanpirer reported that Mr. Tomlinson, who had been working on 
the problem, was of the opinion that there was no sentiment what- 

soever favoring a withdrawal provision. In fact, Mr. SanpiFer de- 

clared, Mr. Tomlinson thought that the introduction of such a proposal 

might create an unfavorable reaction. SENATOR ConNALLY said that 

it was his feeling that the small nations wanted to be able to withdraw 

from the Organization if an amendment were passed with which they. 
were not inagreement. Mr. Rockrrelier urged that the statement for. 

* Brackets appear in the original. . 
*See minutes of the sixty-seventh meeting of the United States delegation, 

June 9, 9:02 a. m., p. 1222. a ”
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inclusion in the records of Committee I/2 would be a safeguard ac- 

ceptable to the smaller powers. Mr. Durixs thought that if it proved 
to be necessary to insert a withdrawal clause in the Charter the Dele- 
gation would favor sucha move. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that 
Ambassador Gromyko was opposed to using the method of incorpo- 
rating a statement in the Committee report. 

RecionaL ARRANGEMENTS | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that Committee III/4 was meet- 
ing ® for a final decision on the Rapporteur’s report. Senator Van- 
denberg declared that the Latin Americans might go along with this 
report because of a statement which had been made by the head of 
the Colombia Delegation, Alberto Camargo, and also because of an 
interpretation presented by Senator Vandenberg. However, the last 
meeting of the Committee had ended on a note interjected by the Rus- 
sians that individual interpretation carried no weight whatsoever.’ 
SENATOR VANDENBERG wanted to know whether there was any rumor 

of an attempt by the Latin Americans to insert an interpretation in 
the Rapporteur’s report. Mr. RockEreLuEr replied that he had no 
knowledge of any such movement. Mr. Hicxerson declared that 
Mr. Lleras Camargo had asked that his interpretation be included 
in the record of Committee ITI/4 § and thus it was already in the Rap- 

porteur’s report. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that the Russians 
could not raise any complaints about this but he was worried about 
the possibility of a revolution in the Committee. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that there was a potentially dangerous sit- 

uation created by Mr. Camargo’s interpretation. SENATOR VANDEN- 
BERG replied that he had made every effort to keep in the clear and 
had made certain that his interpretations had been labelled as uni- 
lateral interpretation and he thought that in this way all others would 

receive the same significance. Mr. Rockrre~ter thought the entire 
matter could be allowed to pass quietly by. Mr. Pasvousky observed 

that if Mr. Camargo’s interpretations were to be allowed to get into 
the Rapporteur’s report a bad situation would be created. SENATOR 

VANDENBERG declared that he would meet the question as it arose. 

CoMMANDER STAssEN’s Program 

Mr. Rockere.uer asked where the Delegation stood on Commander 
Stassen’s four point program. He pointed out that the amendment 
question was very “hot” at that time. Mr. Duties remarked that the 

* Doc. 916, III /4/15, June 12, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 730. 
* Doc. 904, III/4/13(1), June 11, ibid., p. 737. 
” Doc. 889, III /4/12, June 9, ibid., p. 704. 
* Doc. 576, III/4/9, May 25, ibid., p. 680.
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entire matter would have to be dealt with that afternoon.. Mr. Rocke- 
FELLER thought that it would be possible to effect an understanding 
on the basis of the paragraph considered by the Delegation with re- 
spect to withdrawal in exchange for settling a specific daté for the 
calling of @ revisionary convention. Mr. Rockefeller thought that 
the Delegation would be very fortunate if it could get away with a 
reference to placing a revisionary convention on the agenda of the 
General Assembly during its tenth year of operation. Such a matter 
could be placed on the agenda anyhow without specific provision being 
made. Commanvbrr Srassen thought that in the final analysis this 
solution for the withdrawal problem would be accepted if it were to 
be tied in with the rest of the program. However, Commander Stas- 
sen thought that there was no point in gaining a concession on one 
issue only to have the small powers shift their attack to some other 
point. Commander Stassen insisted that it would be necessary to 
maintain a cohesive program. Mr. Duss declared that it was un- 
fortunate that the willingness of the United States to concede on the 
vote required for the calling of a revisionary convention and on the 
question of the time period had been made public without any bar- 
gaining advantages having been derived from it.2 Mr. RocKEFELLER 
thought that the text on withdrawal would balance off the other 

obligations of the smaller powers. — 
Mr. Armstrong asked Representative Bloom’s advice on the best 

procedure to insure acceptance of the counter proposition on with- 
drawal. Mr. Armstrong pointed out that the Subcommittee’ would 
report its approval of the proposal advanced by Senator Rolin. Rep- 
RESENTATIVE Broom declared that the proper procedure would be to 
ask for an amendment to the report of the Subcommittee and attempt 
to have that amendment considered first. Another possibility would 
be to offer a substitute proposal in place of the Subcommittee report. 
In either event, it would be necessary to have the United States pro- 
posal prepared for distribution at the start of the meeting. Mr. Arm- 
stronG thought that the Subcommittee report would be considered 
as a whole and would be voted on as a whole. This, Mr. Armstrong 
thought, would preclude the introduction of an amendment to part 
of the report by the United States. However, RrpresENTATIVE 
Broom thought that the Committee could not possibly consider the 
Subcommittee report as a whole and he indicated that it would be 
necessary for a vote to be taken on each paragraph individually. 

_ CoMMANDER Strassen declared that he thought the Delegation’s 
position was clear with respect to the program it would present to the 
Big Five. This program included the withdrawal language just 

*°See minutes of the sixty-sixth meeting of the United States delegation, 
June 8, 9:02 a. m., p. 1197. 
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approved by the Delegation; a proposal for reinserting the power of 
expulsion; a proposal that the calling of a revisionary convention be 
placed on the agenda of the General Assembly after ten years; in- 
sistence upon maintenance of unanimity among the permanent mem- 
bers of the Security Council for ratification of amendments. . 

ITany | 

ReprEsENTATIVE Bioom asked whether there was any possibility 
that the question of inviting Italy to the Conference might arise in 
the Big Five meeting. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that there was that 
possibility in view of the fact that the Italian statement had been 
circulated. | | — _ 

The Delegation agreed to meet at 9:00 a. m. the following morning. 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:34 p. m. ae | 

RSC Lot 60—-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 19 

Minutes of the Nineteenth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meeting 
on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 11, 1946, 
3p. ™. 

[Informal Notes] © . 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (17); United Kingdom (3) ; Soviet 
Union (5); China (3); France (3); and the International Secre- 
tariat (1).] a 

Mr. STETTINIvs opened the meeting at 3: 00 p. m. 
Mr. STETrTINIvs announced that there were three special matters 

to discuss, the first of which was the authorization of the Secretariat 
to take up informally with the members of the Executive Committee 
the draft on the Interim Arrangements of June 9, 1945. 

SENATOR CONNALLY said he would like to say a word before he had 
to leave for the Technical Committee meeting of III/1.° Probably 

there would be no vote today on the interpretation of the voting pro- 
cedure. It was such a vital matter, however, that he hoped all of us 
could exert our influence to gather up votes and put over the inter- 
pretation that we had labored at so long and finally arrived at. 

Mr. Sterrinivs stated that there was nothing more important. He 
said each one of the delegations should do what was in their power to 
line up countries and win the position taken by the Big Five on voting 
procedure. He felt we should let it be known that, unless this voting 
formula was accepted, there would not be an organization at all. We 
should go into action on this. . 

Doc. 922, IIT/1/44, June 12, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 454.
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Mr. Srertinivs said he had taken inventory of the time table for 
closing the Conference and that, if the present tempo was continued, 
some committees would not finish this week. Since the Coordinating’ 
Committee could not finish drafting until the committees had finished 
their work, there might be some delay. The work of the Coordinating | 
Committee was an important one which needed great care. Moreover, 
the Charter would have to be reviewed to be sure all delegations were 
content. There were the problems of translation, duplication, and 
the cabling of the entire text to the home governments. He was get- 
ting concerned, he said. The low point had beén reached last week, 
and now it was necessary for the sponsoring governments and France 
to exert a strong leadership in order to conclude the Conference with 
success. oe a . a 

[Here follows discussion of ways to speed ‘up the work of the Con- 
ference’'Committees. | | So . | 

Mr. Sterrinivs ¢alled on Ambassador Koo to present his views. ~ 
Ampassapor Koo indicated that he agreed with the other members of: 

the group that the work of the Conference must be pushed to a.suc- 
cessful conclusion. He questioned whether it‘would do much good 
to get the chairman of the committees together and get their views: 
on how to expedite the work of the Conference. He would prefer ' 
having the Chairman make a suggestion as to how to'hurry the work 
along. | - | . 

Mr. Sterrinivus proposed that the chairmen of committees and the 
four presidents of commissions be invited to his apartment to discuss 
this question. Ampassapor Hatrrax suggested that it was most. 
important to have the chairmen of the committees that had not 
finished their work, come. Mr. RockEre.ier pointed out that, if we 
could get a real settlement of the amendment problems in this group, 
then Committee I/2 would be able to end its work promptly. Mr. 
STETTINIUs agreed that this was one of the steps that was necessary. 
He added that he assumed that, after the committees completed their 
work, it would be necessary to have a number of commission meet- 
ings. He asked Mr. Hiss how long this stage would take. Mr. Hiss 
replied that the commissions would have to approve the Coordina- 
tion Committee texts and that no final plenary session was possible 
until the commissions had finished their work. A:passapor Hairax 
asked whether it was expected that issues settled in committees would 
be opened again in the commissions. Mr. Hiss replied that the state- 
ments in the commission meetings would be primarily for the record. 
He thought that any issues raised would go to the Steering Com- 
mittee rather than to the technical committees.’ Aimpassapok Hautrax 
wondered whether there would be a plea in the Stéering Committee : 
to refer. matters back to the technical committees. He thought that



1258 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

from the action already taken by the Steering Committee it would 
not be permitted to constitute itself a court of last’'appeal. Mr. Hiss’ 
pointed out that it was only the action in the Executive Committeé* 
that had cast,doubt on the powers of the Steering Committee and 
that unquestionably the right to review the Charter remained as ah 
unimpaired power, of the Steering Committee. | 

Mr. Srerrinius asked, if there were any objections to the June 9 
draft of the preparatory commission (Interim Arrangements Con- 
cluded by the Governments Represented at the United Nations Con- 
ference on International Organization, June 9, 1945) 4 

Mr. Boncovr said he had no objections to this draft. AmBassapoR 
Gromyrko said this draft had not been discussed by this group before. 
Mr. PasvorsKy suggested that the Subcommittee of Five had dis- 
cussed this draft and had suggested that it be submitted for discussion 
to other members of the Executive Committee. It was felt, however, 
that authority to start discussing the draft informally with other | 
members of the Executive Committee ought to come from the heads | 
of the five delegations. Ampassapor Haxirax said it was satisfactory . 
to him to ‘have the draft discussed. Mr. Sterrrntus said the United 
States was agreeable to placing the draft before other members of 
the Executive Committee for discussion. Ampassapor Gromyko and. 
AMBASSADOR Koo indicated their approval of. this procedure. 

Mr. Srerrinius then called on Mr. Pasvolsky to present the second. 
item on the agenda—abstention from voting in the Security Council. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy said that the question had been raised as to what 
abstention of the permanent members meant in counting the vote on 
the Security Council. This he said was a question of interpretation | 
which had been discussed at great length at Dumbarton -Oaks, at 
which time consideration had been given to the possibility of including 
a special provision on abstention. Following careful consideration 
it was decided, however, not to allow abstention for the permanent 
members, but to require that all vote on all important matters. He 
said that our understanding of paragraph 3 of the Yalta formula was 
that abstention was equivalent to a negative vote. If abstention of 
the permanent members was permitted, then it would be possible for 
the Council to take a decision with only a few of the permanent 
members voting. This question had now been asked the major powers, 
and since it was a matter that raised questions of interpretation, it. 
had been thought wise to bring the matter up for discussion at this 
meeting, Mr. Srerrrntus asked Mr. Pasvolsky what his recommen- 
dation was. Mr. Pasvoisxy indicated that he would prefer to stand. 

“Not printed; see draft of June 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 514. :
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on the interpretation that abstention by a permanent member is 
equivalent to a negative vote. Mr. Gotunsxy indicated that this 
would not be true when a permanent member was party to a dispute 
under Section A, Chapter VIII. Mr. Pasvorsxy replied that of 
course he had not been talking in terms of automatic abstention under 
Section A, Chapter VIII. He had been speaking, he said, only of 
cases in which abstention was not required. | SO 

_ Ampassapor Gromyxo indicated that the understanding by the So- 
viet Delegation of this issue was similar to that presented by Mr. Pas- 
volsky, and that abstention should be regarded.as a negative vote. 
Awpassapor Hazrrax indicated his agreement. He thought this must 
be the interpretation unless the voting clause was going to be redrafted. 
‘Since this was not possible there was no doubt in his mind that we 
should stand on the interpretation that, if one of the permanent mem- 
bers abstained, it would block action. Under those conditions it would 
not be possible to have the necessary concurring votes of the five 
permanent members. Mr. Hoo agreed with this interpretation. — 

Mr. Boncovr disagreed and stated that in no parliament in the world 
would abstention mean a negative vote. If a state abstains, he said, 

it means simply that they did not wish to give an opinion on a matter. 
Mr. Pasvortsxy pointed out that the fact was that there was no 

provision for abstention in the document as it stood. Abstention was 
equivalent to obstruction. The theory was that the permanent mem- 
bers should take positive responsibility for decisions. 

Ampassapor Harirax pointed out that there was a difference be- 
tween parliaments and the Security Council. If abstention was per- 
mitted, he said, it would be possible for the Security Council to take 
action without the complete unanimity of the Five Powers. He 
pointed out that we would be cutting away the ground from under 
the position we had taken in justifying the veto power, namely, that 
all important decisions required the unanimity of the Five Powers. 

Mr. Boncovr stated that, if a state does not vote negatively, it 
should not be interpreted to have voted negatively. If a state ab- 
stained it was not expressing its opinion in opposition to the issue. 
If a state wanted to vote negatively it could. | 

_ Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that the vote for the Sécurity Council 
‘was based on the principle that a certain number of members, in- 
cluding the five permanent members, was necessary in order to consti- 

tute the majority. There was no provision that the vote should be 
taken by a certain majority of those present and voting. He pointed 
out that the special provision in the Yalta formula for the con- 
currence of the five permanent members meant that abstention by the 
permanent members was not contemplated. Mr. Boncour asked
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then whether abstention was definitely suppressed for the permanent 
members. Ampassapor GromyKo indicated that abstention meant a 
negative vote.. Mr. Pasvorsxy agreed and said that the basic theory 
of the Dumbarton Oaks document was that abstention was not pos- 
sible for the permanent members. Abstention by a permanent mem- 
ber meant that the Council could not proceed. | 

Mr. Srerrinivs stated that there was no such thing as abstention 
for the permanent members, in effect, but only the absence of an 
affirmative vote. 

Mr. Boncour said that he would agree with the others as long as 
it was understood that there was no right of abstention for the per- 
manent members and so long as it was clear that the Security Council 

could proceed in the settlement of disputes when a permanent member 
party to a dispute abstained. 

Mr. Srerrinivs called on Mr. Armstrong to present the third item 
on the agenda, the problem of withdrawal. 

Mr. Armstrong said that a serious question had arisen in Com- 
mittee I/2 that was known to all the delegations. He wished to sug- 
gest that it was important to consolidate the position of the Five in 
order to ward off opposition. In the first place, there was the prob- 
lem as to whether we wanted to deal with the question of withdrawal 

from a general point of view or linked with amendments. The second 
problem was to make sure that the special conference called to review 
the Charter was not left free to determine its own rules of procedure 
and the method of ratification. Third, the question still had to be 
dealt with as to the time for the holding of the conference in view 
of the vote already taken in the subcommittee that the conference be 
held within a five- to ten-year period. In the fourth place, the ques- 
tion of the retention of a provision for expulsion remained open. Mr. 
ArmsTRoNG explained that it was agreed that all these questions were 
interlocked and that it was time to adopt a procedure that would make 
it possible for us to get the most that we wanted. 

Mr. Armstrong stated that this matter had been thought over and 
discussed by the American Delegation at considerable length. The 
views of the five delegations were not yet fully clear with respect to 
the matter of withdrawal. The United States Delegation had put 
forward the suggestion that the date for the calling of the conference 
might be handled by placing the subject on the agenda of the tenth 
Assembly if previous to that time a conference had not been held. 
Moreover, he said, it was understood that some states wished to link 
the withdrawal clause to the amendment procedure by a statement in 
the committee report. In the light of this possibility a statement had 
been prepared. (This statement was then distributed to the mem-
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bers of the group, Withdrawal: Suggestion for Text of Committee Re- 
port, June 11, 1945.1?) | | 

Ampassapor Gromyko said he would prefer to consider the two 
questions separately. In connection with the question of withdrawal 
he had already proposed that a withdrawal provision be put in the 

Charter, tied up with the amendment process. He said that he had 
been asked whether he would ‘agree to including a general withdrawal 
provision in the Charter. He had explained that this question was 
a new question, a new angle, and that he would have to think it over. 
At that same time the other delegations had said that they were not 
ready to express their final opinion. He said he would like to hear 
their opinion at this time. He did not feel that the questions of 
withdrawal and amendments were necessarily tied together. 

Mr. Armstrone explained that it was important to get a basis for 
the general settlement of the questions under consideration in Com- 
mittee I/2. The United States Delegation thought that the ques- 
tion of withdrawal played an important part in such a general 
settlement. Although some Latin American states had indicated a 
desire for a withdrawal provision in connection with amendments, 
there was evidence that they were strongly opposed to a general with- 
drawal provision. In fact some of them had favored an amendment 
to prohibit withdrawal. Mr. Armsrrone stated that the most impor- 
tant thing was to defeat the attempt to override the veto provision on 
amendments and also to defeat the setting of a definite date for the 
calling of the conference to review the Charter. These defeats could 
not be accomplished, he said, unless an integrated proposal was 
developed. | : — 

Mr. Sterrintius said he agreed with Mr. Armstrong’s presentation 

of the problem and asked how the heads of the other delegations felt. 

Ampassapor GRoMyY«Ko said he had suggested that a general with- 
drawal provision be included in the Charter and asked that he re- 

ceive some reply on this question from the other delegations. 
Ampassapor Hauirax said he recognized that the questions were 

inter-connected and that he was quite prepared to express his view 
on either withdrawal or amendments or on both of them. He thought 
that the only effective way to handle the withdrawal problem was to 
include some reference to it in the report of the Committee. He said 
he had given a good deal of thought to this question and definitely 
did not want a withdrawal provision in the Charter. If the with- 
drawal provision had to be included in some form, he said he would 

much prefer it in the Committee report. He was afraid that a pro- 

See minutes of the sixty-eighth meeting of the United States delegation, 
June 11, 12:06 p. m., pp. 1236, 1249-1251.
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vision for fixed review of the Charter together with an express with- 
drawal provision, would certainly give the impression that the Char- 

ter was impermanent. The British Delegation view was clear, he said, 
that two such provisions would give the organization a temporary 

character. If it was necessary to put a provision for withdrawal in 
the Committee report, then Ampassapor Harirax said that the text 

before the group struck him as an improvement over the earlier text. 
Jt was simpler and more direct. However, he said he didnot like 
the last sentence which blurred the clarity of the rest of the statement. 

Mr. Srerrinivus said he was very grateful that Ambassador Halli- 
fax felt that the major portion of the statement was agreeable to 
him. This was the way the United States Delegation also felt about 
the text and it agreed that to put a provision for withdrawal in the 

Charter would tend to give the Organization a temporary character. 
He indicated that the United States Delegation did not attach great 
importance to the last sentence which could easily be dropped. Mr. 

ARMSTRONG explained that the text before the group was a suggested 

text to be substituted for the one already adopted. by the Committee. 

The earlier text had in it considerable flamboyant language and this 
sentence represented only the little that had been retained in order 
to please the original author. 

AmpassaDor GroMyYKO indicated that he would like to hear from 
Mr. Hoo and Mr. Boncour. 

Mr. Hoo said he agreed with Ambassador Halifax and also felt 
that the last sentence was unsatisfactory. 

Mr. Boncovr said he did not see the utility of the last sentence. 

He did not see how if a state wanted to leave it would be possible 

to prevent it. The two-year notice provision in the League Covenant 

was no use, he said. 
AmBassapor GROMYKO agreed that the proposal was worth atten- 

tion, but in the Soviet view it was not enough. The Soviet Govern- 
ment would have to reserve its right to act in accordance with its 

own views. Whereas the Delegation had no definite text to offer 

on withdrawal for the Charter, such a text would be easy to get. 

Ampassapor Hatirax said he hoped that, if the Soviet Ambassador 

reserved his right, he would not use it. a 
Ampassapor Gromyko asked why, if the heads of the other delega- 

tions agreed in principle with the right of withdrawal, a provision 
on withdrawal should not be put into the Charter. AmsBassapor 
Hairax said it would have been one thing to introduce a provision 
for withdrawal at the time of the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations. 
To introduce it now however would sow doubt in the minds of the 

public. He hoped very strongly that no effort would be made in this 

direction. |
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AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said it was impossible to keep a state that 
wanted to withdraw, in the Organization. He would have to reserve 
the right to act according to his views. Mr. Armsrrone said that in 
this event there was nothing to do but to go ahead in the Committee 
on this basis. 

- AMBASSADOR GROMYKO asked what chance there was to avoid men- 
tion in the Charter of a definite date for the calling of a conference. 
Mr. Armstrone replied that something would have to be offered if 
we were going to get a reversal on the five- to ten-year period and that 
is why the United States Delegation favored the putting of the calling 
of the conference on the agenda of the tenth Assembly. 

Mr. Srerrinius stated that it would create a bad impression if any 
indication was now suddenly given that a state might want to get 
out of the Organization. Amsassapor GromyKo pointed out that the 
question of withdrawal had been mentioned at Dumbarton Oaks. 
Mr. Armstrone explained that, if an amendment for the inclusion 
of a provision for withdrawal was now brought forward, the public 
would interpret it as a sign that the major powers were suspicious of 
each other. This would create great uncertainty. Mr. Srerrinivs 
agreed it would be a bad development. Ampassapor GRoMYKO com- 
mented that the inclusion of such a provision in the Charter would 
not alter the situation, as under the interpretative statement states 
had the right to withdraw anyway. - : 

Mr. Duuuzs indicated ‘that the matter had to be approached from 
the psychological standpoint. The Dumbarton Oaks Proposals were 
silent on the question of withdrawal. They neither permitted it nor 
forbade it. Without: changing the general psychological situation 
the Committee report permitting withdrawal had been adopted. In 
adopting this interpretation the omission of a provision for with- 
drawal from the Charter had been deliberately decided upon. Once 

_ an effort was made to actually change the text of the document, how- 
ever, the whole world would focus on this problem and the world 
would question why this last-minute development. He said it was 
perfectly consistent with our earher position to interpret the existing 

text. If a change was made in the Charter, it would be difficult not 
to draw the conclusion that something had happened to cause this 
change. | : an 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said that the Soviet view was that any men- 

tion of the time for holding a general conference should be avoided, so 
that the only change in paragraph 3 of Chapter XI would be the 
change from a three-fourths vote to a two-thirds vote in the calling 
of the conference. (The document Chapter XI, Amendments, Para- 
graph 3, June 11, 1945,° was distributed at this time.) —_ 

Not printed.
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Mr. Armstrone stated that we had been defeated on the position 
stated by Ambassador Gromyko. This: position by itself, he said, 
would not work and.was unrealistic. © |» . : 
Ampassapor Hauirax said it -was very important for the Five 

Powers to stand together on these questions, and that for his part, if 
Ambassador Gromyko would come along on the withdrawal inter- 
pretation, he would not greatly mind taking his luck on the fight 
against. the five- to ten-year term. He said he would be with the 
Ambassador if the Ambassador would come with us. Mr. Srerrrnius 
commented that this was a case of secret deals openly arrived at. 

Mr. RocKEFELLER stated. that we already had to reverse two votes, 
on expulsion and on the deputy secretaries general. He wondered 
whether it would not be wise to make some moderate concession in 
order to improve our position. Such a concession, he felt, would be 
the provision for putting the calling of the conference on the agenda 
of the tenth Assembly. This concession would create a beneficial 
reaction as indicating that we were quite willing to compromise. 
AmpBassapor Gromyko said he definitely preferred the four-power 
amendment on the general conference. _He indicated, however, that 
he would agree to the proposal for putting the calling of the confer- 
ence on the agenda of the tenth Assembly if the other delegations 
would agree with him on his withdrawal proposal. 

Mr. Armstrone said that we would have to stay in this meeting 
until these issues were settled as they were becoming in a dangerous 
way the focus of the revisionist forces. Mr. Armstrone said that in 
large part the problem was now one of tactics. | | 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom indicated that if the Subcommittee report 
came up to the Committee in an adverse form it was important to 
have an alternative to present when the report came to a vote. Mr. 
ARMSTRONG agreed that we should be in the position of offering a sub- 
stitute for the report: of the Subcommittee to the Committee, partic- 
ularly since it was quite likely that.the Subcommittee report would 
not obtain a two-thirds vote in the Committee. In addition to our 
concession of a two-thirds rather than.a three-fourths vote in the 
calling of a conference to review the Charter, he said ‘we might make 
two other concessions: (1) the placing of the calling of the conference 
on the agenda of the tenth General Assembly, and (2) addition to 
the Committee report of a statement on withdrawal. 

Mr. Boncour questioned whether the provision for placing the call- 
ing of a conference on the agenda ofthe tenth Assembly was really 
a concession since it was clear that under the existing provisions, such 
a conference could be called anyway at any time. He wondered 

whether it would not give greater hope to those who wanted such a
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conference if no date at all was indicated, since then the Conference 

could be called earlier. re re 
. Representative Broom urged that we would have to formulate a 

program so that we would have something concrete to offer as an 

alternative ‘to the Subcommittee report when that report failed. to 

obtain.a two-thirds vote 2° | 
_ Mr; Boncour urged that, if no date was fixed, new hope would be 
stirred that the conference could be called at an early date. He. 
thought we should put, ourselves in the place of the.small states. _ 
Ampassapor Haxipax pointed out that. the Committee had already. 

voted..in favor of a provision for the calling of a, conference within 
a five-to ten-year period.* The real danger now was that the Com- 
mittee would vote to leave the.conference free to decide its own pro- 
cedure and to determine the procedure of ratification. ‘This, he said, 
we could: not accept. Therefore, he felt it was ordinary prudence to 
include a provision with respect to the agenda of the tenth Assembly. 
We would be getting away with something without giving much. As 
had already been said the Assembly had it in its power to call the con- 
ference at any time anyway. Mr. Srerrinius said he agreed with 
Ambassador Halifax and Mr. Boncovr also expressed agreement. _ 

_ Ampassapor Gromyko said it was desirable to defend the four- 
power amendment on paragraph 3 of Chapter XI, with the change 
to a two-thirds vote. He would agree, however, if circumstances 
turned out to be unfavorable and if it looked as though it would not be 
possible to exclude the provision for a five-to ten-year period, that 
we should then act according to the circumstances. We could then 
decide on the spot what we should do. He preferred, however, not to 
act on the additional sentence of paragraph 3 in @ hurry. 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom said he wished to make himself clear. He 
felt 1t was very important not to present our proposed amendment to 
the Subcommittee until we knew how the Committee would vote on 
the report. Mr. Armstrone agreed that it was well not to make the 
concession now but to hold it in abeyance as an alternative to a bad 
report from the Subcommittee. : po 
Ampassapor GRromyko indicated that this was'a matter of tactics. 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom urged that we had to have something in ‘our’ 
hand to win with. Asspassapor Gromyko said he would:authorize the. 
use of this additional sentence under paragraph 3 as a counter-pro- 
posal, if necessary. When the report was discussed before the Com- 
mittee he thought we should defend the whole amendment, and then, 

_ * Subcommittee I/2/H, at a meeting on June 8, 10: 30 a. m., approved a pro- 
posal that a revision conference be held between five and ten years after entry. 
into force of the Charter; the vote of 9 to 6 included Norway.and France with 
the Sponsoring Governments in the negative. (US 1/2/H Doc. 4)
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only if the situation became unfavorable, put forward a counterpro- 
posal. He suggested that we should not become softer at this moment. 
Mr. Srerrinius said he understood that all the group was in agreement 
on this tactic. 7 : | 

AmBassapor Gromyxo said he had read in the Chronicle a story 
stating that the Soviet Delegation had issued a statement on the vot- 
ing procedure in the Security Council and that this statement had 
been given over the radio on June 9. Ambassador Gromyko wanted 
to make it clear that this statement was a complete fiction and that 
the only statement made by the Soviet Delegation on this question 
had been made here in this group before the heads of the other four 
delegations. pO | a Oo 

Mr. Srettintivs said he had not known the details of this situation 
but would ask Mr. Stevenson to investigate it. Ampassapor Gro- 
MYKO said Mr. Poynton had called to ask whether the Soviet Dele- 
gation had issued a release and had been told there was no such release. 

Ambassador Gromyko indicated that he wished to make it clear that 
this release was a complete fiction. - 
Senator VaNnpEenBerc remarked that he had an important announce- 

ment to make, -Committee III/4 had completed its labors unani- 
mously.*> Upon the unanimous acceptance of the rapporteur’s re- 
port, he said, he had taken the liberty of suggesting that he hoped this 
unanimity was a, good omen that the United Nations would learn to 
live together under the new Organization in spite of differences. 

The meeting was adjourned by Mr. Stettinius at 5 p.m. a 

RSC Lot 60-—D 224, Box 96: HS Cr Min 69 . 

Minutes of the Siaty-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
- - Held-at San Francisco, Tuesday, June 12,1945,9:05 a.m. 

_— 7 | -« [Informal Notes] it | 

. [Here follow list of names of persons (31) present at meeting, an-, 
nouncements by Secretary Stettinius on problems of concluding the 

Conference and handling publicity,,and. discussion of Secretary Ickes’ 
telegram which was présented at the sixty-sixth meeting of the delega- 

tion, June 8,9:02a.m., page 1197.) °° oo a 

- ot Wryraprawab 

The Delegation next considered the document Wzthdrawal.: Sug- 
gestions for Text of Committee Report* Mr. Armstrone reported 
that the five powers suggested that the last sentence of this document, 

*® Doc. 916, III /4/15, June 12, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 730. . 
1®Not printed; see minutes of the sixty-eighth meeting of United States dele- 

gation, June 11, 12:06 p. m., pp. 1236, 1249-1251.
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“in general, the possibility of withdrawing would have to be judged 

in any particular case in the light of the surrounding circumstances 

of the time”, be omitted. Mr. Armstrong said that Lord Halifax 

had suggested this change 2” and the Chinese had supported it. There 

had been no strong opposition by the United States. The Delegation 

agreed to omit the sentence under consideration. _ oo 
Mr. Armstrong reported that the major powers had been agreed 

on the interlocking program proposed originally by Commander 

Stassen. ReEprEsENTATIVE Bioom asked how this. program would be 
presented. Tue Srcrerary.asked Mr. Armstrong to present the whole 
program to the Delegation and to outline Ambassador. Gromyko’s 
proposals. Mr. Armstrone declared that. the chief objective of the 
United States had been stated to be the prevention of complete free- 
dom of a revisionary convention to determine its own rules of pro- 

cedure.. In order to attain this end and in order to meet the desires 
-of the Latin American countries for a withdrawal clause linked with 
the question of amendment Mr. Armstrong had suggested that at the 
end of the discussions the major powers should propose an alternative 
‘which would include the paper under consideration as a substitute 
for Senator Rolin’s draft and including also an amendment to place 
the question of a revisionary Conference on the agenda of the General 
Assembly in its tenth year. _ 

, Ambassador Gromyko had opposed making any concessions except 
as a last ditch measure. Mr. Armstrone thought that Ambassador 

Gromyko intended that concessions should be made only when the 
amendment procedure was;being considered by the Committee and 
when a vote was about to be taken. Mr. Armstrong thought the best 
procedure would be to indicate the opposition of the major powers to 
the amendment language and declare that, if defeated, the major 
powers would present Commander Stassen’s program. Rxrprespnta- 
TIVE Broom thought that it would be necessary to present the inte- 
grated program before a vote was taken. Mr. Armstrone declared 
that although he was not so familiar with committee procedure-as 
Representative Bloom, he thought that the proposal he had made 
would give the major powers the advantage of the vote. He thought 
that if the program of Commander Stassen’s were to be presented 
before the vote as the alternative, the opposition might not be able 
to gain the necessary two-thirds vote. Rerresenrative Bioom 
thought that the vote would have to be taken by sections, and, there- 
fore, it would be necessary to present the program before @ vote was 
taken. Mr. Armstrone urged that there was a possibility that the 

7 See minutes of the nineteenth Five-Power meeting, June 11, 3 p. m., p. 1256.
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Chairman imigiit close the matter’ after the vote was taken! and permit 
no reopening of the question. Representative Bioom thought that 
this was anothér argument for presenting the program before any 
decision was taken. Tu Secrerary then declared he thought the time 
of the entire Delegation should not be taken with these details but 
that procedural matters should be worked out among the interested 
members of the Delegation. Senaror VANDENBERG asked whether it 
would be possible to bring in the ringleaders of the opposition on a 
high level to influence them to change their position. It was pointed 
out that Ambassador Gromyko had refused to adopt this course of 
action. Tue Secretary thought that the entire question should be 
left in Mr. Armstrong’s hands and indicated that then Mr. Armstrong 
should report back to the Delegation. Mr. Armsrrone declared that 
he would keep in touch with Commander Stassen and Representative 
Bloom on the procedure which should be adopted. Mr. RockEren er 

reported that there was a rapidly growing sentiment favoring the 
adoption of a withdrawal clause. Tur Srcrerary urged that the 
time had come for the United States Delegation to make a statement 
of its position. Senator VaNnpENnsBerG asked whether the Secretary 
was referring to Saturday’s or Monday’s position.12 ComMANDER 

Srassen read to the Delegation that section of the Russian constitution 
providing for freedom of secession by the constituent republics ? and 
CoMMANDER Strassen thought this might constitute an explanation of 
the Russian position. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that it was very omi- 
nous to have the Russians become interested in withdrawal at that 
stage of the Conference. Srwatror Connatiy thought, however, that 
the situation was becoming more favorable‘and declared that the op- 
position to the Yalta formula might break up any moment and that 
Committee ITI/1 might be able to take a vote that evening.” Com- 
MANDER SrassEN declared that several of the Latin American coun- 
tries had come through and added that the Norwegians had made.a 
‘fine speech. One of the members of the Delegation wondered ‘what 
‘position Panama 'was taking, and Senator Connaxy declared that if 
“the Panamanians did not éome through he thought he ought to know 
aboutit. = ne Ss 
~The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 a.m. SO 
pe bets Mera gh tee ae, 
_* Minutes of the meetings of the United States dele ation, June 9, 9302 a. m., 
and Monday, June’1I, 42:06 p.'m., pp. 1222 and 1236, rotpectively. oo 
+ Article:17, chapter 11, Constitution of the -U:8.S:R., December:§; 1986...” 

ag ROG 996, HI/1/47, June.13, UNCLO Documents, vol. 11, p. 486. joi
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Minutes of the Twentieth Five-Power Informal Consultative Meet- 
ing on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 12, 
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[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (18) ; United Kingdom (5) ; Soviet 
Union (3); China (8); and France (6); and the International Sec- 
retariat (1).] | 

Mr. Srerrintus said that he had invited the Presidents of the four 
Commissions to be present 2! to review with the representatives of the 
Five Powers the question of expediting the work of the Conference 
and bringing it to an early close... . 

... He said that a number of suggestions had been made at the 
afternoon meeting for expediting the Conference. He asked Mar- 
shal Smuts to summarize the suggestion he had made during the 
afternoon. 
MarsHat Smuts said that he thought by forced measures we might 

finish the work of the Committees and Commissions early next 
week. ... The principal cause of further delay would be the prep- 
aration of the five-language texts. On this point he had the follow- 
ing suggestion to make. The Conference should not plan to sign the 
five-language texts on the closing day. It should sign the English 
and take time to get, the texts in the other languages prepared in 
proper form. It should be agreed to sign here in one language with 
the understanding that the text to be signed subsequently in the other 
languages would be equally. authentic. If this schedule were fol- 
lowed he thought the Conference could close on June 23. 

Mr. Hiss pointed out that under the regulations adopted on May 9 
by the Steering Committee,” a proceduré along the lines suggested 
by Marshal Smuts had been envisaged. It was contemplated at that 
time that if time did not permit preparation in five languages prior 
to signing, the texts in other languages might be'prepared and signed 
at a later date. He referred to the agreement to‘establish language 
panels ** and said that if agreement were actually reached on texts 

The presidents. of Commissions J; II, and IV were present: Mr. Rolin (Bel- 
gium), Field Marshal Smuts (South Africa), and Mr. Parra-Perez (Venezuela), 
respectively. The president of Commission III was not present. © °°) °°: 

. * Doe, 177, ST/5, May 9, UNCIO, Documents, vol.5,p.197.. og, 7 es 
= WD 222, CO/98, June 8, ibid., vol. 18, p. 651; approved by the Coordination 

Committee on June 11, WD 288, GO/116,: June 138, ibid., ‘Vol. 17} p. 774 for lists 
of persons on the panels, see Doc. 1014, EX-SEC/17, June 15, ibid., vol. 2, p. 625.
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before the final signing, all the texts could be signed. It was clearly 
understood, he said, that each of the five language texts would have 
equal authenticity. ... 

. .. Mr. Gromyko agreed with the desire to speed up the work of the 
Conference but he thought this should not be done at the expense 
of the quality of the Charter to be concluded. He said that he could 
not associate himself with the suggestion for signing in English 
only. He thought that it would still be possible to prepare the final 
document in all five texts before the day of signing. There were on 
the staff of the Secretary-General. experts in all five languages who 
would be able to prepare the final text in the five languages. It 
would be premature at this point to take a decision not to sign all 
five texts. The panels could start work as soon as the texts come 
from the Coordination Committee. If any changes were made sub- 
sequently, the language texts could be revised. | 
Mr. GromyKo emphasized that he would greatly prefer signature 

of the final text in all five languages. If this proved impossible, a 
decision could be made later as to whether signature should take place 
in one language only, or in such languages as might have been com- 

pleted on the day fixed for the final session. So 
Ampassapor Koo said that the normal procedure would be to 

have the five texts signed at the same time. However, there was also 
circumstances in this case which might make a definite procedure 
necessary. He thought there was some force in Ambassador Gro- 
myko’s suggestion that we set the date for signing and that to sign at 
that time such texts as were ready. He thought it was desirable 
to set a fixed date. 

Lorp Hatrrax said that his suggestion would be in line with that 
of Ambassador Koo’s, that is to fix a date for the closing of the 
Conference and to plan to sign at that time such texts as had been 
completed. He did not think that anyone could contemplate with 
satisfaction waiting in San Francisco for two weeks to get a final 
text in all five languages. | | 

Mr. Sretrinivus said that of course the United States delegation 
would prefer that all five texts be available for signing here. _How- 
ever, for many reasons the Conference must be brought to a conclu- 

sion not later than June 23. | , 
Mr. Hiss said that the principal problem was one of authentica- 

tion of the final text by. the delegations. He thought that it would 
be possible to prepare the actual texts. Language panels were being 
established to carry out the authentication. These delegations not 
having language experts would have to agree to accept certifications
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by the panels. If this were agreed to, the five texts might be ready. 
In this case the proposal of Marshal Smuts, as amended by Ambassa- 
dor Koo, might be accepted. If a date were not fixed immediately 
for a closing and if the language panels were not accepted, authenti- 
cation by the several delegations might take several weeks. Marsuan 

Smuts suggested fixing the date of Friday, June 22, such. texts as 
were ready. to be signed at that time. | og 
AmBassaDoR GRroMYKO said that he would agree to this if this were 

the only practicable procedure.... : 
Mr. Srerrinius said that it was necessary for him to leave to meet 

an important engagement and that he would ask Ambassador 

Gromyko to preside. He understood that there was general agree- 
ment on the procedure suggested by Marshal Smuts, and amended 
by Ambassador Koo, that the Secretary-General would study the 
whole procedure and present it to this group at a later date. . 

Ampassapor Gromyxko took the chair and the Presidents of the 
three Commissions withdrew from the meeting. | 

The first question under consideration was on domestic jurisdiction. 
Ampassapor Gromyko said that the Chinese delegation had asked for 
a further consideration of this question and asked Ambassador Koo 
tomakeastatement. | ) | 

Ampassapor Koo recalled the discussion of the Five Powers at the 
meeting last Wednesday,™ and the proposal by Lord Halifax. At 
that time the Chinese delegation had reserved its position. He re- 
called also that at that meeting M. Boncour had not been favorably 
impressed with the suggestion to modify the Four-Power Amendment. 
The only item in question was the last clause of the Four-Power 
Amendment, which provided that the domestic jurisdiction principle 
should not prejudice the application of Chapter VIII, Section B, of 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Ampassapor Koo said he under- 
stood that Lord Halifax’s suggestion was to add the underscored 
words “enforcement measures”. AmBassapor Gromyxko thought the 
British proposal was to delete the clause and that the suggestion for 
the addition of the words came from the Australian delegation. 
Ampassapor Koo said that it was the view of his delegation that the 
proposed addition would further enlarge the scope of the domes- 
tic jurisdiction exception. His delegation was very much concerned 
about the effect of this upon the enforcement action of the Coun- 
cil under Chapter VIII. They were concerned ‘particularly as to 
whether the term “enforcement measures” had reference only to para- 
graphs 8 and 4 of Chapter VIII, B. They were afraid that the ex- 

Minutes of the sixteenth Five-Power meeting, June 6, 4:40 p. m., p. 1176. 
723--681—67——84
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ception .as proposed would break: the chain ‘of the enforcement action. 
Also;'they feared that the Council might. be thrown. into enforcement 
action without sufficient opportunity for prior consideration of a 
situation. Tue Amsassapor feared that the proposed change might 

shake the whole foundation of the security action under Chapter 
VITT; B. SO | oo : 

Mr. Doutzes said with regard to Ambassador Koo’s. question, that 

Section B involved two sets of measures—first, the determination of 
threats to or breaches of the peace; second, recommendation of meas- 
ures to be taken. Under the Australian proposal it would not be 
possible for the Council to make recommendations in matters of 
domestic jurisdiction. The intention of the provision as redrafted 
was to preclude recommendations on matters of domestic jurisdic- 
tion. The position of the United States delegation has been that it 
does not feel strongly on this matter. We have told the Australian 

delegation that we would not sponsor the proposed change, but that if 
other members of the Big Five support it, we would accept the change. 

M. Boncovr said that this was a very delicate point. The provision 
with the proposed change might protect states against intervention in 
cases in which internal conditions threaten the peace. It was always 
a problem to balance the independence of states against necessary in- 
tervention to enforce the peace. He thought the proposed limitation 
was an unhappy one and might impair the effectiveness of security 
action. Lorp Crangorne said that the British delegation would sup- 
port the change proposed by Australia both on the merits and because 
of the United Kingdom’s special relations with Australia. His dele- 
gation found its position extremely difficult because of the Four-Power 
Amendment. Nevertheless, it would not.be possible for the United 
Kingdom delegation to vote against the Australian proposal. . . 
_ AmBassapor GromyKo said that. his delegation had studied the 
proposed change and had decided that the change would not. be of 
great importance. They would not. object to the inclusion of the 
words “enforcement measures” in the last clause of the domestic ju- 
risdiction paragraph. | a , —_ 

_ AmpassApor Koo reiterated the concern of his delegation. with re- 
gard to.the effect of the proposed change upon the action of.the Secu- 
rity, Council. They feared that the amended provision would limit 
the Council. to action in matters which have developed into a threat 
to or breach, of the peace. There was danger that it-might limit the 
power of the Council. to determine the existence of threats to or 

Mp, Dutizs thought that.the interpretation. given to the provision 
by Ambassador Koo was possible and that it was not one generally
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accepted. He said the ‘general fear. of those-supporting the proposed 
change was that a recommendation by the Council. might extend to 
domestic questions involving such matters as immigration or tariff 
policy. Oo 7 oo 

- Lorp Cranzorne pointed out that there was clearly a difference ‘of 
views on this question and asked whether this was not a case where we 
might vote as we wish. M. Boncour suggested that in view of the 
delicate position of the British delegation, that delegation be left free 
to vote as it pleased. Lorp Cranzorne suggested that all delegations 
be free | 

Ampassapor Gromyko said that it looked as though there was not 
agreement among the Five Powers and that therefore the only thing 
to do was to allow each delegation to act independently. Freedom 
of action was accordingly agreed upon. | 

Ammpassapor Koo said that he fully appreciated the delicate posi- 
tion of the United Kingdom delegation. He would like to reserve 
the position of his delegation and, if it saw fit, to explain its point of 
view when this matter came up for consideration in the technical 
committee. | 

There was general agreement that the five delegations should be free 
to act independently. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 70 | | 

Minutes of the Seventieth Meeting of the United States Delegation, 
Coe Held at San Francisco, June 13, 1945, 9 a.m. - 

[Informal Notes—Extracts] = a 

[Here follows list of names of persons (29) present at meeting.] 
. Tre Secretary convened themeetingat9:00am- . °° | |, 

I _ ANNOUNCEMENTS 

_ Tue Sucrerary also announced that he-had received a statement 
from President. Truman on two important subjects: (a) the Charter 
will be sent.to the Senate immediately after the close of the Confer- 
ence; and (0) the President is planning to go abroad shortly and will 
take the Secretary of State withhim,, = 
_. Tuy, Secrerary expressed, the appreciation of.the Delegation to 
Senator Connally for the successful oytcome on the vote the previous 
evening on the Australian amendment. to Chapter VI, 0.3.0.6, 

: * Does 956, TI /1/47, Jane 13; UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 494.. FB
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: AMENDMENT AND WITHDRAWAL 

ComMMANDER SrassEN observed that now that the veto question. 
apparently had been settled, the attack of the smaller nations was 
shifting to the provision on ratification of amendments. Mr. Arm- 
STRONG agreed, saying that the subjects of amendment and withdrawal 
had now become the main battle. Mr. Hicxrrson thought we ‘were: 

in trouble on the amending procedure and said that the attack of the 
smaller powers had begun to shift three days ago and came out in 
the open the day before yesterday and at last night’s meeting of Com- 
mittee III/1. The small powers, he said, are agreeable to the ratifica- 
tion procedure as it now stands but want to be able after ten years to 
make a complete review of the Charter without the veto being ap- 
plicable. CommanpEr Strassen said that the smaller powers were un- 
der a misunderstanding when they said that the present draft of the 
amending procedure freezes the Charter. This, he said, is not true. 
You cannot freeze the world and as long as you have the necessary 
machinery you can meet any situation which arises. He pointed out 
that the Covenant of the League of Nations did not say that the 
Organization could be terminated nor did the Statute of the World 
Court * say that seventeen members could be removed and a new 
beginning made. Yet, in effect, exactly this had happened. Mr. 
ArmMstrone agreed that in fact this was true but that it had been ac- 
complished only as the result of a terrible war and that we cannot 
say to these other states that in order to effect any change in the future, 
they will have to scrap the Organization. ComMANpDER STAssEN made 
a further observation to the effect that the Charter as now drafted is 
not terrible, as so many people have tried to insist. 

Mr. Hicxerson pointed out that we had told our people that the 
United States could not sign the Charter unless we could pass on 
future amendments. He foresaw trouble with the smaller powers 
on this subject and suggested that, if possible, something be done to 
revise the amending procedure. Mr. RocKEFe.ter remarked that we 
had told the Latin American States that the United States could not 
accept the Charter without a veto on future amendments. 

Mr. Duties thought that we should reconsider liberalizing the 
amendment procedure. He did not think this beyond human resource- 
fulness. Represenrative BLoom commented that, if we should open 
the door an inch, the other countries would open it wide in one way 
or another. To this, Mr. Hickerson observed that we might have to 
consider the possibility that they, the other states, might “take the 

“For text of Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice, as 
amended by the Protocol of Sept. 14, 1929, see Conference Series No. 84: The In- 
ternational Court of Justice (Department of State publication No. 1491), p. 1.
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door off the hinges”. Mr. Norrer thought the problem a technical 

one and that, if we should change our position on the amending, pro- 
cedure, we would have to supply a good reason. He suggested that 
the change be made in the withdrawal clause rather than in the 
amending procedure. Representative Broom and Mr. Dunuzs both 
suggested that we not take the initiative on this, but wait for the 
proposal to come from the other States. : | 
Mr. Armsrrone said that the Soviets had stated ” that they do not 

consider that there was any agreement on withdrawal or amendment 
in the Big Five meeting the other morning. Sxcrerary STErTINIvs 
remarked that there apparently was some misunderstanding. Mr. 
Armstrone said that the Soviet views he had reported were those of 
their Ambassador. The issue, he declared, was a fundamental one 
now before the Conference and inasmuch as he and several others 
were going at 11 o’clock to a meeting of Committee I/2 ** at which the 
subject would probably be discussed, he wished instructions ‘on the 
matter. At this point, Tue Srcrerary asked to be excused, saying 
that he had to call the President in three minutes and that he expected 

to return. | 

: | _ Carrer XII, Paracrarn 1 : 

- With reference to the draft on “Chapter XII, Transitional Ar- 
rangements” Senator Connauiy and Mr. Pasvousxy observed that 
this. new draft, dated June 12, prepared by the Little Five, would 
have to go back to the technical committee for consideration. The 
matter, Mr. Pasvotsky said, would be brought up at the Big Five 
meeting at 2:30 that afternoon. | 

| Domestic JURISDICTION Oo 

The Committee turned next to a discussion of the “Australian Pro- 
posal on Domestic Jurisdiction” dated June 12, 1945,22 which would 
limit the exception clause of the paragraph on domestie jurisdiction 
to “enforcement measures under Chapter VIII, Section B”. Mr. 
Dutirs remarked that the United States Delegation would have to 
yote for this Australian amendment. ComMANDER Strassen contested 
this view inquiring if we should go along on complete freedom of 
action. Mr. Duttss said that, although he hated to vote for Australia, 
against China, nevertheless, the more we limit the field of domestic 
jurisdiction, the more police power is given to the Security Council. 
He recalled to Senator Connally a recent meeting attended by the 
Senator, the Secretary of State, Lord Halifax, Dr. Evatt, and him- 

* See minutes of the Five-Power meeting of June 11, 3 p. m., p. 1256. 
** Seventh meeting of Subcommittee I/2/E, June 13, 11:00 a. m.; minutes not 

printed. . . 
Not printed. a | oo | —
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sélf ‘((Mr. Dulles) in which the United States representatives had. 
given: the impression that, if free to do so,. they: would, accept, the, 
Australian’ amendment. In view of. this: commitment, Senators. 
ConNNALLY and: VANDENBERG and ComMmanpsr.SrassEN expressed. 
agreement to support the Australian amendment, although Com- 
mander Stassen thought that on its merits the Australian proposal 
was wrong. Mr. Sanpirer said that it should be made clear that. 
they were pushed on the subject by the British. Mr. Pasvorsxy said 
he thought acceptance of that amendment a terrible recession, while 
Mr. Hackworru. said that the British actually were against it and: 
would like to have us say that we would not recede. Now, however, 
that the question has been opened up they would have to vote with 
the Austrahans. Se | re os 

Mr. Duttes pointed out that the Australans were apprehensive 
lest the Security Council under Section B of Chapter VIII should 
repeat the Munich deal or the Hoare—Laval Agreement; *° that is, they 
might try to avoid war at the expense of the smaller powers. The 
purpose of their amendment accordingly was to make clear, that rec- 
ommendations under Chapter VIII, Section B will not be such as to 
impair domestic integrity following a finding that a threat to the 
peace exists. Mr. Pasvorsxy repeated his belief that the document 

would be weakened by the adoption of this language and thought that 
the Australians were trying to accomplish through charter language 
something which will be possible only if the big powers behave. ‘Srn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG thought that the Australian amendment was totally 
sound. 

It was finally decided that the Delegation would not lend positive 
support to the proposed Australian amendment but that we would 
vote for the amendment when it came up. CommanpeR STAssEN 
predicted that it would be presented to the Committee as a United 
States proposal. — | as 

| Morrary Starr Commirrer Consutrations Wir RecionaL  _ 
| AGENCIES | —_ 

It was pointed out that the phrase “after an exchange of views” 
contained in the June 12 draft paragraph entitled Military Staff 
Committee,” which was before the Delegation, had been developed 
the previous day in the Little Five meeting. Mr. Hickerson pointed 

”¥or text of the Franco-British proposals for a settlement of the Italo-Abys- 
sinian dispute (agreement between Sir Samuel Hoare, British Foreign Secretary, 
and Pierre Laval, French Minister for Foreign Affairs), December 10, 1935, see 
League of Nations, Oficial Journal, January 1936, p. 39; for documentation on 
this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1935, vol. 1, pp. 699 ff. 

* Doc. 976, 1/1/40, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 494. a. 
“Draft prepared by the Five-Power Deputies, thirty-fifth meeting, June 12, 

not printed.
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out that several Latin. American Delegates. had originally wanted. 
the phrase “after agreement with”, but that this had been changed. to 
“after consultation”, and in that: form had been adopted by the. tech- 
nical committee. After originally agreeing to this latter phrase, the 
Soviets had decided that they did not lke it and Mr. Hickerson 

thought that, if we reopen the question now, we may have trouble. 
The Soviets, he said, wanted to add a sentence to the effect that the 

paragraph did not in any way limit the freedom of action of. the 
Military Staff Committee or of the Security Council. They were 
afraid that the word “consultation” might be interpreted to mean 
“agreement” and so would provide opportunity for obstruction. 
Neither Mr. Kane nor GENERAL EMBick: saw any objection to use 
of the phrase “after an exchange of views” but thought it undesirable 
to reopen debate’on the matter, It was agreed to accept the phrase 
“an exchange of views” if this language were found agreeable to the 
Five Powers and if it proved acceptable to Peru and others concerned 
so that it would not have to be put to a debate in the Committee. It 
was suggested that, if this were generally acceptable, the change 
could be handled as a matter of drafting in the Coordination 
Committee. , 7 7 | 

Time oF Removat or “Restricrep” From CoNFERENCE DocUMENTS 

- _ — PROVISION FOR WITHDRAWAL | 

The Delegation returned to a discussion of the provision for amend- 
ment of the Charter and withdrawal from the Organization, Mr. 

ARMSTRONG saying that. the meeting of the Big Five had left the 
situation with respect to withdrawal unclear.** The American Dele- 
gation, he recalled, had hoped that the smaller nations ‘would not 
press for a withdrawal clause but that their desire in this connection 
would be satisfied by the insertion of an interpretive statement in 
the record. The Soviet Delegate, he said, intends to push for incor- 
poration of a general withdrawal clause in the Charter. He also 
reported that after the second part of paragraph 3 of Chapter XI (a 
four power amendment) had been adopted by the subcommittee of 

Committee I/2 the previous evening, the Delegate of Canada had 
remarked that his Delegation would have to press for a withdrawal 
clause.** The smaller powers, Mr. Armsrrone remarked, are inclined 
to consider the proposal for a revision conference a mere front in 
view of the present provision for the’operation of a veto in the ac- 
ceptance of amendments proposed by such a conference. Australia 

 *® See minutes of the June 11, 3 p. m., meeting, Dp. 1256. | — 
prin Minutes of sixth meeting of Subcommittee 1/2/H, June 12, 8:30 p. m., not
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and Mexico, he said, supported Canada in their intention to press for 
a withdrawal provision. : 

Mr. Armstrone further reported that, at the meeting referred to, 
M. Rolin of the Belgian Delegation had proposed that the ordinary 
amendment clause in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals be changed to 
provide that such amendments would come into effect only when 
approved by two-thirds of the members of the organization including 
the five permanent members, which motion was adopted by a subcom- 
mittee vote of 6-5. Such a provision, Mr. Armsrrone stated, was 
regarded by the small powers as an added protection to themselves. 
The Soviet Delegation, however, had insisted in standing on the 
letter of the text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and we joined 
them in voting against this change. Observing our opposition to 
his proposal, M. Rolin then changed his position with regard to the 
four power amendment providing for a Permanent Member veto on 
special conference amendments and although he had previously moved 
to aecept this clause, he withdrew that motion and abstained on the 
final vote. This four power amendment, Mr. Armstrrone reported, 
was approved in the subcommittee by a vote of 7-5, Costa Rica and 
Norway voting with the United States. Mr. Armsrrone also re- 
ported that the statement was made last night that the Organization 
now being created is a temporary one to last for five or ten years. 
Mr. Pasvoisxy suggested that in view of the opposition which was 
developing, a draft provision providing for a special review confer- 
ence in five or ten years should be prepared as soon as possible. Mr. 
Armstrone said that the Soviets would not accept such a proposal. - 

With reference to a provision for withdrawal, Senator CONNALLY 
said that he thought every member of the American Deélegation had 
voted for the inclusion of such a clause in the Charter. Mr. Sanprrer 
pointed out that that position had been reversed in the U.S. Delega- 
tion meeting on Monday.*® To an inquiry by Mr. Notter whether it 
would be better to put the provision in the Charter or in the record, 
Senator Connauiy said he would prefer incorporation of such a 
clause in the Charter. Commanprr Strassen thought that the smaller 
powers will certainly require either a.clause in the Charter or a 

statement in the record. | 
Although no decision was taken, it appeared to be the sense of the 

Delegation to await developments on the question of withdrawal and 
to recede on our present position only if necessary. | 

SENATOR CoNNALLY referred at this pomt to the pressure which 
had been put on him to make a public statement with reference to 
the voting procedure which had been under consideration in Com- 

5 Meeting of June 11, 12:06 p. m., p. 1236.
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mittee III/1.. He asked that he be.free to.make such comments as 
he thought necessary. Mr. Stevenson thought this perfectly agree- 
able and Mr. Dunixs supported him saying that.he thought it desir- 
able that we should release a correct statement on the matter, = 

TRUSTEESHIP | 

The Delegation proceeded to consideration ‘of the Exploratory Re- 
vised U.S, Redraft of Section A Paragraph 1 of the Chapter on Trust- 
eeship dated June 12, 1945.°° In this draft, Commanprer STAsseN 
pointed out that an attempt has been made to incorporate several of 
the Australian amendments. In addition, the phrase “to assist them 
in the development of free political institutions” was incorporated to 
meet the desire of General Romulo.?7 The draft, he said, steers clear 
both of the word “independence” and of “self government”. Mr. 
Taussic reported that Mr. Fortas was agreeable to this redraft. Mr. 
Grric remarked that both the British and French find it difficult to 
accept paragraph (d) of the draft.and that we have had to press them 
hard to gain their acceptance thereof. 

Mr. Hickerson inquired if it would not be possible to get the Brit- 
ish and French to accept inclusion of the word “political” as one of 
the types of information required to be transmitted to the Secretary 
General. Commanprer Strassen said that he was against the addi- 
tion of this word. Mr. Hickerrson replied that he did not have in 
mind a report on the entire political situation in any territory but 
rather reports on such subjects as suffrage. Mr. Tavussie supported 
Mr. Hickerson in this matter saying that this whole Section A con- 
stituted a tremendous advance and that inclusion of the word “politi- 
cal” would make it a paragraph of even more importance. As an 
example, he pointed out that the British have granted a new consti- 
tution to Jamaica and that in the Anglo-American Caribbean Com- 
mission they have made a great deal of information on this and related 
subjects available to us. COMMANDER STASSEN remarked that he be- 

lieved it was best to leave this matter on a voluntary basis. Mr. 
STONE suggested that the word “civic” might reflect the intentions of 
Messrs. Hickerson and Taussig better than the word “political”. 
Asked for his opinion, Mr. Gertie said that he saw no objection to the 

use of the word “political”, , 
As a substitute Mr. Taussia suggested insertion of the words “and 

the political status of said territories”. He said that this would in- 
clude progress of the individual territories towards self-government. 

** Not printed; text transmitted by Mr. Stettinius to the Under Secretary of 
the Department of the Interior (Fortas) in telegram 7, June 18, not printed. 

_ * Brig. Gen. Carlos P. Romulo, Resident Commissioner of the Philippines to 
the United States ; Chairman of the Philippine delegation. .
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ComMaAnvER SrassEn said that he feared a debate in Congress were 
any of these suggested words or phrases added and thought that 
nothing was needed in the text to obtain the information desired. 
ConerEssMEN Broom and Eaton and Dran GILDERSLEEVE agreed that 
the word “political” should not be included. Mr. Norrer suggested 
ending the paragraph after the word “nature”. 

Mr, Kane remarked that the text of the redraft looked satisfactory 
to him but he thought the Congressional members of the Delegation 
should be prepared to discuss the whole subject with the Military 
Affairs committees of the two branches of Congress as well as with 
the committees on Insular Affairs. He reiterated the objection of 
the Secretary of the Navy to giving too much freedom to territories 
over which we exercise sovereignty. Secretary Forrestal, Mr. Kane 
said, had been informed on this whole matter. 

_. Mr. Geria remarked that Under Secretary Grew should be in- 
structed to send the text to the Department of Interior. Mr. Taussie 
said that the Department of Interior approved the entire Section A 
of the draft under consideration although in paragraph C it would 
prefer to see the reference to “regional advisory bodies” reinserted. 
_ Commanver Srassen explained that this whole matter was still 
under consideration with the other members of the Big Five and there- 
fore requested that no information on it be released at the present 
time. — 

The Delegation meeting adjourned at 10: 30. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 21 | 

Minutes of the Twenty-First Five-Power Informal Consultative 
_ Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 13, 

— - 1945, 2: 30 p.m. : | 

| [Informal Notes] 

' [Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (23); United Kingdom (4) ; France 
(6); China (3) ; and the Soviet Union (4).] | 

_ Mr. Sterrimtus called attention to the tentative conference sched- 
ule, and said that everything possible was being done to bring the 
conference to an end on June 28, 1945. .... _ 

_ ,.. He said that there had been some misunderstanding yesterday 
afternoon regarding the decision reached with respect to the language 
texts. He had understood that there had been agreement on the 

Smuts-Koo proposal to end the conference on June 23,** all delegations 
to sign the English text, and to sign such other texts as were available 

* See minutes of the twentieth Five-Power meeting, June 12, 6 p. m., p. 1266.
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on that date. Mr. Boncour had given assurance that the French text 
would be available. He wished to say again that such a procedure 
involved no change in the decision of the conference that.there should 
be five official languages. Such texts as were not signed here could 
be signed later in Washington. | | | 

AmpassApor GROMYKO said that agreement had not been reached 
yet. Amsassapor Gromyrko said that his recollection of the agree- 
ment was not entirely in accord with Mr. Stettinius’ statement. In- 
stead of saying that if the several texts were ready, they could be 
signed, it was his understanding that it had been agreed to give in- 
structions to the Secretariat to have the five texts ready. His sugges- 
tion had been to give instructions to the Secretary General to prepare 
the official versions in five languages. The Soviet Delegation would 
give all possible assistance so that the Russian version would be ready 
by the end of the conference. He thought it was quite possible to do 
this. 

Mr. Srerrinius remarked that it would have been helpful if this 
could have been made entirely clear yesterday. We thought that 
agreement had been reached on the other procedure. If the other four 
official texts were not ready, the signature would proceed on J une 23. 

Ampassapor Koo agreed with Mr. Stettinius’ version of the 

agreement. 

_ Mr. Hiss said that the principal problem was whether the fifty 
‘delegations would accept the texts prepared by the Secretariat and 
reviewed by the language panels. 

_ Ampassapor. GRomyKo remarked that if other states did not agree 
they could sign later. Mr. Srerrinrus inquired whether the Am- 
bassador would be willing to accept the International Secretariat 
text and sign the Spanish and Chinese texts without having them 
checked by his own experts. Tue Ampassapor replied that he thought 
that a sufficient check could be made in San Francisco to satisfy his 
delegation. | | . 

Mr. Hiss inquired whether it might be possible to sign the English 
and French texts in San Francisco, to hold the other text[s] open here 
for signature by those willing to sign, having other states sign later 
in:Washington. | | 
‘Lorp Hatirax inquired what would happen if his government found 

fault with the text... He thought that there ought to be agreement.to 
finishion June 23, and that the Secretariat should be instructed to do 
its utmost to have the five texts ready. 
_Ampassapor Gromyko agreed not to fix a rigid rule at present. 

Mr. Sterrrinius thought that we must either set a schedule to finish 
on June 23, or contemplate the possibility of having the conference 
run on for two weeks longer. . os L
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By way of résumé, Mr. Hiss suggested the following: | . 

J. June 23 should be set’as the date. Fo 
| 9, The:-English and French texts should be ready by that date. |. . 

. 8. The text in the three other official languages should be completed 
and checked so far as possible by that date, © 

. 4. If any state refused to sign a text, then there should be a decision 
‘as to the method of signature. There might be either‘a partial ‘sig- 
nature or no signature at all. Be re 

Mr. Srerrinius suggested that agreement be reached to fix June 23 
as the closing date, and that the Secretariat be instructed to produce 
five texts. All states should sign the English and French texts. We 
would hope to sign the other three, but if some states warited to check 
and sign later in Washington they should be permitted to do so. 
Ampassapor Gromyko said that he did not want a procedure which 

would divide the text in two groups. He thought that the goal 
should be to have all five texts ready for signature. Mx. Srerrinius 
suggested by way of conclusion that all delegations be invited to sigh 
all five texts. If any asked for further time to check any one of the 
five texts, they could sign later. This was agreed to. 

Lorp Hatirax pointed out that if some delegations were unwilling 
to sign, it would be difficult for other delegations to introduce changes. 
Perhaps in such event the changes proposed by a delegation could be 

submitted and circularized to all the others. : 
Mr. Srerrinivs said that he thought the discussion had clarified the 

agreement. He wished to announce that the Technical Committee 
had approved the Yalta voting procedure by a vote of thirty in favor 
and two opposed, with fifteen abstaining, and three absent.*® He 
wished to pay personal tribute to Senator Connally for handling this 
matter for the United States. | 

1. Cuaprer XII, Parsacraru 1 | 

Mr. StetTTinivs said that this item on the agenda had to do with 
transitional arrangements and read the text of Chapter XII, para- 

graph 1. He asked Mr. Pasvolsky to comment on this question. Mr. 
“Pasvoisxy said that this matter had been referred by the Five Powers 
to the subcommittee of five. Differences had arisen concerning the 
interpretation of the language of the Dumbarton Oaks text. The sub- 
committee had agreed yesterday on a text with the understanding that 
it. would be placed before the several delegations. The text is as 
follows: 

“Pending the coming into force of the such special agreement or 
agreements referred to in Chapter VIII, Section B, paragraph 5, ‘as 

*® Doc. 967, III/1/48, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol..11, p. 518.
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in the opinion of the Security Council enable it to begin the exercise 
of its responsibilities under Chapter VIE, Section B, paragraph 4, 
the States parties to and im accordance with the previsiens ef pare- 
graph & ef the Four-Nation Declaration, signed at Moscow, Octo- 
ber 80, 1943, and France, shall, in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph 5 of the states parties te that Declaration, skhewtd consult 
with one another and as occasion arises with other members of the 
Organization with a view to such joint action on behalf of the Orga- 
nization as may be necessary for the purpose of maintaining interna- 
tional peace and security. | 

“No provision of the Charter should preclude action taken or au- 
thorized in relation to enemy states as a result of the present war by 
the Governments having responsibility for such action.” 

Senator Connatty thought that the proposed draft would meet 
all of the complaints made in the committee. He said that there had 
never been any divergence on the substance but a wide difference on 
the language of the text. | 

Mr. Boncour found the text fully acceptable, as did also Lorp 
Haurrax. Mr. Strerrinius, for the United States Delegation, con- 
firmed the view stated by Senator Connally. | | 
_ AmpassApor Gromyko said that this matter was very important 
and he.would like to study the text and communicate with his 
government. a 

_Ampassavor Koo indicated his agreement with the text. 

Mr. Srerrinius inquired when Committee III/3 could complete 
its labours. Senator ConNALLY said this was the one remaining 
item on the Committee’s agenda. Mr. Sterrintus accordingly asked 
Ambassador Gromyko to communicate with his government as 
promptly as possible. THe Ampassapor said that he thought that 
he might have an answer in a day or two. | Z 

2. Mirrrary Srarr.Commirree Consuitations Wirn RecGionaL 
, AGENCIES : | | | 

“Mr. Pasvotsxy said that the question here was whether the word 
“consultation” implied approval or disapproval.*° It was the view 
of the United States, United Kingdom, the Chinese and the French 
Delegations that the approval or disapproval was not implied. The 
Soviet Delegation thought there might be an implication of approval 
or disapproval. Accordingly, the subcommittee of five had agreed 
on the words “an exchange of views” as.a possible substitute for “con- 
sultation.” Mr. PasvotsKy said it was the opinion of the political 
advisors on the American Delegation that opening this question in 
the Technical Committee would cause very great difficulty. 

“ See minutes of Five-Power meeting of J une 4, noon, p. 1145; see also Doc. 881, 
III/3/46, June 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 512.
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AmpassaDor GRroMyxo said that the word “consultation” does not 
necessarily mean agreement. It would be quite possible that the re- 
sult of consultation would be disagreement. The Soviet Delegation 
would like to have a draft which would show clearly that the final 
decision rests with the Military Staff Committee. In his view, the’ 
present text left the matter in some doubt and uncertainty. He would. 
like to see an improvement in the language. He suggested the pos- 
sibility of adding “however, this consultation does not interfere with 
the right of the Military Staff Committee to make a final decision.” 

_ Mr, Deszan said that his Delegation would have no objection to 
the additional language. 

Lorp Hatirax assured the Soviet Ambassador that he would not 
conceive the word “consultation” to imply any possible doubt of the 
final authority of the Military Staff Committee. As to the proposed 
addition, he saw no objection. However, if the matter were reopened 
now, considerable time would be wasted and he thought it was not 
worth the effort. . te 

Mr. Srerrinius said that for the United States Delegation he 
wished to say that he felt to reopen the matter would be most unwise 
and embarrassing. : | 
AmpassApor Koo had no doubt of the final meaning ‘of the word 

“consultation.” Ampassapor GromyKko thought “exchange of views” 
would be an improvement. - | 

Mr. Hicxerson said that the Latin-American states had accepted 
the word “consultation” and that they knew what it meanht.. He 
wished to enter a plea that the subject not be reopened in a Technical 
Committee. - 7 : a 

Mr. STETTINtus inquired whether it would be possible to have the 
meaning of the word made clear at the time the Committee reportéd 
to the Plenary Session. | 

AmpBassapor Gromyko said that this procedure would be satisfac- 
tory if the rapporteur or Chairman made a statement in the Plenary 
Session as to the meaning of the word “consultation.” He added this 
would not change the Soviet view that the word was not clear. It 
was his understanding that the rapporteur or Chairman should say 
that the present text means that final decision shall be taken by the 
Military Staff Committee. , | 

3. Ricut oF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO Discuss ANy Matrer WITHIN 
tue Spuere or InrernationaL Re.ations (CHaprer V, SEcrion 
B, PARAGRAPH 1) : | 

Ampassapor Gromyko said that his Delegation attached great 
importance to this provision. If the phrase “within the sphere of 
international relations” were retained it would give the Assembly. too
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broad a power of discussion.*t The Assembly could discuss not only 
matters relating to peace and security, but any matter within the 
whole sphere of international relations, Such a provision would 
serve no useful purpose and might cause considerable harm. He 
would like a reconsideration of the matter by the proper Committee. 

Mr. STettinius said he would like to call attention to the emphatic 
action of the Technical Committee on this provision.” It represented 
only a minor concession to the small nations and he thought that to 
reopen it would cause the greatest resentment. He asked Senator 
Vandenberg to make a statement for the American Delegation. 

Senator VANDENBERG said that he and Professor Webster were 
members of the Technical Committee.. Frankly, in his opinion no 
question of substance was involved. The Four-Power amendment 
had provided for the discussion of any situation regardless of origin. 

The Committee had repeatedly been assured that it was free to 
discuss anything, and that it was in effect the “town meeting of the 
world.” As a matter of strategy and morale he thought to reopen 
this matter would be a terrific error. 

Mr. Boncour agreed with Senator Vandenberg’s statement and 
Lorp Hauirax inquired what the Soviet Ambassador had to say in 
view of the facts recounted by Senator Vandenberg. | | 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO Said that the principal purpose of the Or- 
ganization is to maintain international peace and security. .If the 
phrase in question were included there would be no limits upon the 
Assembly. As to the question of reconsideration in the Technical 
Committee, he pointed out that this had been done in other. cases. 

Proressor WEBSTER asserted that there was no chance of the Com- 
mittee altering its view. He thought that there would be no difference 
in result if the restricting words were added, as he regarded paragraph 
6 as broad as the provision in paragraph 1. On the verge of the 
struggle on the questions of amendment and revision it would be a 
great mistake to reopen the matter. Mr. Srerrinrus endorsed Pro- 
fessor Webster’s statement saying that we still had a great hurdle to 
get over on the question of unanimity on amendments. To open this 
matter now would be “full of dynamite.” oe 
Ampassapor Koo agreed that it would be impolitic to reopen the 

matter. : 7 " . - 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO expressed the view that the provision was 
in conflict with the domestic jurisdiction provision. There would be 
no limit on the discussion of any question... . oo a 

Mr. Srerrinius said that we were going over ground discussed 
at great length and that he could not agree to support the reopening 
of the question. | ne 

“ See minutes of the Five-Power meetings of June 3, 4p. m., and June 4, noon, 
pp. 1120 and 1145, respectively. 

“ Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 30, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 108.
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Lorp Hazirax said he hoped that after hearing the discussion, the 
Soviet Ambassador would not find it necessary to reopen the matter 
in the Technical: Committee. He was impressed with Mr. Stettinius’ 
statement concerning amendments and thought the fight on this 
question would be serious. As to the question of domestic jurisdiction, 
he thought that the Soviet Ambassador would be able to make his 
position clear on this point. — 

Ampassabor GROMYKO announced that he would raise the question 
in the Executive Committee and in the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Srerrintus said that the United States position was clear. It 
could not associate itself with the Soviet view. Lorp Harirax agreed, 
as also did Mr. Boncour and Ampassapor Koo. | 

Mr. Sterrmnivus said that the five Delegations had, therefore, 
agreed to disagree, and each would be free to follow its own course. 
Consultations on this matter were ended. Amsassapor GROMYKO 
said that he had nothing to add. He regretted that it had been im- 
possible to reach an agreement. He would be obliged to take the 
matter up in the Executive Committee and the Steering Committee. 

Lorp Hatirax reiterated his hope that the Soviet Ambassador 
would not find it necessary to do this. He hoped that he might find 
it possible to make his view known in a public meeting at an appro- 
priate time, and that he would not press for its consideration in the 
Executive and Steering Committees. | 

| : 4, WITHDRAWAL _ 

Mr. ARMSTRONG reviewed the discussion in the subcommittee“ on 
the subject of withdrawal with relation to the question on amend- 
ment. He. recalled the statement which had been included in the 
Committee report on motion of Mr. Rolin.** It had been agreed to 
handle the question of withdrawal by an interpretative statement. 
The debate had been full, careful and exhaustive. When the Chair-. 

man had been about to put a vote-on the question of amendment, Mr. 
ARMSTRONG said, he had brought forward the proposal with respect 
to the statement linking withdrawal with amendments. This had 
had a favorable reception. : 

Mr. Armstrone said that Mr. Rolin had agreed to accept the state- 
ment as rephrased in the draft before the group dated June 13, 1945, 
reading as follows: es 

“The Committee adopts the view that the Charter should not make 
express provision either to permit or to prohibit withdrawal from the 
Organization. The Committee deems that the highest duty of the 

*Seventh meeting of Subcommittee I/2/E, June 13, 11 a. m. (US I/2/H, 

oer Doe 538, 1/2/84, May 24, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 95.
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nations which will become Members is to cooperate within the Or- 
ganization for the preservation of international peace and security. 
If, however, a Member for good and sufficient reasons feels constrained 
to withdraw, and leave the burden of maintaining international peace 
and security on the other Members, it is not the purpose of the Organi- 
zation to compel that Member to continue its cooperation in the 
Organization. Ase; the absence of any express right ef withdrawal 
werd net prevent ¢ Member withdrawing if Hs richts and ebhea- 
tions a3 &@ Member were ehanged by Charter amendment in ahich 
i+ has net eoneurred and whieh i finds itself unable te seeept: 

_ “Nor would it be the purpose of the Organization to compel a Mem- 
ber to remain in the Organization if its rights and obligations as such 
were changed by Charter amendment in which it has not concurred 
and which it finds itself unable to accept. 

“Tt is for these considerations that the Committee has decided to 
abstain from recommending insertion in the Charter of a formal clause 
specifically forbidding or permitting withdrawal.” 

Mr. Rottn had said that the body of the statement had represented 
a more concise statement of his views and he would be willing to pre- 
sent the matter to the Committee. The Soviet Delegate had said in 
the subcommittee that he would prefer a formal withdrawal clause. 
Mr. Armstrone had told the Soviet Representative at the end of the 
meeting that he had not understood that the Five Powers had agreed 
to separate action on this matter. 

Lorp Harrrax said that he recalled that when this matter had last 
been discussed,* the Soviet Ambassador had reserved his position, 
and said he was prepared to review the question in view of the posi- 
tion of the other Delegations. He thought the draft now before the 
group represented an improvement and he liked it. He did hope that 
the Soviet Ambassador could associate himself with this draft. Lorp 
Hattrax himself did not regard the matter as of great importance. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said that it was his understanding that when 
this matter had been discussed previously, the Five Powers had not 
reached agreement. The Soviet Government had reserved its position. 

_ Ampassapor Koo said he had been left under the impression that 
the matter would be considered further by the Five Powers. 

Lorp Hauiax said that he recalled saying to the Soviet Ambassa- 

dor “you have your freedom now, but I hope you will not use it.” 
Ampassapor Gromyko said that his Delegation would back any 

Delegation which supported or brought forward a formal withdrawal 
clause. 

Mr. Srerrinivs said that this closed the consultation on this sub- 

ject and that each government would have freedom of action. | 

* See the minutes of the Five-Power meeting, June 11, 3 p. m., p. 1256. 

7236816785
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AmpassaDor GRomyko agreed with his statement, but he still 
thought that a formal withdrawal provision would be preferable. 

Mr. ArmstTRoONG said that the debate showed that it was the intention 
of many to make the Organization a fluid and temporary one. He 
thought that a formal withdrawal provision would give support to 
those who took this view. He understood that the Five Powers would 
now have freedom of action. Mr. Sretrinius confirmed this view. 

Mr. Srerrrnivs said that for any one of the Five at this late date to 
bring forward a withdrawal clause would be a very serious matter. He 
thought it would have a very adverse psychological effect on the con- 
ference. Lorp HaAutrax agreed. | | 

Mr. Srerrrntus adjourned the meeting at 3: 45 p. m. | | 
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Minutes of the Seventy-First Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Thursday, June 14, 1945 

; [Informal Notes] _ 

-- [Here follows list of names of persons (37) present at meeting. | 

| ANNOUNCEMENTS | | | 

Tue Secretary declared that he wanted to report that, he had had 
a serious conversation with Mr. Padilla.*® In the frank discussion 

which they had held the Secretary had expressed disappointment over 
the voting record of the “good neighbor to the south.” Padilla had 
called a meeting of the Foreign Ministers and The Secretary declared 
that he could assure the Delegation that it could have Latin Ameri- 
can votes when they were needed. This applied specifically, The Sec- 
retary said, to the question of amendments. Mr. Padilla now had a 
thorough understanding of the situation and was aware that the 
United States could not join the Organization unless it had a veto 
over the amendment process. The Secretary remarked that Mr. 
Hickerson and Mr. Rockefeller were going to have a meeting to con- 
sider what the overall voting situation was. 

The Secretary called the attention of the Delegation to a statement 
made in the Senate on the previous day by Senators Burton and Ful- 
bright.*? Appreciation had been expressed for the service performed 
by the Delegation and each member of the Delegation had been singled 
out for individual praise. The Senators had praised the Charter as 

“Memorandum of conversation, June 13, not printed. 
“Senator Harold H. Burton, of Ohio, and Senator J. W. Fulbright, of Arkansas,
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representing the highest common factor of the divergent views which 
came together at San Francisco. Senator Burton particularly de- 
fended the veto power as it had been passed by Committee ITI/1 on 
the previous day.** However, Senator Burton had expressed the hope 
that the large powers would waive the right of veto on matters of 
peaceful settlement. Senator Fulbright had stressed the need for 
future amendment of the Charter to bring it into line with changing 
situations and Senator Burton agreed to this position. Senator Bur- 
ton thought that the unanimity rule with respect to amendments 
should be restricted to amendments on that part of the original 
Charter which dealt with the veto of major powers. 

In strictest confidence The Secretary reported to the Delegation 

that the situation with respect to inviting Italy to the Conference was 
under control and that it would not be necessary to discuss the matter 
any further in the meetings of the Delegation. 

, Tentative CoNFERENCE SCHEDULE 

Tue SEcretary reported that it had been tentatively decided that 
the Conference should end on Saturday, June 23. In order to meet 
this deadline the Secretary outlined the following requirements: 

1. The closing session must be held on Saturday afternoon, June 23. 
2. The signing of the Charter must take place in the afternoon and 

evening of Friday, June 22, and during the morning of Saturday, 
June 28. The Secretary remarked that the President was anxious 
to be present at the time the Charter was signed. This would be im- 
possible, the Secretary thought, in view of the fact that eight hours 
might be required for the entire process of signing the document. The 
minimum time, the Secretary thought, would be three hours and forty 
minutes. However, the United States Delegation could affix its sig- 
natures in the presence of the President on Saturday morning, June 
23. The Secretary remarked that he wanted to consult with the Del- 
egation concerning the program tentatively established for the Pres- 
ident’s stay in San Francisco. 

3. The last working Plenary session would have to be held on the 
morning of Friday, June 22. 

4. The Steering Committee would have to conduct its final review 
of the Committee on Thursday, June 21, taking the entire day if 
necessary. . 

5. The final meetings of the four commissions would have to be 
held not later than Wednesday, June 20. | 

6. The final drafts of the Coordination Committee’s texts would 
have to be ready by Tuesday, June 19. 

7. All the technical committees must finish their work by Friday 
evening, June 15. The Secretary explained that it had been agreed 
that there should be permitted a twenty-four hour time lapse between 
the conclusion of the work of the committees and the consideration of 

“Doc. 967, III/1/48, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 512.
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their reports by the four commissions. The Secretary reported 
that the following committees still had to finish their work: 

| a. Committee I/2, for which Commander Stassen was the 
United States Delegate, had to consider the expulsion, amend- 
ment, withdrawal, and connected topics. 

6. Committee II/1, for which Representative Bloom was 
United States Delegate, would have to reconsider the question of 
the election of the Secretary-General after Committee III/1 
concluded its deliberations on this subject. 

ce. Committee II/4, for which Commander Stassen as the United 
States Delegate, would have to conclude its consideration of Sec- 
tion A of the trusteeship chapter. 

d. Committee III/1, for which Senator Connally was the 
United States Delegate, would have to complete its consideration 
of the problem of the election of the Secretary-General. 

e. Committee ITI/2, for which Commander Stassen was the 
United States Delegate, would have to conclude its deliberations 
on the pacific settlement of disputes. 

f. Committee III/3, for which Senator Connally was the 
United States Delegate, would have to conclude its work on Chap- 
ter XII. | 

Mr. Doiins thought that Committee I/1 should be added to this 
list because it had not completed its consideration of the domestic 
jurisdiction clause, although it had voted in favor of the Australian 
amendment. THe Srecrerary observed that in order to finish the 
work of the technical committees on schedule it would be necessary 
for the Delegation to go into action in small groups in order to reach 

decisions on the outstanding issue[s]. Tum Srcrerary thought that 
these matters could not be left to open debate in the committees because 
such a procedure would consume too much time. Tue Secretary de- 
clared that he was at the disposal of the Delegation and would be 
glad to help on any issues that might arise. Representative BLoom 
remarked that some of the Committees had not been scheduled 
to meet that day and he thought that if the work of the com- 
mittees was to be finished by the following evening it would be neces- 
sary to call meetings for that day and the next. Mr. Pasvorsky re- 
marked that the committees would still have to answer a number 
of questions which might be submitted to them by the Coordination 
Committee. Tuer Srcrerary declared that the Committee of Jurists 
and the Coordination Committee must have concluded their work by 
June 19. This, Tur Secrerary declared, might mean joint considera- 
tion by the two groups on some of the questions which they had to 

“Doc. 976, I/1/40, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 494; see also memo- 
randum by Mr. Evatt (Doc. 969, 1/1/39, June 14) which was circulated at the 
meeting of Committee I/1, June 11, 8:45 p. m. (Doc. 926, 1/1/36, June 12), ibid:, 
pp. 436 and 421, respectively.
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consider in common. The Coordination Committee might also have 
to work with the Chairmen of the technical committees and with the 
Secretariat in order to expedite its work. The translations would 
have to be undertaken simultaneously with the work of the Coordina- 
tion Committee and the Charter would have to be set in type by sec- 
tions even before it was finally approved if the Conference was to meet 
the deadline as it has been established. [At this time, 9:20 a. m., 

Senator Connally arrived at the meeting. |** 
SrcRETARY STETrintius declared that the Secretariat seemed to think 

the Conference could be concluded by June 23, but they were of the 
opinion that it would be an awfully tight situation. Tu Srcrerary 
declared that nothing could be allowed to go wrong because with the 
situation “as tight as a drum” any untoward developments would throw 
the entire Conference off schedule. Ts Srcrerary declared that he 
realized that this was an unreasonable schedule for the Coordination 
Committee and observed that a tremendous burden would be placed 
on that group. Mr. Pasvorsky remarked that he hoped that this 
schedule would not be unreasonable to the Charter. He thought that 
the Coordination Committee would require at least one additional day 
if a good Charter were to result. Mr. Pasvotsxy declared the Secre- 
tary could have no idea of the enormity of the job to be faced by the 
Coordination Committee. Mr. Pasvorsky thought that the Co- 
ordination Committee must have until Wednesday night to finish its 
work and,.even then, some of the steps would have to be teleseoped. 
Tue Secretary declared that he had asked Mr. Hiss to join the 

meeting to discuss this situation with the Delegation. He declared 
that it had been his understanding that meetings of all the committees 
had been called in order that they might finish their work by the 
deadline established. Mr. Norrer thought that it would be necessary 
to bring tremendous pressure to bear on the Latin American states 
on all the issues still before the Conference if the Conference deadline 
were to be met. Tue Secretary suggested that Mr. Warren outline 
the situation for the Delegation. The latter declared that he did not 
subscribe completely to Mr. Notter’s observations. Mr. Warren 
thought that the vote would turn out favorably on the question of 
the Secretary-General and also on the matter of domestic jurisdiction. 
The only difficult problem, Mr. Warren thought, would be the ques- 
tion of the unanimity rule with respect to the ratification of amend- 
ments. On this question Mr. Warren was certain that the Latin 
American states would go along with the big powers and would even 
vote as a hemisphere bloc if necessary. - 

“" Brackets appear in the original. . | |
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SECRETARY-GENERAL 

SENATOR ConNnALLY declared that Committee IJI/1 had cleaned up 
all the items on the agenda with the exception of procedure for recom- 
mending the Secretary-General for election by the General Assembly.™ 
Senator Connally remarked that Ambassador Gromyko had been 
putting pressure on him to speak in favor of the unanimity procedure. 
Senator Connally declared that Professor Webster had spoken for 
the British and that Ambassador Gromyko had spoken in favor of 
the unanimity rule and that the French Delegation had spoken in 
favor as well. 

Senator ConNALLY pointed out that this question had been con- 
sidered originally by Committee II/1™ and that Representative 
Bloom had voted in favor of a strictly procedural vote for the nomi- 
nation of the Secretary-General. However, it had been decided that 
Committee II/1, dealing with the General Assembly, would not have 
the authority to decide the voting procedure whereby the Security 

Council would nominate the Secretary-General. As a result, the 
matter was now before Committee III/1 for its decision. ReEpre- 

SENTATIVE Bioom pointed out to the Delegation that he had taken 
his instructions from the Delegation and hence had voted in favor 
of the procedural vote."? Smnator CoNNALLY declared that this was 
correct and that the Delegation had reversed its position. Repre- 
SENTATIVE Broom remarked that he had made his mistake in going 
along with the Delegation on this question. Srcrerary STETTINIUS 
thought that the United States Delegation would have to stand by the 
five-power position. SENATOR CoNNALLY remarked that small powers 
were disturbed by the outcome of the veto question and were taking 
this opportunity to attempt to win a victory over the major powers. 
CoMMANDER SrasseN thought that the Delegation would have to 
support Senator Connally. Any change of position by the Dele- 
gation would be viewed seriously by the other major powers, espe- 
cially in view of the fact that Russia had been defeated on the matter 

of the deputy Secretaries-General and would undoubtedly be unable 
to reverse the decision. Srcrrrary Srettinius said that Mr. Warren 
and Mr. Hickerson would go into action and Tue Secretary said that 
he presumed that the Delegation would not want to change its 

position. 

-™ Doc. 975, IIT/1/50, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 545. 
5 See report of the Rapporteur of Committee II/1, Doc. 666, II/1/26(1) (a), 

May 30, ibid., vol. 8, p. 452. 
= Doc. 328, II/1/13, May 16, ibid., p. 331; see also minutes of the meetings of the 

United States delegation, May 14, 9:05 a. m., ante, p. 707; May 15, 6 p. m., p. 740; 
and May 17, 8:30 a. m., p. 768; see also reports of the drafting subcommittee of 
II/1, Doe. 471, II/1/A/1, May 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, p. 5382, and Doc. 560, 

II/1/A/2, May 25, ébid., p. 540.
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REPRESENTATIVE Bioom asked why it was necessary for him to con- 

sider this question of the Secretary-General and Mr. Hicxerson 
pointed out that the question would undoubtedly be referred once 
again to Committee II/1 after Committee III/1 had reached its 
decision. Mr. Hicxrrson observed that some of the smaller powers 

had served notice that if they were defeated in their opposition to 
the unanimity rule for the nomination for the Secretary-General, 
that they would reopen the question of the term of office of the Secre- 
tary-General when the whole matter was referred back to Committee 
IT/1. Mr. Warren asked why it was not possible to have the Steering 
Committee consider this matter in view of the jurisdictional conflict 
between the two committees. RepresentTativeE Bioom observed that 
as he understood the matter he would not be required to do anything 
until Senator Connally’s Committee finished its deliberations. 

AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 

Tue Srcrerary asked whether there was any emergency business 
to be considered by the Delegation. Commanvrr Strassen declared 
that he should like to bring up the matter of amendment procedure 
and related problems which were likely to become the pressing focus 
for attack by the opposition. Commander Stassen urged that Mr. 
Armstrong, who had been working with the problem involved more 
closely than he had, present the question to the Delegation. 

Mr. Armstrone declared that he wanted to make clear that he had 
not been handling the problem at all but merely had been helping 
Commander Stassen. Mr. Armstrong then reported that Mr. Evatt 
had called him that morning and had indicated that there was a 
certain amount of support for the proposal to insert in the report of 
Committee I/2 the statement which had been discussed at the meet- 

ing of the Big Five the previous afternoon. The Mexican Delegate 
had indicated that he would not oppose the wishes of the United 
States on the unanimity rule with respect to the veto power. The 
Mexican Delegate had indicated that his proposal to omit any men- 
tion of procedure with respect to amendment was intended to simplify 
the question for the big powers as well as for the smaller states. How- 
ever, Mr. Armsrrone thought that the report of Committee I/2 was 
likely to run into “hot water”. Mr. Evatt had urged that there be 
incorporated: in this report a statement that every nation was free 
to withdraw from the Organization if an amendment were accepted 
by the General Assembly but failed of ratification because of the 
exercise of the veto power by one of the Big Five.** Colonel Capel- 

See minutes of the Five-Power meeting, June 13, 2:30 p. m., p. 1280. 
* Summary report of eighth meeting of Subcommittee I/2/E, June 13, 10:15 

p. m., not printed.



1294 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

Dunn had seemed to approve of this suggestion. He had suggested 
as an appropriate wording “or if an amendment duly accepted by the 
necessary majority in the Assembly fails of ratification necessary to 
bring it into effect.” 

Mr. Armstrone declared that the smaller powers appeared to be 
worried about China, which might break up into a group of small 
segments controlled by war lords or might fall completely under 

Soviet domination. Mr. Evatt had told Mr. Armstrong in the tele- 
phone conversation that morning that he had received instructions 
from his own government to stand for a revisionary convention which 
would be free of any restraining veto power whatsoever. However, 
Mr. Evatt had indicated that it would not be necessary to hold such 
a convention within five years and had indicated that ten years would 
be soon enough. 

Mr. Armstrone declared that Mr. Evatt had told him that his 
proposal to add to the Committee report a statement establishing the 
right of a member state to withdraw from the Organization if an 

amendment failed of ratification was “off hand and incidental” and 
was not to be considered as the Australian position on this question. 
Mr. Evatt had thought that the entire question should be handled in 
the text of Chapter XI, paragraph 3. However, Mr. Evatt indi- 

cated that the Australians did not want to raise any big issue at this 
stage of the Conference, and for this reason would not press for inclu- 
sion of phraseology making clear the right of withdrawal in the 
Charter itself. Mr. Evatt had asked Mr. Armstrong whether he did 
not think that it would be worse to incorporate a clause in the Charter 
or include a statement in the Committee report making clear the right 
of withdrawal than to permit a Revisionary Convention to make its 
own rules of procedure. | 

[Here follows discussion of the time schedule and future progress 
of the Conference. | | 

WITHDRAWAL 

CoMMANDER STassEN urged that the Delegation grant to him and 
to Mr. Armstrong and to such other members of the Delegation as 
might work on the problem of withdrawal freedom of action to work 
out a satisfactory solution. Commander Stassen pointed out that, 
as a result of the failure of the major powers to reach agreement, the 

United States now had freedom of action, and he thought that it was 
essential that he be granted license to work out an appropriate solu- 
tion. Commander Stassen declared that it might even be necessary 
to adapt Senator Rolin’s draft statement to be included in the report 
of Commission I, Commander Stassen thought it might even be 
necessary to concede if all the other nations seemed to want specific
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language in the Charter in order to gain acceptance for the other parts 
of the Four Point Program which he had outlined for the Delegation 
at previous meetings. Commander Stassen declared that the Dele- 
gation should make a decision as to whether, it would accept such a 
solution. The Commander pointed out that the United States might 

be forced into a situation where it would lose on the question of with- 
drawal and at the same time lose the initiative on the other parts of 
the program. Commander Stassen suggested that the United States: 

(1) Press strongly for the re-insertion of a clause on expulsion. | 
(2) Press strongly for the ratification of amendments according 

to the unanimity procedure. 
(3) Attempt to get the Soviets to agree to ratification by a two- 

thirds majority, plus the five major powers, rather than a mere ma- 
jority plus the five major powers as had been the occasion originally. 
Commander Stassen pointed out that this was a problem of chief 
concern to the smaller states, and he thought that the United States 
should allow them to make this decision or should at least not bring 
pressure to bear against whatever, decision they might reach. 

(4) Press for a clause providing for placing a Revisionary Con- 
vention on the agenda of the General Assembly after ten years. 

(5) Attempt to revise Senator Rolin’s statement on withdrawal 
and, if necessary, even accept the insertion of wording in the Charter 
itself. 

Mr. Armstrone observed that he was not certain that it would be 
necessary to give in on the question of withdrawal. ComMANDER 
STASSEN agreed with Mr. Armstrong but said that he thought the 
small states should be given complete freedom of action with respect 
to the right of withdrawal. By this he meant that the United States 
should not attempt to influence the decision reached. Commander 
Stassen thought that the United States should not attempt to force 
through its position if by so doing it would prejudice a successful 
outcome with respect to the other closely related issues, Commander 

Stassen pointed out that there was no five-power position on with- 
drawal. Apparently the USSR favored a clear statement of the 
right of withdrawal. However, there was no clear position among 
the smaller powers. 

Mr. Armstrone asked what the situation would be if the last half 
of paragraph 3 of Chapter XI were to be omitted. Specifically, Mr. 
Armstrong wondered whether the ratification of amendments passed 

by a Revisionary Convention would be provided for under the original 
amendment procedure of the Dumbarton Oaks draft. There was 
general agreement that the original language would cover amendments 

passed by a Revisionary Convention, but CommanpErR STassEn pointed 
out that any change in the Four-Power Amendment would require 
referral to Moscow. Commander Stassen thought that in any event,
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if a suitable solution could not be worked out: that day in the Com- 
mittee, it might be necessary to submit the question to a higher level 
on the following day. Mr. Armsrrone declared that he would favor 
giving some consideration to Mr. Evatt’s proposal that the right of 
withdrawal be recognized when an amendment. failed of ratification 
as wellas when an amendment is passed which a state was un- 
able to accept. Mr. Duis agreed that Mr. Evatt’s proposal, al- 
though it had since been withdrawn, was an excellent suggestion. Mr. 
PasvotsKy pointed out, however, that the question required careful 
consideration. He asked what would be the case if the United States 
refused to ratify an amendment by which additional responsibilities 
and obligations would be imposed upon the United States. Under 
Mr. Evatt’s proposal any state could withdraw. from the Organization 
under these circumstances, and upon the United States would fall the 
onus of having broken up the Organization. Mr. Pasvoisky ex- 
pressed the opinion that too much of a “smoke screen” was being laid 
with respect to the ability of China and France to assume the obliga- 
tions of big powers. ComMMANDER Strassen thought that the question 
should be considered realistically. Commander Stassen pointed out 

that in his opinion if there were sufficient pressure in the Organization 
to cause a breakup, the Organization would dissolve. This would be 
true with respect to the situation which Mr. Pasvolsky had outlined. 
Commander Stassen thought that the United States could not insist 
on acceptance of all its demands and still attempt to force the other 
members of the Organization to remain in the Organization. Mr. 
Hicxerson agreed that, if the United States opposed an amendment 
which all the other nations were in favor of, then the United States, 
under Mr. Evatt’s scheme, would have to bear the responsibility for 
smashing the Organization. ComMANDER Stassen thought that Mr. 
Evatt’s proposal was a sound one in as much as it constituted a kind 
of sanction by the United Nations on the use of the veto power by 
the major powers. He thought it was a completely unobjectionable 
provision. Mr. Pasvotsky asked Commander Stassen whether he 
thought acceptance could be gained for the elimination of.the last 
part of paragraph 3, leaving only the first sentence thereof. Com- 
MANDER Stassen thought that acceptance would be gained but that 
it would probably require two weeks of negotiation and approval. 
Mr. Pasvousxy thought that, if the second half of the paragraph were 
to be dropped, there could be no doubt of the applicability of the 
original phraseology of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. Commanp- 
pR STassEN urged, however, that there would be little chance of 
gaining approval for such a revision in less than a week, but Mr. 

Pasvoisky replied that approval would have to be gained for the other 
alternatives also. Tur Secretary remarked that the closing days of
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the Conference were approaching, and he thought it was necessary to 
give latitude to Commander Stassen and his associates. Tue Srcre- 
rary thought that there had been adequate discussion by the Delegation 
to acquaint Commander Stassen with the position of the American 
group: Therefore, he suggested that the entiré matter be put in Com- 
mander Stassen’s hands and that Commander Stassen be permitted 
to work out a solution within the broad lines of the discussions in the 
Delegation meetings. . BF 

Senator VANDENBERG asked whether Mr. Evatt was the key to the 
difficulties. Mr. Duties pointed out in reply that the Australian 
amendment to the domestic jurisdiction clause in Chapter II, para- 
graph 7 had been carried solely as a personal tribute to Mr. Evatt. 
Mr. Arustrone thought that an attempt should be made to reach an 
agreement with Mr. Evatt to drop the second part of paragraph 3 of 
Chapter XI," and then the decision should be pushed through among 
the other major powers. However, Commanper Strassen pointed out 
that this change could not be made without submitting the entire mat- 
ter to Moscow. | | | | 

SENATOR ConNALLY asked what the result had been on the question 
of the Deputy Secretaries-General. Mr. Norrer replied that it had 
been decided by a vote of 30-1 to omit any reference to the Deputy- 
Secretaries-General. However, Commanprr Strassen corrected Mr. 
Notter and declared that the vote had been 20-19 on a roll call.* 

Smnator Connatiy thought that the best solution might be to main- 
tain the veto with respect to the nomination of the Secretary-General 

and to allow that official to appoint his own deputies. 
In Senator CoNNALLY’s view, a straight withdrawal clause was to 

be desired. However, he declared that he would accept the insertion 
of a statement in the records of the Committee. Senator Connally 
declared that it had always been his opinion that the Delegation 
should meet this issue “face to face”. Representative Broom asked 
what kind of withdrawal clause Commander Stassen was being in- 
structed to adopt. Commanpber Strassen replied that there were two 
alternatives. It had been suggested that a complete withdrawal clause 

be included in the Charter. It had also been proposed that reference 
be made in the Commission report to the right of a state to withdraw 
from the Organization under certain circumstances. THr SECRETARY 
asked what conditions would be imposed under this second alternative. 

CoMMANDER StassEN declared that the state would be entitled to 

* See amendments to chapter XI proposed by the four Sponsors and by Aus- 
tralia, UNCIO Documents, vol. 3, pp. 628 and 544, respectively ; for consideration 
of chapter XI by Committee I/2 on June 14, 4:15 p. m., see Doc. 991, 1/2/66, 
June 15, ibid., vol. 7, p. 209. 

*® Doc. 974, 1/2/64, June 14, ibid., p. 204.
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withdraw from the Organization if the Organization failed in the per- 
formance of its functions or if an amendment were passed with which 
a member state could not agree. TH Secretary asked whether the 
Delegation would be satisfied to permit Commander Stassen to attend 
the meeting of the Committee with full freedom to work out a solu- 
tion within the limits set by the discussions of the Delegation. 

Mr. Hickerson observed that it would be helpful to the Political 
Advisers to have a complete statement of the program of the absolute 
requirements of the United States. Tur Srcrerary declared that he 
thought such a list would already have been available. Mr. Hicxer- 
son declared that such a list was not available and pointed to the 
question of amendment. It had been suggested that the Delegation 
accept the first sentence of paragraph 3 of Chapter XI, with the omis- 
sion of the rest of the paragraph. Tur Secretary asked whether 
there was any doubt that the United States must insist on a veto over 
amendments. Mr. Duties remarked that he was not in agreement 
with the Secretary and declared that he wanted his position clarified 
for the sake of the record although he knew there was no possibility 
of changing the position of the Delegation. Mr. Duis pointed to 
the statement of Senators Fulbright and Burton, which had been read 
to the Delegation earlier in the meeting. Mr. Duties thought that 
the inflexibility of the amendment procedure would be a focal point 
for attack. Senator VANpENBERG declared that the two Senators 
mentioned would vote in favor of the Charter even if “it gave the 
United States to Ethiopia”. Representative Broom thought that 
these two Senators had not thought the matter through completely. 

Me. Doutxes thought that the failure of the United States to main- 
tain a veto over amendments passed by the Organization would not be 
very disastrous to this country because of the great prestige of the 
United States and because of the obvious necessity of the cooperation 
of the United States in making the Organization a success. How- 
ever, it might be possible for China to oppose an amendment in which 
case the situation might be such that China could merely be permitted 
to drop out of the Organization. If such a situation were to arise, 
it would be possible to form a new organization just as the new World 
Court which was being formed eliminated some of the states which 
had been members of the previous court. Mr. Duties thought that 
it would be advantageous to find some way of expressing this posst- 
bility in the Committee report. It was important, Mr. DuLixs 
thought, to make clear that the “dead hand” of one of the major 

powers need not necessarily be continued in perpetuity. For this 

reason, Mr. Durxzes declared that he recommended Mr. Evatt’s sug- 

gestion because it said in effect that a new organization could be formed 

at any time when one of the major powers was no longer capable of
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exercising its responsibility. The world, Mr. Duxixs pointed out, is 
a living thing and cannot possibly be held by a “dead hand” in spite 
of the language of the Charter. Mr. Dulles urged that the present 
Conference was dropping Japan and Italy from the ranks of the Or- 
ganization despite the fact that these two nations had held permanent 
seats on the Council of the League of Nations. Mr. Dulles thought 

that some way should be found to point to this fact and to point out 
that the Conference was not necessarily accepting the idea that the 
five major powers would retain a permanent veto power. 

Senator CONNALLY asked whether pressure was still being main- 
tained for the establishment of a fixed time period for holding a Re- 
visionary Convention. ComMMANDER STassEn declared that there was 
still pressure for the establishment of a period between the fifth and 
tenth year of the operation of the Organization. Commander Stas- 
sen declared that the major powers were attempting to defeat this 
proposal, and he pointed out that Mr. Evatt had indicated his willing- 
ness to accept a ten year period. Commander Stassen thought that 

Mr. Dulles’ presentation had been good, but he voiced the opinion 

that it would be impossible to make any reference such as Mr. Dulles 
had proposed in a Committee report. Commander Stassen then out- 

lined the matters on which the Delegation had agreed as follows: 

. 1. The Delegation had agreed to support re-insertion of provisions 
for expulsion in the Charter. 

2. The Delegation had agreed on the unanimity requirement for the 
ratification of amendments. Srcrerary STETrrnivs pointed out that 
there was unanimity of the major powers on this subject. 

8. The Delegation had agreed to propose a definite time period and 
to support a provision which would place the calling of a Revisionary 
Convention on the Agenda of a General Assembly in its tenth year of 
operation. ComMMANDER SrassENn thought that the Soviet would come 
through on this question. Mr. RockErevimr disagreed with this, and 
CoMMANDER STASsEN declared that, in that case, the United States 
would have to vote against the other members of the Big Five. Mr. 
RocKEFELLER thought that this was a realistic position. The United 
States had been voting consistently according to the Big Five posi- 
tions and had gained a reputation for voting for things in which it 
did not believe. However, on the previous day the Russians had 
voted against the five power agreement. 

4, The Delegation had still to decide whether it would grant to Mr. 
Armstrong and Commander Stassen latitude to work out a with- 
drawal provision in order to obtain acceptance for the remainder of 
the program. 

Secretary Srerrintus declared that he agreed with the position 
stated a few moments previously by Mr. Dulles. However, he thought 
this would take five months of negotiation, and he expressed the opin- 
ion that it would be impossible to obtain the agreement of the British
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to such a proposition. Mr. Dues declared that he was not propos- 
ing a substantive change in the Charter. Mr. Dulles pointed out 
that the Russians were in favor of the recommendation of a general 
right of withdrawal, and he asked why a statement recognizing this 
right should not be placed in the record. ComMaNbER STAssEN de- 
clared that his position would be to accept Mr. Evatt’s proposal if 
agreement could be reached among the major powers... Mr. DuLizs 
thought that the United States should take a more positively favorable 
position on Mr. Evatt’s proposal. Mr. Hickerson pointed out that 
Mr. Evatt had agreed to a provision for a vote on the question of 

calling a Revisionary Convention after ten years. Mr. Hickrrson 
thought that Mr. Evatt would accept phraseology without any ref- 
erence to a procedural vote. Mr. Hickerson thought that this Gov- 
ernment could now sell any position it wanted to maintain. Com- 
MANDER STassEN thought that there had been a misunderstanding on 
the amendment question. He pointed out that there was nothing in 

the Charter which provided for a veto over a Revisionary Conference. 
The veto applied only to the ratification of an amendment passed 
by such conference. There had been, he thought, a great deal of 
misunderstanding about this question. However, the Delegation was 
unanimous that there must be a unanimity rule with respect to any 
amendment passed by the Organization. Mr. Hicxerson declared 
that in this case it would be impossible to accept Mr. Evatt’s proposal 
and COMMANDER STASSEN agreed. Mr. Hickrrson declared that so 
long as this position was made clear to him, he could insure its ac- 
ceptance by the smaller powers. [At this point, 10 a. m., Secretary 
Stettinius and Mr. Hickerson left the meeting. ] 5” 

SO | | _ ExpuLsion | | 

Mr. Hackwortu asked why the Delegation should stand so strongly 
for the re-insertion of the provision on expulsion. Mr. Hackworth 
pointed out that the Organization could suspend a recalcitrant riem- 
ber indefinitely. This, he thought, would have the same practical 
effect as expulsion. ComMmaNprrR Strassen declared that this was the 
Soviet position and no change could be effected without first clearing 
the question with Moscow. Mr. Armstrong asked whether the United 
States could not afford to lose on this question, but Commanpgr Sras- 
sEN replied that in his opinion the question could be carried. Com- 
mander Stassen thought that it would not be desirable to have Russia 
overturned too often during the last few days of the Conference. Mr. 

Notrer remarked that there had been no change in the Delegatioen’s 

position as a result of that morning’s meeting. an 

Brackets appear in the original. _ : —_ .
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':CommAnprer Strassen asked what his instructions were. SENATOR 
ConNnALLY declared that it was his understanding that Commander 
Stassen, Mr. Armstrong, and Mr. Dulles were authorized to work out 
an acceptable. solution. However, Senator ConNAELY was: of the 
opinion that the Delegation would prefer the insertion of. a clause on 
withdrawal in the report: of the Committee rather than a clause tied 
to amendment procedure. [At this point, 10:15 a. m., Mr. Pasvolsky 
and Mr. Hackworth left the meeting.]5*. i 

TRUSTEESHIP 

Commanprr Srassen reported that there might be a slight modifi- 
cation in the draft of Section A of the Trusteeship Chapter, which 
the Delegation had considered on the previous day.®*.. Commander 
Stassen remarked that he had been having difficulty with the French, 
the British, with Mr. Evatt, and with the Philippines. He declared 
that he would keep in touch with the military advisers and would 
make certain that the interest of the United States would be safe- 
guarded. Commander Stassen pointed out that, if agreement among 

the disputing powers were not reached before the Committee met, 
there would be a “grand battle” in the final meeting of the Committee. 
SENATOR Connaty asked the Military Advisers whether they were 

satisfied with the trusteeship draft and with the course of the discus- 
sions which were then underway. (GENERAL FarRcHILp replied that 
the Military Advisers had no reason to be dissatisfied since most of 
the questions they had considered were not military at all but were of 
apolitical nature. . _ 7 an 

[Here follow remarks by Mr. Rockefeller on the problem of lining 
up votes and remarks by Commander Stassen on the question of refer- 
ring parts of the Charter to Congressional Committees. ] 

DO : Domestic JURISDICTION Oo 

Mr. Dutixs declared that there would be a tremendous argument 
on the subject of domestic jurisdiction at that day’s meeting of Com- 
mittee I/1. Mr. Durzzs declared that, unless adequate support were 
obtained from Mr. Rockefeller, the major powers would be defeated. 
There was an attempt to re-insert in the paragraph on domestic juris- 
diction the wording “disputes arising out of matters which by inter- 
national law are solely within the domestic jurisdiction . ..”. This 
wording had been in the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, and a 
great deal.of support was being enlisted to re-insert it... Mr. Duis 
declared that he did not: like the wording and thought it was nebu- 
lous. .Mr. Dulles asked the Senators whether they thought it..was 
essential that this phraseology be kept out of the Charter. ‘Senator 

74 Brackets appear in the original. Oe an 
*° Minutes of the seventieth meeting, June 13, 9 a. m., p. 1273.
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VANDENBERG thought that there would probably be a reservation if 
the words were included. . 

Mr. Rockereu.er declared that he was having a meeting with Com- 
mander Stassen at 2:30 that day to attempt to obtain an over-all 
picture of the entire situation. Mr. Duties asked if it would be 
helpful for him to present a memorandum stating the United States 
position on domestic jurisdiction and outlining the reasons for this 
position.°° Mr. Rockers ter declared that such a statement would 
be very helpful and should be in by 2: 80 p. m. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10: 23 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 72 

Minutes of the Seventy-Second Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Friday, June 15, 1945, 9 a. m. 

| [Informal Notes] 

[Here follow list of names of persons (29) present at meeting, an- 
nouncement by Secretary Stettinius concerning a meeting of the heads 
of the five delegations, and prospects for completion of Committee 
work. | | 

: _ AMENDMENT PROCEDURE _ 

Mr. Strassen asked whether it would be possible for Senator Con- 
nally to come to the meetings of Committee I/2* while the question 
of amendments was under discussion. Whereas our position had been 
on the whole successfully defended in the Subcommittee, Mr. Strassen 
said that the American representatives were hitting a snag in the full 
Committee. : . 

) PREAMBLE | 

Dean GILDERSLEEVE commended Commander Stassen and Mr. Dulles 
for their admirable work in the session of. Commission I]. ~~ 

_ Dr. Bowman stated that Mr. MacLeish’s Preamble to the Charter * 
was a good one. He asked whether the Coordination Committee had. 
the power to improve on the Preamble as adopted by Committee I/1.* 
In response, it was stated that this was definitely the understanding in 
that Committee, although Mr. Hackworrtu said no change in substance 
would be permissible. Mr. Sanpirer thought it would be wise for the 
Coordination Committee or its Subcommittee to take the present draft 

© For Mr. Dulles’ explanation of the view of the four Sponsoring ‘Governments 
on domestic jurisdiction, see Doe. 1019, 1/1/42, June 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, 

Doe. 1015, 1/2/68, June 15, ibid., vol. 7, p. 219 and Doc. 1022, 1/2/69, June 16, 
1bid., p. 229. — a 

@ Not printed. 
* Doe. 817, 1/1/31, June 6, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 365.
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of the Preamble as the basis for its work rather than one brought in 

from the outside associated with some name other than Field Marshal 
Smuts. Mr. Norrer thought that in view of the statement made by 

Dean Gildersleeve in Commission I “ concerning the importance of 

revising the Preamble, and in view of the understanding of Commit- 

tee I/1 when it voted on the Preamble, certain even [very?] minor 
changes in substance could be made in the Preamble by the Coordina- 

tion Committee. 
Dr. Bowman suggested that a small subcommittee of the Coordina- 

tion Committee be appointed to consider redrafting the Preamble. 
Tue Srecrerary asked Mr. Sandifer to take up this matter with Mr. 
Pasvolsky and to see whether a subcommittee of the Coordination 

Committee could be established for this purpose. 

Ecyprian AMENDMENT ON TERMINATION AND TRANSFER OF TRUST 
AREAS 

Tuer Secretary asked what the Army and the Navy representatives 
had on their minds in connection with the trusteeship document. Ad- 
miral Hepburn indicated that the one special problem was the 
Egyptian amendment on termination and transfer of trust areas. 
SENATOR ConNALLY asked whether we could stay in the islands we had 
occupied in the Pacific until we got ready toturn them over. ApMIRAL 
Hepsurn replied in the affirmative. He added that the mandate 
rights under the League would remain intact under the present pro- 
posal except for the enemy possessions, particularly Japan’s.® 

Oren ITems 1N Committers I/2 | 

Mr. Rockere.uer stated that it would be helpful if there could be a 
final and definite policy formulated with respect to the issues before 
Committee I/2. If such a policy was set down, he said that the po- 
litical liaison officers could then undertake to line up the votes. Mr. 
HickeErson agreed that such a policy would be very helpful. 

Discussion took place on the proper tactics to be employed in se- 
curing the approval of Committee I/2 of that aspect of the amending 
provision involving veto power over amendments recommended by a 
general conference. Mr. Dunes pointed out that apparently the po- 
litical liaison officers were hinting in their conversations with other 

Delegations that if there was a possibility of withdrawal from the 
Organization, we could get through the Senate the provision on 
amendments without a veto by the great powers. 

* Doc. 1006, 1/6, June 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 19. 
* Doe. 871, II/4/34, June 9, ibid., vol. 10, p. 510. 

For text of convention between the United States and Japan with respect to 
former German possessions under a mandate to Japan, signed at Washington, 
February 11, 1922, see Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 11, p. 600. 

723-681—67—86
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Tue. Secretary stated that the situation is that the Soviets place 
great importance on the veto and that the American Delegation would 
have to go along with them because there is no time now to compromise. 
He wished to say that we cannot join an organization that does not 
include the power of veto on amendments. He added that he had 
been given the commitment that the whole Latin American vote could 
be depended upon if necessary to save the Conference. 

Mr. Armstrong stated that he had made it plain in the discussions 
of Committee I/2 that we shall not go along without the veto pro- 
vision on amendments. He felt that we had to stick to that line. _ 

SENATOR ConNALLY stated that the agreement seems to be that we 
will stick by the veto and announce that anyone may leave the Organi- 
zation by the back door. Tue Srcrerary reminded the Delegation 
that the veto on amendments goes back to the Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
posals and is not part of the Yalta agreement. Mr. Norrer added 
that Mr. Novikov had lost us a lot of votes the previous day by his 
statement in Committee I/2.® 

Tue Secretary directed those responsible for presenting the Amer- 
ican position in Committee I/2 to confer with the appropriate political 
lhaison officers in order to arrive at an agreed upon line of action with 

respect to the attitude of the Latin American countries. THE Srcre- 
rary asked that he be given a statement concerning the position of 
the Latin American countries so that he personally could go into 
action with respect to them. Mr. Hickerson noted that Mr. Evatt 
and Mr. Fraser threatened to take the amendment issue to the plenary 
session. 

The Secretary adjourned the meeting at 9:45 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 78 

Minutes of the Seventy-Third Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, Jume 16, 1945, 9: 04 a.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

. [Here follows list of names of persons (34) present at meeting. ] 

_ Tem Secretary convened the meeting at 9:04 a. m. 

: ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Tue Secrerary reported that three Committees had still to com- 
plete their work. Committee I/2 had been progressing slowly, while 
Committee II/4 had been held up awaiting approval from Moscow 
on Section A of the Trusteeship Chapter. Commannrr Srassen de- 
clared that technically this was correct but actually the delay had 

* Doe. 991, 1/2/66, June 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 210. Co
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been caused by the inability of the British and the Australians to 
get together on the new wording. Tur Secretary went on to declare 
that Committee III/3 was awaiting the approval of the Russian 
government. The Secretary declared that there was to be a meeting 
of the five powers at 9:45 that morning ® and that this was to be fol- 
lowed by a meeting among. Ambassador Gromyko, Ambassador Koo 
and Secretary Stettinius. Senator VaANpDENBERG asked whether 
Committee II/2 should not be included on this list and he remarked 
that that Committee was scheduled .to meet during the course of the 
day. Mr. Sanprrer observed that there were no important matters 
before Committee IT/2 but Mr. Pasvonsxy declared that this Com- 
mittee was considering the powers of the General Assembly. It was 
agreed that Committee II/2 should be added to the list of committees 

which had important decisions to make. . a 7 
Tue SEcrETARY reported that he had had a meeting with three other 

presidents of the Conference on the previous day and it had been ap- 
parent at that time that it- would not be possible to conclude the con- 

ference with a simple ceremony as had been planned originally. The 
Secretary reported that the Russian delegate wanted to make a speech 
and therefore it would be necessary to ask the Chairmen of the other 
sponsoring governments to speak also. Furthermore, it would be 
necessary to ask several representatives of the smaller nations to ad- 
dress the final session of the Conference before the President’s speech. 
Tue Srecrerary observed that it would be possible to hold down this 
preliminary oratory to a total of 45 or 50 minutes. He asked that the 
Delegation authorize him to negotiate with a view to establishing 
rules on time limits and the like in order that the final session might be 
made as short as possible. | Oe | : 

.  Revistonary CoNFERENCE 

CoMMANDER SrassEN observed that there seemed to be strong senti- 
ment among the smaller nations for some more definite assurance of 
a date for calling of the revisionary conference. Commander Stassen 
declared that he personally felt strongly that it would be unwise to 
ignore at the end of the Conference such widely expressed sentiment 
on an issue which was not really crucial. He thought that some con- 
cession on this point would help in avoiding ending the Conference on 
a sour note. He suggested that discussions. be undertaken with the 
other major powers. He suggested that.some wording such as the 
following be adopted: _ a BS 

“If such a conference has not been called prior to the tenth year 
after the effective date of the Organization, and unless a majority of 

* For minutes of the Five-Power meeting, see infra.
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the members have indicated during the tenth year that they do not 
desire such a conference to be called, the Secretary-General shall call 
such a conference to be held at a convenient date between the tenth 
and twelfth years inclusive.” 

Mr. Pasvorsky thought that it was not within the powers of the 
Secretary-General to call a revisionary conference but Mr. Hickrerson 
observed that specific authority would be provided in the Charter for 
this power if Commander Stassen’s suggestion were adopted. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN also suggested that Senator Rolin’s proposal that a 
24 majority, including the permanent members of the Security Coun- 
cil, be accepted in place of a simple majority, including the permanent 
members, as previously proposed. ComMMANDER SrassEN reiterated 
that he thought it was important that a liberal attitude be maintained 
with respect to non-critical issues. 

Senator ConNALLy observed that there had been a great deal of 
enthusiasm for Mr. Armstrong’s amendment to the effect that a revi- 
sionary conference be placed on the agenda of the General Assembly 
during the tenth year. Mr. Hicxrrson thought that this enthusiasm 
had been lost as the meeting progressed. Mr. Hickerson declared 

that he agreed with Commander Stassen that the Delegation should 
take a liberal attitude with respect to issues which were not vital. He 
pointed out that the newspaper headlines were quite unfavorable, em- 
phasizing as they did the fact that the Big Five had opposed setting 
a definite date for the calling of a revisionary convention. Mr. Hick- 
erson suggested a provision be inserted in the Charter that a revi- 
sionary convention be held every ten years. REPRESENTATIVE BLoom 
pointed out that to his knowledge there was nothing in the Charter 
which would prevent having revisionary conferences periodically. 
Mr. Hickerson agreed that such conventions could be called at any 
time according to the desires of the member states and he observed 
that no real concession would be involved. Mr. Hickerson thought 
that it was the gesture that was important. ComMMANDER STassEN 
pointed out that there was a feeling among the smaller states that 
they had failed to attain the necessary 24 majority because of the votes 
of those states which customarily followed the lead of the U.S.S.R. 
and the United States. Because of this, they were somewhat doubtful 
of their ability to garner the necessary 36 vote for calling a convention 
in the future. In effect they were being told that a revisionary con- 
vention would be held in the future if 24 of the members of the 
Organization were in favor of such a convention immediately after 
they had failed in an attempt to achieve a 24 majority on this issue. 

® Doc. 1015, 1/2/68, June 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 220; see also Doc. 
1022, 1/2/69, June 16, ibid., p. 229.
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_ Mr. Hicxerson observed that he was dissatisfied with the amend- 
ment presented by Senator Rolin. Mr. Hickerson thought that the 
more ratifications that were needed for any amendment, the weaker 
the Organization would be. Mr. Hickerson admitted that there was 
no immediate difficulty to the United States involved in a requirement 
for more ratifications because of the fact that the United States had 
a veto over any amendments passed. He reported that one delegate 
had told him that he was opposed to Senator Rolin’s proposal but 
would vote for it because he was tired of being “kicked around by 
the Big Five”. 

Senator ConNnALLY observed that he would have no objections to 
setting the tenth year as the date for holding a conference unless the 
Security Council and the General Assembly opposed such a conven- 
tion by a majority vote. Representative Bioom pointed out that 
even if provision were made in the Charter for having a convention 
at a specific date, it would still be necessary to call such a convention 
by a procedural vote. Mr. Dutizs thought that Representative Bloom 
was technically correct unless there could be established in advance a 
definite date, hour, and organization for such a conference. However, 
Mr. Dulles thought that the question at issue was not a technical one, 
but was the broad matter of ending the conference on a decent note. 
The smaller states were not interested in technical questions. The 
delegation was dealing, Mr. Dulles said, with a psychological prob- 
lem. SeNatToR ConNALLY observed that Mr. Evatt wanted the con- 
vention to be called without any interference by the Security Council. 
‘Tue Secretary thought that so long as the permanent members of the 
Security Council had ultimate control of the amendments that went 
into effect, the rest of the details could make very little difference. 
SECRETARY STETTINIUS suggested that the delegation settle on some 
formula. Mr. Duxixs observed that if the United States could nego- 
tiate on this question alone, choosing the appropriate time and taking 
advantage of the best possible strategy, the entire question could be 
settled in an hour’s time. Mr. Dulles pointed out, however, that the 
United States was in partnership with the U.S.S.R. and with the 
other sponsoring governments. The greatest need, he said, was for 
flexibility but this would be impossible inasmuch as prior agreement 
was required among the sponsoring governments and France. The 

position of the Russian delegates was that all changes should be 

rejected. Mr. Armstrong pointed out that the Russians had given 

their approval to placing the convocation of a revisionary convention 

on the agenda of the General Assembly. A number of nations had 

spoken in favor of this solution and if it had been put to a vote, it 
would have been carried with approximately two abstentions. How-
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ever, the Delegation had held up a vote because if it were decided that 

the United States could go further on the question it would soften 

somewhat the disappointment of the small powers over having to 

accept the veto over amendments. Mr. Armstrone did not think that 

the U:S.S.R. would go any further, but he expressed the opinion that 

the Russians would accede to Senator Rolin’s proposal that 34 ratifi- 
cations be required instead of 28. Mr. Armstrong declared that he 
was not in agreement with Mr. Hickerson on this point. The small 
powers, he said, wanted a voting procedure which would expedite the 
calling of a revisionary convention and at the same time would make 
passage of amendments adopted more difficult. Szcrerary STETTINIUS 
asked whether it was thought that Ambassador Gromyko would ap- 
prove this proposal. Mr. Armstrone thought that he might if the 
United States pressed it strongly. Mr. Dutixs thought that Ambas- 
sador Gromyko had sufficient authority to accept this proposal because 
the Ambassador had suggested that the question be held over in order 

that the sponsoring governments might talk it over. Mr. Dulles 
thought that Ambassador Gromyko would not have made this sug- 
gestion unless he was empowered to concede. THe Srcrerary asked 
whether it was thought that the small nations would be satisfied by the 
placing of a revisionary convention on the agenda of the General As- 
sembly in addition to Senator Rolin’s amendment. CommanpDER 
Stassen thought that it might be acceptable if provision were made 
for the calling of a conference by a majority of the Assembly plus a 
procedural majority of the Security Council. Commander Stassen 
asked whether the Delegation would recommend approval of Senator 
Rolin’s proposal and the Delegation agreed to accept the provision 
requiring the ratification of 24 of the members of the Organization 
including the permanent members of the Security Council before an 
amendment passed by the revisionary convention would become effec- 
tive. CoMMANDER STassEN asked next whether the Delegation would 
recommend advancing beyond merely placing the convocation of a 
revisionary convention on the agenda of the General Assembly. Sxrn- 
ATOR CONNALLY declared that he would vote to grant liberty of action 
to the United States delegate to work out the most acceptable solution. 
Mr. Hicxerrson thought that in the event that it was impossible to 

obtain Ambassador Gromyko’s agreement it might be appropriate 
to establish American latitude on minor matters before the Commit- 

tees. If Ambassador Gromyko could be talked into abstaining from 
any position and reserving the position of his government the work 
of the Conference could be wound up. Sxcrerary Sretrrinivus urged 
that the consultations should be brought to an end that morning. 

ComMMANDER Sassen declared that the difficulty was that there was an
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established four power position. If it was essential to close the con- 
sultations that morning, the net result might be that there would be 
no departure from this previous position. CommanpreR STassEN 
thought that Mr. Hickerson’s proposal likewise was not satisfactory 
because if Russia were to abstain, its absterition would “stick out like 
a sore thumb”. Commander Stassen thought that the Delegation 
should agree to a proposal whereby a revisionary convention could be 
called by a majority vote of both houses of the Organization. Srn- 
ATOR CONNALLY urged that it might be more appropriate to provide 
for rejection of such a convention by a majority vote and the. Dele- 
gation agreed to this suggestion. ComMMANDER SrassENn thought that 
it might be possible to gain clearance from Moscow before the Com- 
mission Session the following week. Mr. Pasvorsxy indicated that he 
was in favor of Senator Connally’s provision. He thought that an 
attempt should be made to have a revisionary convention in the tenth 
year. Ifthe members should reject a convention by a majority, there 
would be no convention. If they did not reject such a convention the 
conference could be held between the tenth and twelfth years. Mr. 
RocKEFELLER declared that he wanted to go on record as supporting 
Commander Stassen in his emphasis on the important psychological 
effect of concession on this issue. He thought that if it would become 
necessary, the United States should reserve the right of independent 
action. Mr. Rockefeller pointed out that the Russians had taken 
such a step on another issue.” But Commannver Srassen replied that 
no four power position had been established on the other question. 

Discussion BY THE GENERAL AsseMBLY oF ANY Marrer WITHIN THE 
SPHERE OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS | 

SECRETARY STETTINIvs asked Mr. Dulles to present to the Delega- 
tion the third item on the agenda. Mr. Duttss referred the Delega- 
tion to the document, “The American Position on the Right of the 
General Assembly to Discuss any Matters Within the Sphere of In- 
ternational Relations,” US Gen 267.71 Mr. Dulles observed that at 
the previous meeting of the four presidents of the Conference, Am- 

bassador Gromyko had taken advantage of the occasion to indicate 
that he could not accept the text of Chapter V, Section B, paragraph 1 
as 1t had been accepted by Committee II/2. Aspassapor GromyKo 

had urged that there be held immediately a meeting of the Steering 
Committee and it had only been after considerable pressure that he had 

” Agreement was reached at the Five-Power meetings on June 12, 6 p. m., and 
June 13, 2: 30 p. m., on freedom of action with respect to the issues of withdrawal 
and domestic jurisdiction ; for minutes of meetings of June 12 and 13, see pp. 1266 
and 1273, respectively. 

7 Not printed. 
™ Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 30, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 108.
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agreed to consultations to work out compromise wording. He had 
‘been urged not to insist on a Steering Committee meeting on the 
grounds that the Soviet objection would probably be overruled and 
ill will would be created. Mr. Duties thought that it would be ac- 
ceptable to the Big Five and to Committee II/2 to add at the begin- 
ning of paragraph 1 of Section B, Chapter V, the following wording: 

“Within the purposes and in accordance with the principles laid 
down in the Charter, the General Assembly should have the right 

to discuss any matter within the sphere of international rela- 
tions; .. .” 

This additional wording, Mr. Dutues thought, would eliminate the 
possibility of academic discussions. Mr. Geric agreed with Mr. 
Dulles that this wording could probably be accepted in view of the 
difficulty of opposing reference to the Purposes and Principles of the 
Organization. He admitted, however, that he had not been able to 
remain until the end of the meeting and hence was unable to gauge 
adequately the temper of the Committee. Mr. Corpirer, who had been 
present for the entire meeting, declared that there had been no addi- 
tional developments. Tur Secretary pointed out that the sponsoring 
governments were bound by the original language but were not bound 
by the additional wording. Mr. Geric reiterated that it would be 
difficult to oppose this language because of its connection with pre- 
viously accepted purposes and principles. SreNaToR VANDENBERG, 
however, thought that the new language would be rejected by Com- 
mittee II/2. Mr. Gertie pointed out that there was no real limitation 
involved in this language because of the broad purposes and principles 
established. In reply to Secretary StetTrinivs’ request for his rec- 
ommendation, Mr. Duties declared that he would recommend that 
the Delegation acquiesce in the change. He thought that the Dele- 
gation should vote in favor of the new wording but should not take 
any responsibility for promoting its acceptance. THe SECRETARY 
asked whether he was right in understanding that the British would 
accept either phraseology and were willing to take the initiative in 
proposing the change. It was agreed that this interpretation was 
correct. SENATOR VANDENBERG observed that the United States had 
been gaining a sufficiently bad reputation and he declared that he 
would not have anything to do with promoting this change. Sxcre- 
TARY STETTINIvs asked whether he would not vote for it without taking 

any more positive action. SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that he 

would have no objection to Mr. Cordier voting for it but he said that he 

would not vote, himself. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that this qualifica-
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tion should not be related to the function of discussion but should be 
tied to the power to make recommendations. Mr. Dues, however, 
pointed out that the Russian intention had been to eliminate academic 
discussions. Mr. Pasvotsky declared that he had made a suggestion 
with a view to discussion among the various governments. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG thought that the United States should have no part of 
the suggestion and he asked why the Delegation should “stultify” it- 
self just because Ambassador Gromyko wanted to “stultify” himself. 
Tue SecretTary remarked that Ambassador Gromyko had instructions 
to carry this question all the way up through the Conference, if nec- 
essary. CoMMANDER SrassEN urged that the United States was in a 
position of mediation and would have to exert its influence to mediate. 
The Commander pointed out that this government should attempt to 
avoid any set opposition to the Soviet Union if a peaceful post war 
world were desired. REPRESENTATIVE Eaton thought that this was a 
“laudable ambition” but he thought that it would be necessary to have 
the assistance of the Russians. SErcretary Stretrintius asked the Dele- 

gation whether it was willing to abide by Mr. Dulles’ suggestion that 
the United States vote in favor of this amendment without taking any 
responsibility for it. The Delegation agreed. : 

Interim ARRANGEMENTS | | 

Mr. Pasvoisxy reported that several changes had been suggested 

in the document “Interim Arrangements Concluded by the Govern- 
ments Represented at the United Nations Conference on International 
Organization”, Secretariat Document 902 (English). | - 

The first change suggested was the substitution of the word “ap- 
pointed” for the word “detailed” in paragraph 3 concerning the per- 
sonnel of the Preparatory. Commission. Mr. Sroner thought that 
there was a disadvantage to the use of the word “appointed” inasmuch 
as it had the significance of fixed affiliation. He thought that the 
word “designated” would be better and the Delegation agreed to this 
substitution. : . 

The other suggested change was the omission of part D of para- 
graph 4. Mr. Pasvotsxy presented a substitute wording which he 
thought would be acceptable, as follows: 

“Examine problems involved in the establishment of relationships 

between specialized intergovernmental organizations and agencies 

and the Organization”. oo | 

This change, he declared, had the same effect as the original and 

the Delegation agreed to the proposed wording. Srcrerary STEt- 

TINIUS thought that Mr. Sandifer should present this change but Mr. 

“ Doc. 902, EX/23, June 11, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 514.



1312 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

SANDIFER said that since the revision had been made upon the sug- 
gestion of the Russians it was up to the Russians to present the new 
wording. 

At this point, 9:45 a. m., the Secretary left the meeting. .- 

REVISIONARY CONVENTION 

SENATOR CoNNALLY asked that the Delegation return to the ques- 
tion of a revisionary convention. He thought that Mr. Armstrong 
should be given the credit for the amendment to place the calling of 
such a convention on the agenda of the General Assembly, which had 
been tendered an enthusiastic reception. He thought that the pro- 
posal might be liberalized further by including a provision allowing 
the Assembly to fix the date for the convention. ComMaNDER StTas- 
sen suggested that it be established that the convention be held be- 
tween the tenth and twelfth years after the Organization came into 
operation. Mr. Hickrerson declared that he agreed with Senator 
Connally’s proposal. Senator ConNnatiy said that such a proposal 
would fix the time and might satisfy the smaller powers. He thought 
that there could be no harm in permitting the holding of a conference 
at a fixed time. Senator Connally expressed the opinion that noth- 
ing very Important would be adopted at such a conference in any event 
because of the division which would exist among the members of the 
Organization. Mr. RockKEreLuer suggested the wording “as soon as 
practicable” but Mr. Hicxrrson thought that the Assembly should be 
specifically authorized to set the date. Mr. Rockrre.uer asked what 
kind of vote would be required for the calling of a convention and 
Senator Connatty replied that a majority would be sufficient. Com- 
MANDER STASSEN declared that he thought the advisors should draft 
some wording. Mr. Dutixs pointed out that under the language 
that had been considered it would be necessary to have the concurrent 
opposition [consent?]| of both the General Assembly and the Security 

Council in order for a convention to be held. Commanprer STAssEN 
thought the Assembly itself by majority vote should be permitted to 
block the holding of the convention. Senator Connatuy declared 
that he had wanted to include the Security Council in this discussion 
because he could not see any point in calling a convention if the rep- 
resentatives of the Security Council were going to be opposed to the 
amendments considered. Mr. Armstrone declared that the immedi- 
ate problem was to gain the approval of the Russians in five minutes 
and he wondered whether they would accept the solution offered. 
Senator ConNALLY declared that they had accepted the previous sug- 
gestions and so might accept this. - 

Senator Connally had a new suggestion. He thought that the 
convocation of a revisionary convention should be placed on the
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agenda of the General Assembly and the actual calling of the meeting 
should be by a majority vote of the Assembly and a procedural vote 
of the Security Council. Mr. Hicxerson thought that this would 
apply only to the tenth year. Ifa conference were not called during 
the tenth year, a 24 vote would be necessary to call a revisionary con- 
vention. It was thought, however, that no reference whatsoever 
should be made to this distinction and the Delegation agreed to accept 
Senator Connally’s proposed wording. - 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:51 a. m. : 

IRSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 22 

Minutes of the Twenty-Second Five-Power Informal Consultatiwe 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 16, 

1945, 9:45 a.™. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of participants, including members of Delega- 
tions of the United States (17) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet Union 
(3); China (2); and France (5).] | 

Mr. Sterrinivus opened the meeting at 9:45 a. m., stating that this 

meeting was called at the request of the United States Delegation to 
discuss two items prior to the convening of the meeting of the four 
presidents which would consider the plans for the closing proceedings 
of the Conference. 

Mr. Srerrintvs stated that most of those present were familiar with 
the discussions concerning amendment procedure. The United States 
Delegation had just reviewed the whole matter in detail. Mr. Ster- 
tTIntus called on Mr. Stassen to present suggestions which he said he 
hoped the other members of the group would find acceptable. 

Mr. Strassen stated that, on the basis of the discussion in Commit- 
tee I/2, two matters had arisen on which consultation seemed neces- 
sary in this group and on which the United States Delegation had 
formulated recommendations. The first item was the Belgian mo- 
tion ** providing for ratification of recommendations made by the 
general conference to review the Charter, by a two-thirds vote to- 
gether with the concurring votes of the five permanent members, 
rather than by a majority vote together with the votes of the perma- 
nent members. This would increase the number of necessary ratifi- 
cations from 28 to 34. He stated that the United States Delegation 
feels that, while ratification under this procedure would be more 
difficult, it would be well under the circumstances to go along on the 
Belgian amendment in view of the fact that we want above all to 

*’ Doc. 1022, 1/2/69, June 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 230.
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insure that amendments can come into force only with the agreement 
of the five powers. 

Mr. Strassen stated that the second matter on which he would like 
to present a recommendation was the South African motion which 
had been defeated by a vote of 28 to 17 only.”* This vote was very 
close to a two-thirds vote and many states had very strong sentiments 
about this motion. He said he thought we should not overlook this 
sentiment as we tried to bring the Conference to a close. Therefore, 
he was suggesting that the following proposal be supported by the 
five delegations as an addition to the text of the sponsoring govern- 
ments’ amendment: 

“Tf such a general conference has not been held before the tenth 
annual meeting of the General Assembly following the entry into 
force of the Charter, the proposal to call such a general conference 
shall be placed on the agenda of that meeting of the Assembly, 
and shall be subject to adoption by the Assembly by a simple majority 
vote and by the Security Council voting by a procedural vote. 

Mr. Srerrintus commented that in view of the fact that the five 
powers would have a veto on amendments and since the Assembly 
could in any event. call a conference for the review of the Charter, 
he thought what we were discussing was a rather unimportant pro- 
cedural question. He asked Mr. Boncour what he thought of Mr. 
Stassen’s proposals. Mr. Boncour indicated approval. | 
AMBASSADOR Hanirax said he agreed on both points. He remarked 

that he had sat through much of the committee discussion and in his 
judgment the only way to get through with general good will and 
speed would be to follow the line suggested by Mr. Stassen. He 
thought, unless some good will was created, the effort to insure our 
veto on amendments might not succeed or in any event we might lose 
important votes. | | 
Ampassapor Gromyko indicated that Mr. Stassen’s proposal would 

mean that we made three concessions in one day: a concession on 
amendments, a concession on the two-thirds vote for the ratification 
of the Charter and the inclusion of the calling of the conference on 
the agenda of the tenth assembly. Awmsassapor Haxirax indicated 
that half of these were made yesterday. Mr. Strassen said the pro- 
posal by Belgium was not for ratification of the Charter but for 
ratification of amendments only. | 
AMBASSADOR GRoMYKO repeated that these proposals involved three 

concessions. He thought the concession on the Belgian motion in the 
draft before the committee would no doubt be welcomed. He was 
afraid, however, that it would create an additional difficulty in making 
it possible for a small group of states to block ratification. | 

* Doc. 1015, 1/2/68, June 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 220.
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Mr. STerrinivus pointed out that the change in the number required 
for ratification was from 28 to 84. Ampassapor Gromyko stated 
that there was a difference of six votes and that this difference might 
be the cause of blocking ratification of the revised charter. Mr. Dr- 
JEAN asked whether our policy was to facilitate amendments or to 
make them more difficult. Amsassapor Gromyko replied that, if they 
were good amendments, acceptable to the five permanent members, 
then we would be interested in speedy ratification. 

Ampassapor Haxirax said that the whole course of the development 
of opinion showed that our problem was the likelihood of the smaller 
powers wanting to enforce amendments on us. Therefore, he said 
he was glad to see Mr. Rolin making it more difficult to get amend- 
ments through. He believed that the great problem would be the 
desire of the smaller powers to put through amendments that we would 
not want. 

Mr. STETTINIus expressed agreement with Ambassador Halifax. 
Ampassapor GRomyYKO said that the five major powers would be se- 
cure in any event because of the requirement of unanimity in the rati- 

fication of amendments. 
Mr. Strassen said that unanimity had not yet been voted and that 

that was what we wanted to win. Since this most important problem 
was not yet decided he thought it might be well to make a concession 
and adjustment at this time. It would in any event be important 
not to rely on the fact that one of the major states could veto an 
amendment, since no one of us would like to be the only one blocking 
an amendment. He believed that neither the two-thirds or the ma- 
jority vote was vital in ratification and that to agree to Mr. Rolin’s 
proposal would put us in a better place to secure the ratification of 
the Five Powers for every amendment. 

Ampassapor Gromyko stated that no one in the Technical Com- 
mittee had opposed the unanimous vote of the Five Powers in the 
ratification of amendments. 

SENATOR CONNALLY indicated that he would like to address some 
remarks to Ambassador Gromyko and to the others present. He said 
that with the five permanent members in the driver’s seat these mem- 
bers would not be concerned with the revision of the Charter. The 
pressure would come from the little countries that wanted amend- 
ments. He said that, in view of the tough battle that had to be 
waged in connection with the veto in Committee ITI/1 and in view 
of the feeling that was evident in this battle of opposition to the 
veto on amendments, he believed it would be very important to ac- 
cept Mr. Rolin’s proposal. Acceptance of this proposal he thought, 
would close the veto question, tie it up, and make it possible to go 
through and close the conference. Senator Connally said he wanted
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to urge the Ambassador to accede to this proposal and to agree upon it. 
He felt that if the Five States could line up on this proposal and 
put it over they could assure themselves the veto on the ratification 
vote. AmpBassApor Harirax indicated agreement with this position. 

Mr. Boncovr said he did not understand why Mr. Rolin had made 
this proposal which made amendments more difficult. He thought, 
however, that since it had been proposed that we should take ad- 
vantage of it. AmBassapor Koo remarked that the principal pre- 
occupation of the Chinese Delegation as the Secretary knew was to 
get the veto power on amendments accepted. Those states that had 
been defeated in Committee III/1 were now putting their hope in the 
possibility of review of the Charter, and were therefore concentrating 
all their effort on Committee I/2. He believed that the Belgian offer 
provided the opportunity to get over the last hurdle. Both on psycho- 
logical and substantive grounds he approved Mr. Stassen’s proposal. 
Ampassapor Gromyko asked whether, if a concession was made on 

the placing of a conference for review of the Charter on the agenda of 
the tenth assembly, along the lines proposed by Mr. Stassen, we could 
not hold on to our position on the ratification of amendments and 
on the ratification of recommendations for a revisionary conference. 
Ampassapor Harirax said this would be quite possible to do, but 

that it seemed to him to be rather small boys’ stuff, and to have the 
character of horse-trading. He did not believe we would get any 
sort of credit for this approach. He thought that at this time we 
should make a big gesture which in fact would cost us nothing. We 
would be keeping everything that was vital. He said that we had all 
agreed on the point of keeping the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals as. 
inviolate as we could, but in this case we could gain a lot by giving 
away very little. . 

Mr. Sterrinius said he was in accord with Ambassador Halifax” 
sentiments and believed we would be giving up nothing of substance, 
whereas we would create tremendous goodwill both among the small 
and middle powers. He suggested that Mr. Stassen’s proposal be- 
followed and that it would be a mistake to divide the issues and horse- 
trade on something that cost nothing. © 

Mr. StAssen explained that his proposal on the calling of the con- 
ference differed from the original South African proposal in that the 
conference would not be mandatory in the tenth year. He pointed. 
out that the South African proposal for a mandatory conference had. 
almost been adopted, the vote being 28 to 17, just short of two-thirds. 

SENATOR CONNALLY remarked that, according to this proposal, the 

calling of a conference would merely go on the agenda and that, since 

the Assembly could call a conference at any time anyway, he could not. 

see why it was a serious concession to make. .
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Mr. Sterrinius stated that all other questions in connection with 
this problem were incidental to the question of veto on amendments. 
He was afraid that we would jeopardize our chance if we did not 
take a broad and generous view of the two matters presented by Mr. 
Stassen. - 

Mr. Strassen indicated that another possible alternative would be 
to provide that, if such a conference has ‘not been called before the 
tenth year, it would be called unless a majority of the Assembly did 
not wish to call it. 

A draft of this proposal was then distributed : 

“Tf such a conference has not been called prior to the tenth year 
after the effective date of the Organization, and unless a majority 
of the members have indicated during the tenth year that they do. 
not desire such a conference to be called, the Secretary General shall — 
call such a conference to be held at a convenient date between the tenth, 
and twelfth year inclusive.” | 

Ampassapor Gromyxo indicated that we had already agreed to. 
the calling of a conference by a two-thirds vote of the Assembly. Mr. 
STASSEN pointed out that this agreement had been made some time. 
ago and did not really affect present negotiations. 

Mr. Rockere.ier noted that in view of the psychological situation, 
in the Committee it might be very useful to return to the South 
African proposal, even if in some modified form. He thought it would 
please the majority of the Committee if the Big Five went back and 
indicated a real desire to meet the feelings of the smaller powers. 

AmpassaDor Gromyxko said that he would like to have a copy of 
the original South African proposal and a copy was handed to him. 
Ampassapor Gromyko said he wondered why Mr. Stassen’s pro- 

posed modification of the South African proposal could not provide. 

for the calling of the conference by a two-thirds vote rather than a, 
majority vote. Senator ConNALLy pointed out that the two-thirds. 

proposal was in the present text and that we were offering the ma- 

jority vote as a concession to the states that might otherwise oppose. 

the veto on amendments. He urged that a concession be made on the 

unimportant matters m order to assure victory on the important ones. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said that, in view of the fact that there was 

no agreement among the Five Powers on this question, he would say 

that he would not speak against the proposal brought forward by Mr. 

Stassen and probably would refrain from voting. He indicated that 
he wanted it clearly understood, however, that he would prefer to. 
have the Five adhere to the sponsoring governments’ amendment. If, 
however, this was not possible, then he would agree not to speak 
against this compromise proposal. |
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Mr. Srerrinivus indicated that this decision would make it possible 
to bring our consultations on this question to a close with the under- 
standing that we could speak and act individually. 
Ampassapor Hatirax remarked that he had been hopeful that an 

agreement could be reached, but that he understood the difficulty con- 
fronted by the Soviet Ambassador. He felt strongly that the present 
matter required some flexibility of handling and believed that the 
position taken by the Ambassador would be helpful in permitting such 
flexibility. 
Ampassapor Gromyko stated he wanted it fully understood that he 

would prefer the calling of the conference by a two-thirds vote. 
AMBASSADOR HaxiFax said he did not know what the others thought 

but that he felt that it might be well to give more thought to Mr. 
Stassen’s suggestion that the conference should be held unless opposed 
by a two-thirds vote of the Assembly. He thought this proposal 
would meet the views of the South Africans and the New Zealanders, 
and that it would come to about the same thing as the other proposal, 
since no conference could then be forced on an unwilling Assembly. 
Mr. Dersean pointed out that Mr. Stassen had suggested a majority 
vote of the Assembly. Ampassapor Hatirax replied that this was 

satisfactory to him. 

Mr. Srettinius suggested that consultations on this question be 
ended now and that each state vote according to its own convictions. 
He understood that Ambassador Gromyko did not intend to speak 
against the suggestion made by Mr. Stassen and would abstain from 
voting against it. 

SenaToR ConNALLY explained that our proposal meant that at the 
end of a ten-year period the conference would not be automatically 
called, but would be called only if a majority of the Assembly and 
seven members of the Security Council wanted it called. By this 
arrangement the responsibility was put upon the states to decide posi- 
tively whether they wanted a conference in contrast to the other pro- 
posal which would give the states the power only to oppose the calling 
of a conference. Since we had the veto on the results of the confer- 
ence when they came up for ratification, he thought we could afford 
to hold out this concession to the smaller states and that it would go 
a long way to ease the situation. 

AmpassaDorR Haxirax agreed that on the whole Senator Connally 
was right that it was better to put the responsibility positively on 
the members of the Organization to call a conference. 

Mr. Sterrinivs asked whether each delegation was then agreeable 
to freedom of action on this question. The members of the other four 
delegations indicated that they were agreeable. — |
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Mr. Strassen said that a decision’ was still needed’on Mr. Rolin’s 
proposal for a two-thirds vote for the ratification of amendments 
rather than a majority of the states other than the five permanent 
members on the Security Council. Ampassapor Hanirax said it would 
be his pleasure to have the Ambassador agree with the rest of the 
group.so that-they could all go along together in accepting Mr. Rolin’s 
proposal; If this was not possible, he said’ his second pleasure wag 
to be free on this point to move as the delegations desired. He did 
not believe it was a point of great substance and he believed that the 
delegations. could agree to differ on it... a 
Ampassabor Gromyxko asked. why-we had to make three important 

concessions at one time. - - | Co 
_ Senator Connariy urged that we were not taking these positions 

for ourselves. but in order to make it possible to secure the veto that 

we had to -have:on amendments. This veto, he said, was'the insides 
of this thing—the whole works. It was the.liver, the stomach, the 
heart, and the lungs, and if we could:not‘get it, the whole proposition. 
would blow up. He pointed out that in Committee III/1 we had 
obtained: acceptance of the Yalta formula ™ only after: the most la- 
borious, sweaty and almost bloody fight. .We were not making these 
proposals now for the sake of others, he said, but for‘ourselves. We 
needed to continue to hold the.driver’s rein and, if we did not go along 
on some of these: matters, we would. lose the driver’s seat. Where 
would we be, he asked, if we did not get the veto on amendments? 
AmBassaDoR GroMYKO indicated that he would agree not to oppose 
Mr. Rolin’s proposal. ot | 

Mr. Sterrintus said it would now be possible to end our consulta- 

tions on this question also, with each delegation free to act on. all 
three points as it saw fit. ok m, 

- Senator Connatiy then rose and went over to shake Ambassador 
Gromyko’s hand, commenting that he thought it would be appropriate 
at this time to pause in order to baptize Ambassador Gromyko. 

Mr.’ Sterrinius announced that there was still up for discussion 
the draft on interim arrangements and that Ambassador Gromyko 
also wished to discuss the question of the right of the Assembly to 

‘discuss any matter within the sphere of international relations. He 
suggested that Mr. Dulles introduce that latter problem. 5 

Mr. Duutxs said that he understood this question was being raised 
on behalf of the Soviet Government which had not. been satisfied with 
the text: adopted by Committee II/2 providing. that: “The ‘General 
Assembly.should have the right to discuss any matter. within the sphere 

™ Doce. 967, III/1/48, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p, 518. : 
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of international. relations.” * . The Subcommittee that’ had worked 
en this question thought. perhaps thatthe matter could be taken care 
of by the addition of:a phrase in this sentencve’so that’ it would read: 

“The General Assembly, within the purposes and in accordance with 
the principles: ‘laid down in the Charter, should have the right to 
discuss any matter within the: Sphere of international relations.” 
Mr: Dutzxs:stated that the United States Delegation did ‘not wish to 
take the initiative in proposing this change but would support. the 
British Delegation if ‘they proposed it. © mo es 

Mr. Srerrinivs added that, as Mr. Dulles stated, the United States 
was: willing to support. this proposal. Ampassapor Gromyko indi- 
cated that the Subcommittee decision as reported by Mr. Dulles was 
not in fact agreed toby the Subcommittee on which a member of the 
Soviet Delegation met with the representatives of the other four 
governments... Mr. Dutuzs replied that he had not-been:able to stay 
throughout the meetings of the Subcommittee, but that Mr. Gerig had: 
given him to understand that*the proposal that he had just suggested 
was generally acceptable. : a . . 

_- Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that there was some misunderstand: 
ing,. that the proposal was not acceptable, and that it did not change 
the meaning of:the paragraph. Po ee 

Mr. Dutuzs remarked that, as he understood the situation, the Soviet 

Government felt that the right'of discussion of any matter might lead 
to academic discussion and debate on questions that need not’ come 
before the General Assembly. The thought was that this objection 
could be met if there was some requirement for relevancy between 
the discussion’ in, the: General: Assembly. and the purposes of ‘the 
Organization =; |° a, ee 

Mr. Srerrinius asked Ambassador Gromyko what he had in mind, 
Awepassapor Gromyxo replied that his proposal was to draft the para- 

graph to. read: “Any member of the General Assembly should have 
the right to discuss any matter relating to the. maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security.” He pointed out that mention of the 
purposes.and principles did not meet his problem, since it would be 
possible to raise a question in the General Assembly which was not 
related to international peace and security, yet was in line with the 
purposes and principles of the Organization, = =8=§ == ss—t oo 

_ Mr. Dutzes pointed out that the Soviet language was the original 
language but that the present text had been adopted by a vote of 27 
to 9. He indicated that he'had not attended the Technical Commit- 
tée meetings, but that Senator Vandenberg had told him that it would 
bé impossible for the Committee to reverse itself. Practically the only 

® Doc. 686, II/2/34, May.80, UNCIO:- Documents, vol. 9, p. 109. 5 - * .
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opposition to the new language had come from the four sponsoring 

powers, France, and the two Soviet Republics. The Subcommittee 

had made an effort, he said, to find language that would not require 

the Committee to completely reverse itself. oO 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO indicated that the Committee was pretty 

troublesome and that already other erroneous decisions had: been 
corrected. Do ee | 

_ Mr. Srerrinivs stated that it would be bad at this late hour to go 
back and tell the little states that they would have to revise this: para- 
graph. He was sure that. if the Soviet Union raised this matter it 
would be voted down. He pointed out:that what the Soviet Ambas- 
gador wanted was already written into the language as accepted by 

the Committee. = = oo Fe | 
:’ Ampassapor -Gromyko asked if the text did embody what he had in 
mind why his wording could not be used: “any matter affecting” or 
“any matter relating to the maintenance of international peace and 
security.” Se CR 
Mr, Boncoour said, if the Soviets preferred the text as Ambassador 

Gromyko had just stated it, then the French would be quite prepared 
to accept it. a a 

Ampassapor Harirax said he did not. think there was any sub- 
stantive difference in the views of the five delegations, but, having 
respect for the history ‘of the work in the Committee,:he was not 
-prepared to try and force the Five ‘Power' position-on the rest of 
the Committee. While it was important fér the Five Powers to work 
togetuer, it was also important for: them to win the confidence of 
the small powers. He felt that to go back on the earlier decision at this 
time would have a very unfortunate effect, =. | ae 

Mr. Boncour stated that’ both Mr. Dulles’ ‘propesal from. the Sub- 
committee and Ambassador: Gromyko’s; proposal involved a; reversal 
of the Committee so that the same objection applied in fact: to. both 
texts. He pointed out that it would be'equally difficult in his view to 

. get either of the texts accepted. . Ampassapor Koo suggested that there 
was not much difference in the two texts’ proposed and that if the 
matter was raised his Delegation would not make an objection to the 
change. He felt, however, that raising this.question at this time would 
certainly delay matters. 2 ar 

Mr..Strerrinrus noted that, if-one of the Five Powers asked that 
the decision. of the Committee be changed by the Steering Committee, 
that power would certainly: be voted down amidst disappointmefit and 
resentment. He pointed out that we were committed to the position 
that the General Assembly would be the town meeting'of thé world 
and that it could discuss any subject at any time. He felt it. would
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create an adverse psychological situation to give the impression, par- 
ticularly at this time,sthat we were watering down free discussion. 

' Mr. Boncowr stated that the objections applied equally to both 
texts. | : 

Mr. Dutixs agreed with Mr. Boncour and stated that he was not 
recommending that we go back on the decision of the Committee. He 
believed that the Committee would deal an overwhelming defeat to 
any suggestion-for such a change. He suggested that, in view of 
the effort to wind up the Conference, it might be well, if this matter 
was to be raised at all, not to raise it today but. perhaps to let it rest 
awhile until the relations with the small powers improved. He did 
not feel that this was now the’: moment to discuss the question. Am- 
BASSADOR Gromyko asked until when he should wait. Mr. Dutxss re- 
plied that, if the three questions pending in:Committee I/2 could 
be cleared up today, then it might be possible to have a better at- 
mosphere by Monday.” = - , 

Ampassapor Gromyko asked for what he should wait. - 
| -Mr. Srerrmtus replied that Mr. Dulles’. point was that-to'raise this 
question in the Steering. Committee today would lead to great. diffi- 
culty and would be a mistake, whereas by Monday the Committee 
might be more amenable to a suggestion. : 

Ampassapor Haurrax said he agreed with Mr. Dulles that it would 
be well not to raise this matter at this particular moment. 

_ Mr. Hiss. asked if the Ambassador wished to have the meeting 
of Commission IT canceled in the light of the wish of the Ambassador 
to have a meeting of the Steering Committee before a meeting of the 
Commission. : pO | 
Ampassapor Gromyko stated that he would wait until Monday if 

the other powers would support him. . He indicated that he attached 
great importance to the provision that he had suggested, because, if 
the Assembly could discuss any matter within the sphere of inter- 
national relations, any member could raise any question regardless 
of its nature. .The subject of immigration laws might come up for 
discussion. There would be certain connections between different 
countries affecting several countries that would come up for discus- 
sion. .He said that the present provision contradicted the sovereignty 
of states and he wondered why we did not use precise language which 
clearly established that the General Assembly could discuss matters 
relating to the maintenance of international peace and security. 

_: Mr. Hiss indicated that Commission IT was scheduled to meet the 
following afternoon, and that, if Ambassador Gromyko wished, a 
Steering Committee.could be called before the Commission meeting. 

™June18. | | : :
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AmBassapor GROMYKO replied that he hoped agreement could be 
reached among the Five on language for this paragraph, but that, 
if not, he did not want to see this paragraph brought up to the Com- 
mission at this time. | | Se 

Mr. Srerrrntvs stated that apparently there was to be no agree- 
ment on the language of this paragraph at this meeting. . 

Amepassapor Harirax wondered whether it-would be possible to 
keep the reference on this particular subject out of the Commission 
report and then to raise it for discussion on Monday. He thought 
that it might be advisable to wait for a better atmosphere in the 

Steering Committee. _ | 
(Senator Vandenberg entered the meeting and Tum Srcrerary 

briefly reviewed the course of the discussion for his benefit.) 
Mr. Srerrinius urged that the Soviet Ambassador not raise this 

question at this time but postpone it until Monday until other ques- 
tions were ‘clarified. He-asked Senator Vandenberg if he wished to 
comment on this problem from the point of view of his experience in 
the Committee. Sznaror Vanpvenzere said that the limited proposal 
of the Ambassador had been voted down in the Committee on two 
occasions and that he had no idea that this limitation would be ac- 
cepted by the Committee. He believed that, if Professor Webster was 
present, he would agree with this statement. He thought it would 

take an earthquake to change the point of view of the Committee and 
wanted to. make it clear that he did not wish to be held personally re- 
sponsible for doing what he believed to be impossible in the Com- 
mittee. He added, however, that he had no objection to the postpone- 
ment of the question until Monday. | 

Mr. Srerrintvs stated that the right of free speech in the Assembly 
was fundamental and that no matter what language was used in the 
Charter the Assembly would still be free to discuss anything. Sxn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG commented that, if a suggestion was put forward 

for limiting the right of discussion, it could not possibly be success- 
fully defended before the Committee. 
Ampassapor GRromyYko stated that he would agree to postpone dis- 

cussion of this question in the Steering Committee until Monday 
if the others thought this advisable, commenting, however, that no 

one should expect a change in the Soviet position between now and 
then and that he could only agree to this postponement on the condi- 

tion that this question be omitted from the report of the Committee 
to the Commission. : 

Mr. Srerrrntus asked Mr. Hiss to find out. whether the Commission 
could be postponed and also the status of the report of Committee II/2.



1324 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

: Mr. Sretrrnius suggested that in order to be sure to cover the mat- 
ter of thé preparatory commission there be diseussion of this question 
at this time. He called on Mr. Sandifer to open the discussion. . 

The heads of the delegations had before them Interim Arrange- 
ments Concluded by the Governments Represented at the United. Na- 
tions Conference on: International Organization, Document - 902 
HX/23, June 11,1945. So | 
. Mr. Sanvrrer stated that'this draft had been discussed in a meeting 
of the Little Five the previous day. and at that time Mr. Novikov had 
made two suggestions for: changes in the text. He wondered whether 
Mr. Novikov would like to present these changes to the group at this 
time. : : 
AMBAssADoR GRoMYKO remarked that agreement by the Soviet Gov- 

ernment had been reached on practically the whole text, but that. he 
would like, to propose the omission of the point. under paragraph 4 
relating to specialized-organizations (4(d)) : “formulate recommenda- 
tions concerning’ the relationship to be established between specialized 
inter-governmental organizations and agencies and the Organization”. 
Ampassapor (xRoMYKO added that Mr. Novikov had just noted there 
was one further change to be made: the substitution of the word “ap- 
pointed” for the word “detailed” in paragraph 3. 
: Mr. Srerrinius said the United States Delegation preferred the 
word “designated”. _ CO | | 
_Ampassapor Gromyxo asked whether this meant that the govern- 

ment or the commission itself had the final say in the appointment or 
designation of the staff. Mr. Sanprrer replied that presumably each 
government would designate officials to serve on this staff following 
the invitation of the commission to designate a definite number of 
officials. The commission would invite, he said, and the governments 
appoint or designate. Senaror ConNnaLty agreed that in the last 
analysis the governments would determine what officials served on the 
staff. . 

Mr. Sterrinivs indicated that he would be willing to accept the 
word “appointed”. General agreement was expressed with this 
change. : ' | : : 

. AmpassaDor Gromyxo asked whether the heads of the delegations 
thought the psychological situation would be improved if the Soviet 

Delegation agreed to the two-thirds vote rather than a majority vote 
for the ratification of amendments and for the ratification of re- 
visions of the Charter. Did:they think this would lead to an improve- 
ment in the situation so that it might be possible to get the language 

with respect to the powers of.the General: Assembly changed? Mr. 

Srassen thought that, if consultations were held meanwhile with the 
Belgians and the Australians, there might be some possible results 
from the Soviet Government’s taking a different position.
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-: Ampassapor GRoMYKO indicated that what he. was-interested in was 
whether this would affect the position of the heads of the other dele- 
gations. SENATOR VANDENBERG replied that we had supported, the 

Soviet Government before and that we would probably do it again. 
-: SenaTor CoNNALLY questioned whether it was wise to reopen the 
question with respect to amendments that we had already decided. 

_ Mr. Srerrintus thought it. was better to stick to the agreement to 
go our separate-ways and he hoped that the Ambassador would then 
not raise this question of freedom of discussion until Monday. He 
did. not think it would, be helpful te push this matter now. SENATOR 
CoNNALLY replied that he did not believe the concession suggested. by 
the Soviet Ambassador would gain very much for him since many 
governments were not vitally concerned with this particular change 

from a majority toa two-thirds vote... - a 
Ampassapor Hauirax indicated that he would like to see unanimity 

among the heads of the five delegations, but that he did net think that 
anything would be gained.by altering the previous decision taken. at 
this meeting. He thought, however, it might improye the general 

atmosphere if the Sqyiet Ambassador. inthe course of the next hour 
found it possible to rally.to the general agreement reached on the other 

fssuess. 6; re 
. Mr. Sterrinivs stated that he wanted,to make it perfectly clear that 
the United States would not associate itself with.any move to water 

down. the right of free discussion in the General Assembly. 
.. AmBassapor Hauirax indicated that this was also his view and that 

an any event he hoped that the Soviet Government would not force a 
battle on the freedom of discussion. He was certain that the battle 

would be lost and in the course of it great harm would be done. 

Mr. Srerrinivs suggested that Mr. Hiss report on his findings con- 

cerning Commission IT, oN 

Mr. Hiss stated that the paragraph under discussion was thé pivotal 

point in the report of the rapporteur in Committee II/2. “He thought 

that, if atly attempt was made to have this paragraph deleted from the 

‘report when it went to the Commission, a bad situation would be 
created. Moreover, if the report went to the Commission, he did not 
believe discussion of this point could be avoided.’ He suggested that 

the Commission should probably be canceled and the Steering Com- 
‘mittee held first. i : 

SENATOR VANDENBERG pointed out that the rapporteur’s report had 

been presented that morning ® and, on the motion of the Soviet rep- 
resentative, it was agreed not to read it but to get each delegation to 

read it on their own. He said that at the next meeting of the Com- 

© Doc. 1628, Il/2/54, June'16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9," p.'217% for’ provi- 
sional text of report of the Rapporteur of Committee II/2, see Doc. 1008, II/2/52, 
June 16, idid., p. 196.



1326 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

mittee there would be a vote on the report, and that, if an effort. was 
going to-be made to stop the vote, a good reason would have to be 
given. | | oS : 
Ampassapor Gkomyxo asked whether the meeting of: the Steering 

Committee then should not be postponed until Monday, until the at- 
mosphere improved. : 

' Ampassapor. Koo suggested that when the Committee report came 
up for a vote the Soviet representative might make his proposition 
in the Committee. If it was not adopted, then the Soviet representa- 
tive could still put a statement in the Committee records. Mr. Bon- 
cour thought this was a good suggestion. 
Ampassapor Koo said that the Chinese Delegation would not object 

to the Soviet representative presenting their amendment, and that, if 
the Committee refused to accept the amendment, the Soviet Delega- 
tion might still get satisfaction from a statement in the records. 
Ampassapor Gromyko said he could not agree to this procedure. 

He. was ready, however, to postpone the meetings of the Committee 
and Commission. | 
Senator VanvEnzere pointed out that all the sponsoring govern- 

ments had voted together on’ the original Soviet proposal but had 
been voted down 29 to 6. The statements in favor of the original 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals: wording were in the record but this posi- 

‘tion had been rejected. a | 
AmBassaDor Gromyxo asked, if the Soviet Delegation raised this 

question, whether it could get the support of the other four govern- 
ments. SENATOR VANDENBERG said we would have to vote in support 
if the Soviet Delegation raised the matter. Ampassapor Hauirax 
agreed that we would have to stand on the Dumbarton Oaks Propos- 
als wording. He added that we would be voted down as we already 
had been twice defeated.*? He would prefer, if the Soviet Delegate 
realized that the issue was not a profitable one, that an interpretation 
be put in the record. While he felt this was the wiser course, if the 
Soviet Delegation would raise the matter again, the British Delegation 
would support the Soviet. Mr. Boncour preferred that a statement 
be made in the record, but said that, if the Soviet Delegation insisted, 

France would vote with them. Amsassapor Koo agreed that this was 

also the position of the Chinese Delegation. 
AMBASSADOR GRomMYxKo asked whether the other governments would 

speak in favor of the Soviet position. Mr. Srerrinius replied in the 
negative and Mr. Boncour said he would have no objection to stating 

his position in the meeting. 

See reports of voting on two occasions, Doc. 448, II/2/19, May 19, UNCIO 
Docyments,-vol. 9, p. 60; and Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 380, ibid., pp. 109-110. ,
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Awassapor- Gromyxo said that, in view-of the position of the'other 
powers, he-would have-to ask for an Executive Committes meeting’ 
that day. SE 

‘Mr: Srurrimics said that this policy would risk"a gréat deal and 
he wondered why such'drastic action’-was necessiry,. = == > 

| Ampassavork Gromyxo stated that-this was a-very important matter 
and that he -félt it nécessary to express ‘his views on it and get, if 
possible, an: improvement in the language: Mr. STETTINIUS thought 
that the Exécutive Committee: would vote down the Soviet position: 
Ampassapor GRoMYKO replied ‘that we would. see whether this hap- 
pened and that he would raise the matter in the Steering Committee 
in any event. Mr. Srerrinivs pointed out that the end of the Con- 
ference would seriously be postponed if this question was raised first 
in the Executive Committee and then in the Steering Committds. He 
was confident that there was no hope in achieving a change along the 
lines desired by the Soviet Delegation. | Oo | 

- Mr. Boncovr suggested that there would be no difficulty: in post- 
poning the Cémmission. Si#Naror ConnaLiy saw no objection to the 
Soviet Delegation going before the Committee at this time on this 
matter and then the Executive Committee could be held Monday. Mr. 
Hiss suggested that the Soviets might say in the Technical Committee 
that they wished to refer. the question to the Executive and Steering 
Committees. co m8 
Ampassabor Gromyxo remarked that he would have to raise thig 

question in the Executive and Steering Committees before raising it 
in the Technical Committee. Mr. Srerrrintus pointed out that it was 
quite possible that the Executive Committee would not consider the 
matter except as a procedural question. AmBassaporR GrRoMYKO 
thought it was quite possible that the Executive Committee would dis- 
cuss it as a substantive matter. 

Mr. Stetrintus stated that the Executive Committee and the Steer- 
ing Committee could be called for the following. day.** He would 
like to make it clear for the record, however, that the United States 
reserved its position as to what action it would take in the’ Executive 
and in the Steering Committees. He could not pledge how the United 
States would speak or how it would vote. Ampassapor Harirax sug- 
gested that the Executive Committee should meet at ten a. m. and 
the Steering Committee at eleven a.m. AMBASSADOR GROMYKO 

thought that an hour was too little time. Mr. Sterrinius reminded 
Ambassador Gromyko that every effort should be made to push the 
Conference to a close. Ampassapor Gromyko said any schedule the 

June 17; see Doc. 1063, EX/27, June 18, and Doc. 1061, ST/17, June 18, UNCIO 
Documents, vol. 5, pp. 522 and 264, respectively.
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others wanted: would be all right. Mr. Srerrevrus said he would, call 

the meeting of the Executive Committee at 10: 00 a. m. and.the Steer- 
ing Committee at 11:30 a. m. 

’ Mr. Srerrinrygs commented that. he would like to consider again 
the draft on interim arrangements. He pointed. out that the United 
States Delegation had a suggestion of a change in wording for para- 
graph (d) to which the Soviet Delegation had expressed objection. 
He suggested that: this paragraph begin: “Examine the problems in- 
volved in the establishment of the relationship between the specialized 
organizations and...” Ampassapor Haxirax, AmpBassapor GRo- 
myko, Ampassapor Koo and Mr. Boncour indicated that this change 

in wording was agreeable. . 
Mr. Hiss said the draft on interim arrangements would now be 

checked with the other members of the Executive Committee to point 
out the two changes made at this meeting and it would then go before 

the Steering Committee. | | 
SENATOR CoNNALLY asked whether the Soviet Government had yet 

received word on Chapter XII, paragraph 1. Ampassapor GRoMYKO 
replied that he had not yet heard from his Government but that. he 
expected an answer soon. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 a.m. a : 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 74 

Minutes of the Seventy-Fourth Meeting of the United States Dele- 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, Jume 16, 1945, 7 30 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (24) present at meeting. ] 

Cuaprer V, Section B, Paragrary 1 

Mr. Sterrinivs said that the meeting had been called for the pur- 
pose of establishing the position of the Delegation on the authority 
of the General Assembly under Paragraph 1 of Chapter V, Section B. 
He referred to the discussion of the matter earlier in the day and espe- 
cially to the discussion in the second committee of Commission IT.* 

_ SENATOR VANDENBERG referred to the action of the Russian Delegate 
in Committee IT/2 saying that he had introduced the qualifying 
clause upon which the Russians had been insisting “relating to the 
maintenance of international peace and security” at the end of the 
paragraph rather than in connection with discussion in the first part 
of the paragraph. The effect was that the phrase had reference 
to recommendation rather than to discussion. | ) 

= Doc. 1088, 11/2/55, June 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 221. - | 7 
* See provisional text of the Rapporteur’s report of Committee II/2 (Doc. 1008, 

IT/2/52, June 16), paragraph 33, Recommendation 1 (1), ibid., p. 2038.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1329 

Tus Senator said -that:Canada had ebjected to the Russian motion 
and that the United Kingdom had supported-it.*- He sais: that the 
Chairman had adjourned the meeting: without the discussion of the 
matter and:that:it looked as though the motion would be defeated. 

_ Mr. Dots referred to the repercussion. of the action ii other com- 

mittees of the motion introduced: by: the Russian Delegate in 
Committee IT/2. , 

Mr. Hrss said that three Latin American countries had protested 

against the holding of the Sunday meeting of Committee II/2.* 
He said that a number of Delegates had left town who would oppose 
the Soviet proposal. This might affect the question of holding a 
Steering Committee meeting. There was a question of what to do 
both with the Steering Committee meeting and the meeting of Com- 
mission II. There was also the fact that the report of the Rappor- 
teur had not been voted upon in Committee II/2. The usual proce- 
dure was.not to distribute the report until after its approval by the 

Committe. 2 a So 
Mr. Duties thought that the Russians would not withdraw from 

the Conference on this issue. _He thought it was best to let the matter 
be handled in the Steering Committee. ; SENATOR .VANDENBERG en- 

dorsed this view and said it was best to det the Russians get a good 
“licking” in the Committee. | 

Mr. Sretrinivs agreed with this view and asked whether we should 
support the Russian proposal in the Steering Committee. SrnaTor 

VANDENBERG thought we need not necessarily support the Russians. 
Mr. Srerrinrus raised a question as to the power of the Executive 

Committee and the Steering Committee. Mr. Hiss thought it was 
clear that these committees had power to deal both with matters of 
procedure and substance. He thought that Ambassador Gromyko 

expected. to ask for a reversal of the technical committee action. 

Senator VANDENBERG thought it was desirable to have the matter 

settled on substance in the Steering Committee. However, he recog- 
nized the uhdesirability of having matters reopened once they had 
been voted upon in a technical committee. | 

Mr. Srassen asked if Mr. Evatt would accept the Russian proposal. 
Mr. Duties thought not. Mr. Strassen thought that an agreement 
with Evatt might be worked out. Mr. Hiss agreed that it was very 
desirable for the matter to be worked out outside the Committee 
before the Committee meeting. oo a 

United States delegate Vandenberg supported the Soviet proposal made that 
afternoon in Committee II/2 (so that the right of discussion would be left un- 
touched but the right of recommendation would be limited to matters having to 
do with the maintenance of peace and security). 

* At the request of Mr. Gromyko, Mr. Stettinius had called meetings of the 
Hxecutive and Steering Committees for Sunday, June 17.
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‘ Sina ror VA NDENBERG suggested that it be made clear in the Steering 
Coinmittde ‘that as ‘a'igeneral rule it is not proposed to have such 
matters reopened in the Committee. an re 

Mr. ‘Strassen remarked'that: he thought that the Russian: proposal 
was right. He thought that the Assembly should not have full power 
of recomméndation on any matter within the sphere of international 
relations. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that we should not take any initia- 
tive in attempting to improve the Russian amendment. Mr. Svert- 
TINIUS agreed. | a | 

Mr. SrasseEn. reiterated his view that we should vote with the Rus- 
sians if. the matter came up in the Steering Committee. — | 

Mr. Durixs thought that the Russian proposal did not appreciably 
change;the effect of the present provisions, particularly in view of 
Paragraph 6 of Chapter V, B. | 

Mr. Hiss suggested that the question was whether the Steering 
Committee should take jurisdiction of this particular item. Mr. Srer- 
TINIUS agreed that this was the first question and said that the second 
was what position we should take on the Russian proposal. 
Mr. Strassen suggested ‘that Mr. Gerig be asked to find out what 

the Russian position would be, and that’ we should then attempt to 
mediate a position aniéng the interested parties. He thought it was 
important to maintain our relations with the Russian Delegation in 
as friendly an atmosphete as possible. 

_ Mr. Dutzezs said that the first question in the Steering Committee 
should be, is this particular type of question one which the Steering 
Committee wants to review? Is this one of the rare and exceptional 
cases in which the Committee should use its power to review action 
taken by the Technical Committees? This would establish the gen- 
eral power of the Steering Committee but would at the same time 
make clear that it was only to be used in exceptional cases. 

Mr. STASseN again stated that if the matter would come to a vote 
he thought we should vote with the Russians. We should vote for 
the Russian proposal as it had been introduced in Committee II/2 
and vote against the original Russian proposal to delete the phrase 
“‘within the sphere of international relations” or to limit the scope of 
the Assembly’s power of discussion. He agreed that Mr. Stettinius 
should use his discretion as to the vote of the United States Delega- 
tion on the question of the Steering Committee taking jurisdiction. 

It was agreed that a statement along the lines suggested by Mr. 
Dulles should be prepared for use by the Secretary in opening the 

meeting of the Steering Committee.
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BSC Lot 60—D 224, Box-99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 28 Cp 

Minutes of. the Twenty-Third Five-Power Informal Consuliative 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Franeisco, June 17, 
1945; 6 p. m. a . 

{Informal Notes} © > CO 

[Here follows list of names_of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (13); United Kingdom (2); Soviet 
Union (4); China (2); and France (2).] | : 

- Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that it: had been agreed at a ‘previous 
meeting ®’ that he should have time to consult his Government on 
the wording of Chapter XII, Transitional Arrangements (us proposed 
in the draft of June 12, 1945). ‘He wished at:this time to inform 
the heads of the other delegations that the language as worked out was 
acceptable to the Soviet Government. Mr. Srerrintus indicatéd'that 
this was very good news. Ampassapor Haurrax indicated that he had 
thought Ambassador Gromyko: had some good news to present. 
_ Ampassapor Gromyxo stated’ that the second problem he wished 
to discuss related to the deputy secretaries general.® 'Heé’said it had 
been agreed among the Five that the deputy secretaries general would 
be elected. by the General Assembly on recommendation of the Secu- 
rity Council, in the same way as the Secretary General was elected. 
It. was agreed that the deputies should be mentioned in the Charter. 
It was agreed. first that there would be four deputies mentioned, and 
this was subsequently changed to five on agreement among the spon- 

soring governments and France. This change was thought desirable 
in order to.make it possible to: have a deputy secretary general from 

outside the group of the five permanent members of the Security 

Council. -Ampassapor Gromyko stated that as far as he new, the 

Committee had not made a final decision on this question, although 
there was objection by some delegations to any mention of -the 

deputy secretaries genera] at all. . a 
Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that he was raising this question now 

since the Soviet Delegation thought that it would be desirable for all 

five delegations to support and defend the Four-Power amendment as 

agreed to in the beginning. He said.he had the impression that the 
five delegations had not used fully their. power and their influence 
in defending their original agreement. . oe 

* See minutes of the twenty-first Five-Power meeting, June ‘18, 2:30 p. mM, 

» 2 Por previous Five-Power discussions on this subject, see minutes of meetings 
of June 2 and 8, pp. 1106 and 1120, respectively. :
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Ampassapor Hatirax asked -what the sponsormg governments’ 
amendment on this question was.. Mr. Srerrmntros then read the 
amendment as follows: ._ 

“1. There should be a Secretariat comprising a Secretary-General, 
four deputies and such staff as may be required. “Fhe Seeretary Gen- 

are speetfied in the Charter: The Secretary-General and his depu- 
ties should be elected by the General Assembly on recommendation 
of the Security Council for a period of three years, andthe Secretary- 

General should be eligible for re-election. The Secretary-General 
should be the chief administrative officer of the Organization.” 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom noted that at the time the sponsoring gov- 
ernments’ amendment was drafted there had been no agreement on the 
eligibility for re-election of the deputy secretaries general. Ampas- 
sapor Haxrax added that it was subsequently agreed among the 
Five that the deputy secretaries general would also be eligible for 
re-election.. ee | | | 

REPRESENTATIVE Broom indicated that at the time the provision for 
re-eligibility was approved it was agreed that there should be not less 
than five deputy secretaries general. On the other hand, there was a 
feeling against a provision for the election of any deputy secretaries 
general in the Charter on the ground that the situation might be 
created where there would be four or five deputy’ secretaries general 
working at cross purposes. | | 

Ammpassapor Haurrax asked what the present status of this para- 
graph was. Mr. Sanpirer explained that the following text of para- 
graph 1, Chapter X, had been adopted by Committee 1/2 on June 13: * 

_ “1, There should be a Secretariat comprising a Secretary-General 
and such staff as may be required. The Secretary-General should be 
the chief administrative officer of the Organization. ‘The Secretary- 

General shall be elected for a term of three years. He shall be eligible 
for re-election.” - os : 7 | 

Mr. Boncour asked why the Committee had taken this decision. 
Representative Bioom replied that the Committee did not want to 
have deputy secretaries general mentioned. Ampassapdr Koo ex- 
plained that the Committee felt apparently that, if the deputy secre- 
taries. general were also elected by the General Assembly on the rec- 
ommendation of the Security Council, like the Secretary General, the 
position of the Secretary General would be very difficult. _ 

® Doc. 974, 1/2/64, June 14, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 208.
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~ Awpassapor Growyxo remarked that he thought the decision was 
postponed until Committee III/1 had taken action on it. Mr. Eaton 
suggested: that a call be put in to obtain the éxact status of this matter 
from the Secretary of Committee 1/2. Mr. Srerrintus suggested that 
Mr. SANDIFER obtain this information. > | | 
_-Mr. Srerrintus asked whether, while we waited for the informa- 

tion, Ambassador Gromyko would like to present any other matter. 
Ampassapor GkomMYKO replied in the affirmative. He noted that the 

group had previously discussed the Peruvian amendment concern- 
ing consultation by the Military Staff Comthittee with regional agen- 
cies in ‘the setting up of regional subcommittees. At the previous 
meeting ** Ambassador Grémyko stated that it had been agreed among 
the Five Powers that there should be included in the report of Com- 
mittee III/3 ® an interpretation that the final decision on the crea- 
tion of regional subcommittees should be taken by the Military Staff 
Committee.. He explained that the representatives of the Five Powers 
had then negotiated with Peru, whose Delegation of course tried not 
to have:a deviation made from the Peruvian language. The result 
was that no interpretation was included in the report. Therefore, he 

said, our Five-Power decision had not been:carried out..and the inter- 

pretation was not included because Peru objected. He said that, since 

Mr. Boncour was: the rapporteur of the Commission, he would have 

great possibilities for helping us in this situation. — Bg 
.. Mr. Boncotr explained that the report of the Committee had been 

approved by the Commission, and that the language of the Commis- 

sion clearly implied that’ the final decision rested with the Military 
Staff Committee : a oe 

' Mr. Jounson stated that he had before him the pertinent part of 

the text of the report which indicated that subcommittees would: be 
appointed by''the Military Staff Committeé only after consultatioh 
with the regional agencies. This, he said, implied clearly that the 

final decision rested with the Military Staff Committee. He sug- 
gested that jt would be difficult at this stage to include an interpreta- 
tion.in the report of the Commission. itself, since by general agreement 

it was understood that the rapporteur of the Commission would make 
only a short report.in the form of a.covering statement. Moreover, 
he said, since the rapporteur was a Paraguayan, he did not believe 
that the rapporteur would. be willing to include an interpretation 
unless Peru accepted it, = 

“<" Doc. 600, III/3/31, May 26; UNCIO Documetits, vol. 12, p. 871. 7 
eae ininutes of the twenty-first Five-Power meeting, June 138, 2:30 p. m., 

Ps Doc. 943, III/5, June 18, UNCIO Documents, yol. 11, p. 23. ee
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_ Mr, Jonson explained that a draft statement.of the interpretation 
had been prepared. but on consultation with Peru it was found that 
the final decision was not acceptable to Peru. Therefore, no inter- 
pretation had: been put in the Committee report... -. a, 

He noted that the question could be dealt with in one of two ways. 
It could be raised at the next meeting of Committee IIT/3 and-an 

effort made to get the proper language inserted as an addendum to 
the report. Lf this was not acceptable a statement could be made pub- 
licly in the plenary. session. _ a - | 

Mr. Boncour suggested, that the second solution was best and that 
the Five Powers might have a spokesman speak in the plenary session 
to the effect that the decision of the Military Staff Committee would 
be final. He thought that it would be unwise to reopen the discussion 
in the Committee since discussion would be endless and the matter 
would be given far too much importance. en 
- Mr. Dutzzs suggested that the final session would be marred if 
the practice of making declarations was permitted. He thought some 
better method should be found. ne 

' Mr. Boncour stated that the rapporteur’s’ report ‘could not be 
changed and that he saw no other metliod than the statement in the 
plenary session: He said‘there was no doubt that the final decision 
on this matter rested with the Military Staff Committee. The text 
of the report provided that the‘ regional subcommittees would be -ap- 
pointed only “after consultation”. with the regional agencies. If the 
decision came only after consultation it was clearly implied that the 
Military Staff Committee made the decision. © © 2-5 0 | 

Mr. Dutuzs explained that arfother wording had been worked. out 
at one time which it was felt might be substituted for the. present 
wording by the Coordinating Committee. ‘This change would involve 
the use of the words “exchange of views” in place of “consultation”. 
Mr: Jounson felt that if the text was reopened: there. would be an 
explosion, : : - | 

_ Ampassapor Gromyrko agreed [argued?] that the statement should 
be. included in the report of the Commission to the plenary session.” 
This statement, he felt, should read roughly: “The final decision on 
the creation of regional subcommittees should be made by the Military 
Staff Committee” or “The Military Staff Committee should have the 
right to make thé final decision on the creation of the regional 
subcommittees”. Be 
~ Mr. Srerrinrus asked Mr. Johnson what he thought of this pro- 
posal. Mr. Jonnson replied that he agreed with the statement by 
Ambassador Gromyko.-. The problem was, however, how to get the 
statement in. He believed that it was difficult and in fact: impossible 

" Doe. 1170, 111/13, June 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p.284



_ : UNITED. NATIONS CONFERENCE 1335 

to get a statement written into the report... Paraguay would oppose 
it. He suggested that it might be well to raise the matter:in the Com- 
mission: and request that the rapporteur’s report be amended, then 
debate could take place in the Commission with the vote there. Mr. 
Scerrentus agreed that it would be best to avoid discussion in the final 
plenary session. Mr. Jonnson explained that he was not sure that an 
amendment to the rapporteur’s report would be ‘accepted. Mr. 
Bioom indicated that the report had not yet been approved as a whole. 
Mr. JoHNSON agreed that theré was still seme business for.the Com- 
mittee to-do, and at least the point could be made in the record even 
if it was nét possible to have the amendment to the report accepted. 

~ Ampassapok Gromyko thought that: the proposal if made by the 
Five Powers would be accepted bythe Committee. ~~. 
AmBassaDoR HaArirax pointed dut-that even if it was not accepted 

thé statéihént ‘would be in the record, supportéd by the Five Powers, 
that the final’ power‘in the*eppointtient of regional’ subcommittees 
rests with the members of the Military Staff Committee. -Axrpassa- 
por Gromyxo asked why the Committee’ would fot agree to the inter- 
pretation. ‘If the opposition preférred uncertainty, it would‘seem to 
him that théy perhaps thought that the regional agencies must be in 
agreement with the Military Staff Committee before the regional sub- 
committees could be appointed. Otherwise he wondered why the 
interpretation would not be accepted. | - 
‘Mr. Sterrrmntvs suggested that the matter should be left to the 
Technical Committee. Mr. Jounsdn said he would certainly do the 
best he-coitld to get the Committee vote approving’ the interpretation 
to the rapporteur’s report. Amsassapor Hatirax said he would 

leave the matter with Mr. Johnson to find proper language.** © 
Mr. Sreirinrus asked whether there was any further business to 

discuss. | a | a 
Ampassapor Gromy&o replied that he had made his statement at the 

Executive Committee and the Steering Committee to clarify his posi- 
tion on the scope of the right of discussion in the Assembly.> He 
noted thatthe Executive Committee and the Steering Committee had 
decided to appoint a subcommittee consisting of the Secretary, Mr. 
Evatt, and himself. This Committee had met already, had talked 
over the question, and there. had been no movement forward. The 

Soviet Delegation believes that it would be best to stand on the Dum- 

barton Oaks Proposals, but would have no objection to providing that 

the General Assembly could discuss any matter within the sphere of 
international relations affecting the maintenance of international peace 

* Doc. 1095, IT1/3/50, June 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 561. | | 
* Doc. 1063, EX/27, June 18; ibid., vol. 5, p. 522; Doc. 1061, ST/17, June 18, tbid., 

. 264. 

. 723-681—67——88
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and security. He indicated that he had hoped the Subcommittee 
would move in the direction of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals and 
that he wished to make clear that the.Soviet Delegation could. not 
deviate from the agreement worked out at Dumbarton Oaks. —__,,; 

Ampassapor Gromyko added that he had :firm instructions on. this 
matter. He said that any decision by the Committee that contradicted 

the ideas agreed upon at Dumbarton Oaks could not be accepted... 
Mr. Srerrinivus explained that the Committee on which he, Ambas- 

sador Gromyko, and Mr. Evatt were working was still in the middle 
of its consultations. The Committee had met at 12:00 a. m., at 4;.00 
p. m., and was planning to meet again at 8:30 this evening. The 
Subcommittee, he said, had not completed its work and he hoped 
Ambassador Gromyko would be willing to leave the matter in the 
hands of the Committee until the consultations were completed. He 
asked why it was necessary to call this matter to' the attention of the 

four sponsoring governments and France at this meeting—before the 
work of the Subcommittee had been completed. ‘While Ambassador 
Gromyko had.said no progress had been made, Mr. Srerrrnivs indi- 
cated that he felt the progress had been distinct and definite. =. 

Ampassapor Gromyko replied that he raised this question, at this 
time to avoid the possibility of a misunderstanding. He said he 
understood it was his duty to raise all important :questions in this 
group first. ot - 
_Ampassapor Hatirax said he understood that Ambassador Gromyko 

was not asking us to express an opinion, but was merely reporting his 
impression of the progress in the consultations. . He said that Ambas- 
sador Gromyko would no doubt concur in the hope that the consulta- 
tions would end more fortunately than they had begun. He thought 
perhaps the matter should be left there for the moment. __ 

Mr. Srerrinrus remarked that the Subcommittee would meet at 
8:30 p.m. and continue its work. - a — a 

Mr. Srerrinius suggested that Mr. Sandifer now report on the 
status of the question of deputy secretaries general. = 
_ Mr. Sanvrrer stated that he had called Mr. Tomlinson, the tech- 
nical expert of the United States on Committee I/2, who had gotten 
in touch with thé international secretary of the Committee. The 
report was that on June 18 three votes had been taken. The first was 
on the proposal for five'deputy secretariés general rather than four; 
the votes weré 20 in favor and 19 against; and since a two-thirds 
majority was required the vote was lost. The second question. con- 
cerned the amendment of the four sponsoring governments to include 
in the Charter provision for deputy secretaries generals 22 voted for 

this amendment and 18 against so that the vote was lost. The third 

question to be voted was the inclusion of the first two sentences of
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the paragraph of Chapter X as it appedred in the Dumbarton Oaks 
Proposals; 44 [40] votedin favor. of these two sentences and one 
against with one abstention. Mr. Sanpirer indicated that this was 

the status of the question. |. , Co, 
Mr. Broom ‘pointed out that with the Dumbarton Oaks language 

agreed to in the Technical Committee, it was possible to do what we 
wanted to do with the question of deputy secretaries general. Under 
this provision we could have any kind of staff we wanted. 

Me. Strerrintius asked Mr. Sandifer for his recommendation. Mr. 

SaAnpD1Fer replied that, if he was making a recommendation, it would 
be to let the matter stand as it had been voted by the Technical Com- 
mittee so that there would be no mention of deputy secretaries general 
in the Charter. Mr. Srerrinrus indicated that this would be a satis- 
factory way of handling the matter. Mr. Broom indicated that under 
this provision we were left free to do what we wanted with the deputy 
secretaries general. ee | . 

AmpAssapor Koo agreed that there should be no mention of deputy 
secretaries general. He explained that the opposition to their men- 
tion in the text derived from the feeling that they should not be elected 
‘by the General Assembly in the same manner as the Secretary General 
since this might lead to conflicts between the Secretary General and his 
deputies. AmpBassapor Harirax agreed that we would be safeguarded 
under the present committee draft. The Secretary General would be 

elected by the General Assembly on the recommendation of the Se- 
curity Council acting by a qualified majority. He would, therefore, 
have the support and the confidence of the permanent members. The 
permanent members would be able to trust the Secretary General to 
elect [select ?] what staff he needed. Under the circumstances it would 
be difficult to conceive that the Secretary General, in the choice of his 
staff, would not have regard for the desires of the permanent members. 
He questioned the wisdom of reopening this issue as long as in effect we 
had what we wanted. | 

Mr. Boncour agreed with the Ambassador’s statement. ' Mr. Sret- 
mnrus also agreed and said that it would be harmful to reopen the 
issue at this time. Mr. Bioom indicated that the Secretary General 
would want to do things right. He would want to please, and gain 
favor with, the permanent members. We would have in effect “an 
upper hand” on ‘the Secretary General. oO - 
Ampassapor Gromyko remarked that-in the opinion of the group 

there was apparently no possibility of agreeing to come out for the 
Four-Power amendment. | | a 

Mr. Srerrinivs replied that we had been votedidown on the:amend- 
ment. Mr. Bioom said that we had fought valiantly and had been 
defeated.



1338 FOREIGN RELATIONS, .1945, VOLUME I 

Mr. Boncour remarked that, ‘even if we got our way with respect 
to the deputy secretaries general, it. would not. bea happy selution. 
It ‘would not be satisfactory to have them elected by the General As- 
sembly. We might find ourselves in the position as permanent. mem; 
bers on:the Council of having to veto the election of one of the deputies. 
As the Secretary General would have our support, he thought there 
were better safeguards in leaving the matter as it stood in the text 
agreed upon by the Committee. 7 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO indicated that, if the other heads of delega- 

tions did not feel they could raise this matter and carry out the Four- 
Power agreement, then his delegation would not take any steps. 

_ Mr. Srerrinius asked whether Ambassador Gromyko had any fur- 
thér business to discuss at the meeting. Ampassapor GroMYKO re- 
plied that: his military representative, Admiral Rodionov, who served 
on Committee III/3, had brought to his attention the fact that ques- 
tions might be asked in the Committee discussions as to the countries 
implied in paragraph 2, Chapter XII, where reference was made to 
“sovernments having responsibility for such action”. He wondered 

what countries would have responsibility under this paragraph for 

action in relation to enemy states. How did we interpret this phrase? 
Mr. Srerrintius remarked that our military representatives were not 

at the meeting at this time. Moreover, he said, Mr. Pasvolsky had 

been asked to prepare a memorandum on this question and it-had been 
under study and discussion in the Subcommittee of Five. . 

Mr. JOHNSON indicated that he and Admiral Rodionov had talked 

about this matter the night before. He said that no difficulty was an- 
ticipated in getting the amendment to paragraph 1, Chapter XII, that 
had been agreed to here accepted by the Committee. Further, he did 
not believe there would be any difficulty in getting paragraph 2 ac- 

cepted, provided we could give an agreed answer to the question of 

the meaning of the phrase “governments having responsibility for 

such actions”. | | 
Mr. Boncovr stated that he understood this phrase to mean the four 

sponsoring governments and France. _ 

Mr. SANDIFER questioned whether any final agreement could be 

reached on an actual definition of the phrase, and said that a general 
answer would probably be most appropriate. The phrase in question, 

he said, had generally been interpreted to. mean the states responsible 

for action against enemy states under the surrender terms. Mr. Srer- 

TINIvs thought it might be well for this question to be discussed on the 
technical level rather than in this group. , 

Mr. Srerrinius adjourned the meeting at 7: 10 p. m.
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Minutes of the Seventy-Fifth Meeting of the United: States Dele- 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Monday, Jume 18, 1944, 9a. m. 

_ [Informal Notes] ron : et 

[Here follows list of names of persons (36) present at meeting.] _ 
In the absence of Secretary Stettinius and Senator Connally who 

arrived at the meeting several minutes late, Senator VANDENBERG 
convened the meeting at 9:05a:m. — - 

| TRUSTEESHIP a 

-ComMANDER Stassen reported that he was scheduled to meet with 
the Soviet representative and with the other members of the Big Five 
sometime during the day to consider Section A of the Chapter on 
Trusteeship.°° Commanprer Srassen declared that there would be 
no difficulties in this.Chapter with respect to the United States Dele- 
gation since nothing. was going to be added and the only possibility 
wag that several clauses might be deleted. Sznator VANDENBERG 
declared that he hoped paragraph 8 of Section B would not be de- 

leted. Representative Broom also expressed the hope that para- 
graph 5 would be permitted.to remain. Commanprer Strassen as- 
sured the Delegation that Section B was a completely closed. issue 
and no further revisions would be made. | 

Opium of p , 

Mr. Dutzzes asked why the Delegation was “supporting the traffic 
in opium” and declared that he had received a letter from: Repre- 
sentative Judd * protesting the fact that no reference had been made 
in the Charter to the opium organization. Dran GILDERSLEEVE re-> 
marked that she had thought that sufficient publicity had been given 

to the public statement that the Delegation approved control over 

opium. SEnator VANDENBERG asked what reason could be given for 

the failure to include specific reference to opium in the Charter. 
Dean GILDERSLEEVE replied that there were no references whatsoever 

to specific organizations, including the International Labor Organi- 

zation. Mr. Duties asked what action he should take with respect 

to Representative Judd. Dean Gitprrsierve declared that she had 

sent Representative Judd a letter of acknowledgement enclosing a 
copy of the public statement to which she had referred. RepresENnvA- 

* Minutes of eleventh Five-Power meeting on trusteeship, June 18, 2:45 p. m., 
not printed; for.text, redraft of working paper, section A, see WD 390, II/4/42, 
June 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 570. 

- ™ Representative Walter H. Judd, of Minnesota.
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TivE Eaton thought that Congressman Judd was a “distinguished 
troublemaker”. . OR 

At this point,-9: 10 a.m., Secretary Stettinius arrived with Sen- 

ator Connally. ... : a 
[Here follows a series of announcements by Secretary Stettinius 

on developments over the weekend.] : 
DiscussioN BY THE-GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF ANY Marrer WITHIN THB 

SPHERE OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS _. | 

SECRETARY STETTINIUS observed that, at the previous day’s meeting 
of the Executive Committee, Ambassador Gromyko had protested the 
action of Committee IT/2, granting broad powers of discussion to the 

General Assembly. Ambassador Gromyko made a long speech in 
which he declared that the USSR could not accept the wording which 
made possible discussion by the General Assembly of any matter 
within the sphere of international relations. Ambassador Gromyko 
indicated that his Government was worried about interference in 
domestic jurisdiction. Ambassador Gromyko had pressed for im- 
mediate consideration of the matter by the Executive and Steering 
Committees. However, the Secretary had prevailed upon him to 
accept the procedure of establishing a small committee consisting of 
Ambassador Gromyko, Mr. Evatt and Secretary Stettinius to con- 
sider the question. This subcommittee met three times and Mr. Evatt 
had displayed an attitude of conciliation and had proposed a draft 
which was acceptable to the United States and which Mr. Evatt 
seemed to think would prove satisfactory to the small states. The 
draft proposed by Mr. Evatt, US Gen 275, reads as follows:. 

“1. The General Assembly should have the right to discuss [any 
questions relating to the maintenance of international peace and se- 
curity, or] any matters covered by the purposes and principles of the 
Charter or within the sphere of action of the United Nations or relat- 
ing to the powers and functions of its organs or otherwise within the 
scope of the Charter; and, except as provided in paragraph 2 (b) of 
this section, to make recommendations to the members of the United 
Nations or to the Security Council or both on any such questions or 

matters. -. | | 
(Nore—the adoption of this form would require some consequen- 

tial alterations in paragraph2 (b))” 

- Secretary Strerrintus declared that the words appearing in brack- 
ets should be omitted. They had been submitted at the last moment 
by the United States and had not proved satisfactory to Mr. Evatt. 
Ampassapor Gromyxo had indicated that his position was final with 
respect to the discussion of matters pertaining to international peace 
and security. However, the Secretary had pressed the Russian Dele- 
gate to submit the new wording to Moscow. Tue Secretary declared
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that he told Ambassador Gromyko that the Russian position would 
never be passed by the Conference even with the votes which would 
certainly follow the USSR and the United ‘States. -' Tue: ‘Srcrerary 
remarked that the story written by James Reston which appeared in 
the morning’s issue of the Vew York Times would not help the situa- 
tion any. THe Secretary thought that whichever member of the 
Delegation had spoken to Mr. Reston did not perform any great 
service. The Russian Delegation, he declared, was of the impression 
that thé United States was using the press as a means for bringing 
pressure to bear on the USSR. Mr. Dutuzs expressed the opinion 
that there was nothing in Mr. Reston’s article which. could not have 
been implied from official statements which were issued. SENATOR 
VANDENBERG thought that Mr. Reston had obtained his information 
from Mr.. Evatt and expressed the’ opinion that all the leaks had 
come from that source. Senator Connauiy agreed that Mr. Evatt 
held a press.conference each day and it would appear that he was 
responsible for all information given to the press. : 

Tue Stcrerary reported that a meéting of the Executive Commit- 
tee was scheduled for ten o’clock and that the Steering Committee 
would meet at ten-thirty. Tue Secretary declared that he would 
report that he-was sorry that it had been impossible for these bodies 
to meet on the previous evening. THe Srcrerary would then refer 
to Mr. Evatt’s tentative draft and would ask the Australian to present 
the argument in favor. of the new phraseology. Mr. Evatt would 
then announce his withdrawal from the prior position he had taken. 
Mr. Duties announced that he had just received word of a telephone 
message in which Mr. Evatt had declared that he would accept the 
language in brackets, although he had announced his opposition to 
this wording on the previous evening, but that he would not propose 
it himself. Mr. Duties pointed out that the wording had been in- 
cluded by the technical people,. Professor Bailey and himself included. 
Mr. Evatt had called very late on the previous night to say that he 
would not accept this language. However, he had called again that 
morning and declared that he would accept it. Mr. Durixs thought 

that Mr. Evatt should be permitted to introduce the draft, omitting 
the language in the brackets. , . 

Mr, RockrreLLerR emphasized the importance of not releasing to 
the press the details of the negotiations. The Russians, he thought, 
would be very disturbed if the fact that a.compromise wording had 

been sent to Moscow °° were to become known. LS, 
Secretary Sterrinius declared for the record that he had insisted 

very strongly that the Executive Committee and the Steering Commit- 

* Telegram 5, June 18, to the Acting Secretary of State, for transmission to the 
Ambassador in the Soviet Union, p. 1353.
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tee meet that morning.®®? The Russians had been anxious to postpone 
duich meetings and had been prevailed upon to accept an earlier date: 
Tue Secrerary reported that. Ambassador Gromyko had been msistent 
upon the previous day’s meetings. Tue! Secrerary.declared that he 
would suggest, after the draft was presented to the Steering Com- 
mittee, that the issue be teferred back to'the technical committee with 
the recommendation. that no vote be taken for another day. Mr. 
Hickerson thought that the question should be referred to the Five 
Powers some time during the day in order to remove the Russians 
from the isolated position they held.. Mr. Dutims agreed with the 
Secretary that the technical committee should be asked to hold over 
a decision for an additional day... - ee 

_ Tue Secrerary then read the statement which had been prepared 
as.an introduction to Mr. Evatt’s presentation of the draft in the 
Steering Committee. _RepreseNTATIVE Buoom referred to that part 
of the Secretary’s remark which suggested that the technical commit- 
tee postpone consideration for “a day or so”. He thought that’ it 
would be best. to ask that the Committee wait until instructions were 
received from Moscow and he urged that the wording “a day or so” was 
too indefinite. He thought that the Committee should be asked to 
postpone a decision until notified that the sponsoring governments, 
France and Australia, had reached an agreement. > | 

Mr. Pasvoitsxy declared that he had a suggestion to make He 
thought that if Mr. Evatt could not accept the draft under considera- 
tion, the following wording might be more appropriate : “The General 
Assembly should have the right to diséuss any matter within the scope 
of the Charter”... THe Secretary declared that Mr. Dulles and Sen- 
ator Vandenberg had proposed exactly the same wording on the 
previous day. Mr, Pasvorsxy thought that this language should sat- 
isfy everybody, but Senator VANDENBERG remarked that Mr. Evatt had 
not accepted it and probably would not accept. Ma. Pasvortsxy ob- 
served that this language made it clear that the General Assembly’s 
right of discussion would not extend beyond the frame of reference 
established in the Charter itself. He thought it shouldbe made clear 
that Mr. Evatt could not expect to extend the General Assembly’s 
powers beyond the terms of the Charter itself. | 

SENATOR VANDENBERG observed that he agreed with Representative 

Bloom’s contention that the words “in a day or so” were inadequate. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG pointed out that the Delegation was pressing for 
an early completion of the Conference and he thought that the Dele- 
gation could not propose a delay on this matter. 

” Doc. 1108, EX/28, June 20, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 535, and Doe. 1107, 
ST/18, June 20, ibid., p. 272. -
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Mr. PasvotsKky asked whether it was thought that the Russians 
‘would accept the language he had proposed and Szenaror VANDENBERG 
replied in'the negative, saying that no one seemed to want to accept 
this language. Mr. Gmria reported that,as he recalled the situation, 
the phraseology proposed. by Mr. Pasvolsky had been drafted at the 
end of the four o’clock meeting on the previous day.’.. However, it 
had not been considered at the 8:30 meeting because Mr. Evatt had 
introduced his new phraseology. Mr. Pasvousxy thought that the 
short form which he had proposed was the only acceptable solution. 
Mr. Pasvolsky did not think that Mr. Evatt’s suggestion was ade- 
quate and declared that it would spoil the whole article. Mr. 
Pasvotsky pointed out that the Coordination Committee was making 
a complete article out’of this paragraph: Mr. Durims thought 
that, if agreement were reached on this wording, the Coordina- 

tion Committee ‘could boil it down to the wording proposed 
by Mr. Pasvolsky. He pointed out that the matter was still ina 
negotiating stage and he did not think there was any reason to ob- 

ject at that time to the language proposed by Mr. Evatt. Mr. Pas- 
votsKy declared that if Mr. Evatt had the idea that anything beyond 

the terms of the Charter could possibly be involved in this paragraph, 
he had best forget it. Mr. Hackworru declared that he would favor 

outvoting Mr. Evatt on the matter but Mr. Dulles replied that there 

was no reason to do this because the matter was still in the negotiating 

stage. ComMaNDER STASsEN thought that the important point was 

that Mr. Evatt had withdrawn from his previous position but Mr. 

PasvoitsKy pointed out that if Mr. Evatt were to present his language 

‘to the Steering Committee he would, in effect, be committed to it. 

Mr. Docues reiterated that all the parties to the discussion were in a 

negotiating position. There were, he declared, two states standing on 
antithetical. positions. The important matter was to get these two 
opposing parties to withdraw from their insistence on a fixed phrase- 

ology. Mr. Evatt, he declared, had already indicated his willingness 

to compromise, by the mere fact of presenting a new wording. Sxcre- 
TARY STETTINIvS declared that he thought Mr. Pasvolsky was correct 

but he urged that the matter would have to be referred to the technical 
committee for negotiation. Mr. Dunn suggested that no specific lan- 

guage be used by the Secretary asking the Committee to postpone its 

consideration of the matter. He thought that the requirement could 

be met by speaking to the Chairman of the Committee and asking him 
not to call a vote. 

‘The Subcommittee met at noon, 4:30 p.m.,and8:30p.m.,June17.
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a, ~Crosine DaTE ee 

“ Tr Secretary reported that the official closing date was still June 
23. He urged that the members of the Delegation should not talk 
with anyone about it. Tu Secretary declared that he was conduct- 

ing conversations on a high level to determine whether the deadline 
could be met... ~ oe. 

At this time, 9:40 a. m.; Secretary Stettinius, Senator Vandenberg, 

Mr. Pasvolsky, Mr. Gerig, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Raynor, and Mr. Hyde 
deft the meeting. : ce ps 

OB Progress IN THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEES 

SEeNaToOR ConnaLiy asked what action had been taken over the 

week-end by Committee I/2. Mr. Armstrone declared, that Com- 
mander Stassen.should speak on.that matter because he had handled 
the. negotiations. However, he declared that expulsion had been re- 
tained in the Charter and the matter of withdrawal was going to be 
handled in the Committee’s report.2, Mr. Armstrone thought that 
excellent results had been achieved as a result of the “olive branch” 
offered by the major powers in the form of a concession with respect 
to the convocation of a revisionary conference Mr. ARMSTRONG re- 
marked that the concession had been made after the vote had been 

taken on the veto power over amendments and hence was not a bribe. 
This action on the part of the United States was greatly appreciated 
by the smaller powers. The Committee had also accepted the pro- 
cedure proposed by Senator Rolin that the approval of 34 instead of 
28 nations be required for ratification of amendments. This action 
of the Committee had also pleased the smaller powers. They had been 
anxious to make the adoption of amendments more difficult and this 
proposal accomplished that purpose. Mr. Armsrrone pointed out 
that the change would not greatly affect the United States but had 
the advantages of gaining the support of Senator Rolin. . Both Bel- 
gium and Mexico had come over to the side of the major powers and 
as a result the veto had been carried, although by a narrow margin. 
The proposal to place the convocation of a revisionary convention on 
the agenda of the General Assembly during its tenth year and the 
provision for actually calling that agenda [convention ?] by a majority 
vote had been accepted with great applause by the Committee. Mr. 

Armstrong reported that the provision on expulsion had been rein- 

serted without a fight in view of the decision of a number of the states 

which had been opposed to abstain from voting in view of the desires 
of the major powers. oo a 

? Doc. 1178, 1/2/76 (2), June 24, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, pp. 327-382. ~~ =” 
® Doc. 1053, 1/2/72, June 17, ibid., p. 241; Doc: 1052; 1/2771; June, ibid:, p. 249
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oo. ely. 2) ierwt or SecrevTaRy-GEeNERAL © 0 

“MR Aruiinona reported that a slight’ misunderstanding had arisen 
with respect to the Secretary-Genera] of the Organization. The mat- 
ter had béen raised by the Dutch who had pointed to the action of 
another committee and had indicated 4 desire to reconsider that deci- 
sion.t Ampassapor Koo had declared that the Big Four had already 
discussed this matter and had decided favorably on the Dutch pro- 
posal and thought that there was no need for further discussion among 
the major powers. Mr. Armsrrona remarked that the Dutch pro- 
posal to eliminate any specific reference to a term of office for the 
Secretary-General had appeared to be quite satisfactory and he 
thought that the United States had, acted in.good faith in favoring 
this proposal,.in view of Ambassador Koo’s statement. Mr. Arm- 
strong declared that he had spoken to Mr. Zarapkin after the meeting 
and. had indicated that if the Russians were to oppose the, Dutch sug- 
gestion they would be defeated.in the Commission. Mr, Armstrone 
declared that he had learned afterwards that Ambassador Koo had 
not been accurate in that the discussion in the Steering Committee 
had been related to the Deputy Secretaries General, not to the Secre- 
tary-General himself. , | | 

_ SENATOR CoNNALLY observed thatthe matter of withdrawal had 

been satisfactorily settled by the decision to. include a statement in 
the report of the Committee.’ Senator Connally thought that there 
had been almost unanimous support: for this procedure and asked 
whether he was correct in that assumption. Mr. Armstrone thought 
that the U.S.S.R. had cast the sole negative. vote. Mr. RockEFELLER 
declared that he was very pleased with the results of the negotiations 
in this Committee. He said that because of the tactful manner in 
which Mr. Armstrong and Commander Stassen had handled the nego- 
tiations, trust and confidence had been restored. ‘The reaction to 

Commander Stassen’s closing talk * had been most friendly. ... 

: | Progress or Oruer ComMirress oe 

Senator ConnaLLy reported that Committee TII/1 was finished 
and that Committee III/3 would have one more meeting in order to 
add the decision on Chapter XII, paragraph 1 to the report of the 
Committee. Commanprr Strassen reported that Committee III/2 
had been wound up and that Mr. Eagleton had handled the situation 
in a fine manner. The report of this Committee was to go to the Com- 

‘ Doe. 1087, 1/2/78, June 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 279. — 
°The Committee adopted the commentary on withdrawal, to be included in the 

Committee’s report to the Commission, by a.vote of 38 in favor, 2 against, and 

8 abstentions (Doc, 1086,.1/2/77, June 19, ibid., p. 267). a, 
* For summary statement, see ibid., p. 265. 7
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mission that evening. Commannrr Srassmn declared also that he 
hoped to wind up the work of Committee IT/4 that day. Mr. Sanpirer 
reported that Committee IT/2 would have to consider some decisions 
taken the previous evening in different committees. Expulsion was a 
case in point. Committee II/2 would also have to consider the ques- 
tion of the General Assembly’s power to, discuss all matters within 
the sphere of international relations. a 

| ~ ‘Term or SECRETARY-GENERAL 4 

Senator Connatiy added that part of this language would have to 
be reconsidered by Committee II/1, on the subject of the term for the 
Secretary-General.’ 

Senator ConNALLy reported that Committee II/1 had decided to 
delete the specific term of three years which had previously been 
agreed upon. This had been the result of the Netherlands’ amend- 
ment.? The text as it stood at that time provided only for the election 
of the Secretary-General by the Assembly on the nomination of the 
Security Council. Senator Connally declared that he was of the 
opinion that it was better not to have a definite term. Furthermore, 
there was no mention in the Charter of the Deputy Secretaries General 
and Senator Connally thought that this was appropriate because 
it left the decision on the matter to the Secretary-General himself. 

[At this point, 9:55 a. m., Commander Stassen left the meeting].* 
Representative Broom declared that he was of the opinion that 

it had been decided in the Penthouse * that there should be a definite 
term of office for the Secretary-General. Senator CoNNALLY de- 
clared that he had not known that at the time of the meeting and 
had accepted Ambassador Koo’s avowal that it would be all right to 
accept the Dutch proposal. Senator Connally thought that the 
indefinite wording was to be preferred. Dr. Bowman agreed with 
Senator Connally and declared that of necessity the relationship of 
the Secretary-General to the Security Council would have to be largely 
political. No set term of office could eliminate.this real situation and 
he thought that to have an indefinite tenure would avoid a deal 
among the large powers that each should appoint the Secretary- 

General for one term. RepresenTative Boom asked what provision 
was made for reelection of the Secretary-General and Senator Con- 
NALLY declared that under the new provision reelection would not be 

. 'See Rapporteurs’ reports, Doe, 666, I1/1/26(1) (a), May 30, UNCIO Docu- 
ments, vol. 8, pp. 452 and 456-457 ; and Doc. 1071, I/2/74(1), June 18, ibid., vol. 7, 
pp. 865-367. . | 

® Doc. 1087, 1/2/78, June 18, ibid., vol. 7, pp. 279-281. | 
_ ° Brackets appear in the original. 

See minutes of the second Four-Power consultative meeting, May 8, 10 a. m., 
Dp oe 5 also, Bat of the twenty-third Five-Power consultative meeting, J une
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necessary and the original provision had been deleted. Rurresenta- 
Tivp Broom thought that it had been decided in the Penthouse to 
retain the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposal. The recent Four 
Power decision had been concerned only with the matter of the Deputy 
Secretaries General. The matter of the Secretary General had been 
left as originally decided in the Four Power amendment. Mr. Notrsr 
remarked that the Russians would probably raise this question agam. 
REPRESENTATIVE Broom asked whether the Delegation would suggest 
that Committee IT/1 accept the new language. eo 

_ Mr. Armstrone declared that he would like to explain some of the 

arguments which had been. proposed. : It had been urged that. if no 
term of office were set for the Secretary General, a.good man could 
be maintained in office indefinitely. The establishment of a short 
term of office would mean political bargains and Mr. Armstrong 
thought that the new proposal was superior, administratively speak- 
ing. The Russians were in favor of an even shorter term than had 
originally been supported and were desirous of establishing a one: 
year tenure. They had opposed the’ deletion of the threé-yéar term 
but it had been decided that it would be best to have no term whatso- 
ever. SENATOR CONNALLY agreed with the point made previously 
that there would be a great deal of political trading at each election 
if a short tenure were established. Mr. Stonz agreed that the pro- 
cedure should be left flexible. It was possible, he said, to get rid of 
an unsuccessful Secretary General without fixing a definite period of 
tenure. Senator Connatty thought that Commander Stassen had 
thought that this new decision would violate a Five Power agreement. 
However, Senator Connatuy reportéd that he could not remember 
any such agreement. Mr. Norrer thought that the Delegation had 
taken the right action with respect. to the substance of the proposal. 
However, Ambassador Koo had been confused about the character of 
the arrangements among the sponsoring governments. RepresENnTa- 
TIvE Buioom thought that the representatives of the Delegation had 

been instructed to take the old position. Mr. Norrer urged that if 
the Russians did not raise the question there would be no difficulty. 

Mr. Sanpirer agreed but added that if the Russians reopened the 

question the Delegation could not maintain the new position without 
first consulting the U.S.S.R. Mr. Armsrrone declared that there 
had been a most unusual situation. Both the Chinese and Byelorus- 
sian Delegations had voted with the United States.. Mr. Norrer 
thought that the solution was very satisfactory inasmuch as the Rus- 
sian Delegate had had ample opportunity to be heard. Representa- 
FivE Boom protested that he had been placed in a very embarrassing 

position. At first he had declared the decision. of the Delegation was
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“black.” Then the Delegation had‘instructed him to say that he had 
not had his glasses on and that the Delegation really wanted “white.” 
Now, he was in a position where he would have to say that-in reality 
the Delegation wanted neither. Sznator ConnaLiy remarked, how- 
ever, that. Representative Bloom would not have to reconsider the 
question. Mr. Sanpirer agreed and thought that the decision would 
just have to be incorporated in the draft Charter‘in accordance with 
the decision of Committee I/2, without: any further discussion.. .Mr. 

Notter thought that the Delegation should know before. nightfall 
whether the Russians were going to make any objections. SENATOR 
Connatxy did not think that a Russian objection was likely because 
their chief interest was the Deputy Secretaries General. . 

| Progress oF OrmeR CoMMITTEES 

Senator Connauuy declared that Mr, Hackworth had wanted to 
report that all the problems connected with the World Court: and the 
legal problems: of the Organization had been. satisfactorily resolved. 
Mr. Sanpirer declared that the meeting of Committee II/2, scheduled 
for. that day, would be postponed.: The status of Committee II/1 had 
been discussed. Commanver Strassen had expressed the opinion that. 
Committee II/4, dealing with trusteeship, could probably. finish that 
day. Mr. Sanpirer concluded by saying that Committee III/3 would 
accept paragraph 1 of Chapter XII and thus would be able to com- 
plete its business. | | - 7 
Dean GiLDeRsLEEvE reported to the Delegation that there was a 

possibility that there would be further discussion in Committee I/1 on 
the subject of domestic jurisdiction”  . Co | 
_ The meeting was adjourned at 10:10am. | 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons. Five Min.24° 0 LO, 

Minutes of the Twenty-Fourth Five-Power Informal: Consultative 
_ Meeting on Proposed Amendmenis; Held at San Francisco, June 18, 

1945, 12 noon Pe a pt 

| | [Informal Notes] oe 7 

[Here follows list of names.of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (16) ; United Kingdom (2); Soviet 
Union (3); China (2);and France (4).) ss 
_ Mr. Srerrinivs of the United States presided. He stated that the 
purpose of this meeting was to discuss briefly the language with respect 
to the right of discussion to bé enjoyed by the General Assembly, which 

. "For text of article 8, chapter II, adopted by Committee 1/1 on-June 13, see- 
Doc. 1019, 1/1/42, June 16, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p; 512; also, Doc. 1070, 
I/1/34 (1) (d), June 18, ibid., p. 486. : - oS .
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had been suggested by Dr. Evatt of Australia and discussed. in the 
Executive ‘Committee ‘and in the Steering Committee that ‘morning. 
Mr. Srerrinivs recalled that Dr: Evatt had brought the paragraph in. 
question into the Subcommittee last night, and it had been referred to 
the Technical Committee for consideration. ‘Fhis’paragraph read as 

follows: ra eS 
. “The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any matters 
covered by the purposes and principles of the Charter or within the 
sphere of action of the United Nations or relating to the powers and 
functions:of its organs or otherwise within the scope of the Charter; 
and, except as provided-in paragraph-2.,(6) of this section, to make 
recommendations to the members of.the United Nations or. to the Se- 
curity Council or both on any such questions or matters.” | 

M. Boncovur stated that he had given very serious consideration to 
this question and to the position of the Russian Delegate that there 
must be a definite reference in this paragraph to the aims set forth by 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, i.e, that this: right.of discussion 
should be limited to matters affecting: international peace and se- 
eurity.. M,. Boncour believed that .the Russian: Delegate was quite 
right, and that the Janguage suggested by Dr. Evatt did not achieve 
this purpose. He, therefore, proposed: that Dr. Evatt’s draft: be 
changed to read: | , Ss OO 

“The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any matters: 
covered by the purposes and principles of the Charter or within the 
sphere of action of the United Nations or relating to the powers and 
functions of its organs or otherwise. within the scope of the Charter, 
the main purpose of which is the maintenance of international peace 
and security...” _ | OO ; 

Ampassapor Gromyko stated that, as he had said yesterday, Dr. 
Kvatt’s language does not contain a. reference to the maintenance of 
peace and security.. The language in this draft, he thought, was as. 
near as pogsible to.the previous language. Referring to the ‘phrase 

in the draft, “within the sphere of action of the United Nations”, he 

observed that. we are discussing what right the General Assembly is to. 

have, what matters it may discuss, and what actions it can take. He 

thought that this phrase was unclear and that everything could be 

discussed under this formula. | _ a 

Mr. Srerrintus thought that M. Boncour had made a very con- 
structive suggestion in proposing the phrase to be added to the Evatt 

draft. Lorp Hatirax agreed with Mr. Stettinius‘and also thought we 
should be grateful to M. Boncour. He was disposed to agree with 

Ambassador Gromyko on his point with respect to the phrase “sphere 
of action of the’ United Nations”. He thought those words were too.
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vague and had thought so when he first read the language. Lorp 
Hatrrax proposed that this be changed to read: “sphere of action of 
the United Nations, as delimited by the Charter”: | 

M. Boncour observed that it was necessary to consider the points of 
view of both parties and recalled that Dr. Evatt had insisted on this 
phrase because a similar phrase was contained in the Covenant of 
the League of Nations. He agreed, however, that this particular 
phrase is too vague, and that the fears of the Soviet Delegation are 
justified. He thought the word “Organization” should be used in- 
stead of “Wnited Nations”. Mr. DuLtes commented that the phrase 
“United Nations” was used. here as the name of the Organization. M. 
Boncour ‘thought if was better to state specifically “Organization”. 
Mr. Srerrinivs also thought that Dr. Evatt was referring to the Or- 
ganization in using “United Nations”. He asked for Dr. Koo’s 

reaction. | | 
‘Dr. Koo stated that if M. Boncour’s proposal were acceptable to the 

others, it was acceptableto him. He then observed that a vast range of 
matters came within the scope of the Charter and he wondered if there 
were any objection to discussion by the General Assembly of any mat- 

ter within the Charter. He did not object to. a specific reference to 
“maintenance of international peace and security”. 
AMBASSADOR Gromyko thought that it could be stated that the Gen- 

eral Assembly should have the right to discuss any matters relating to 
the maintenance of international peace and security, or to social, 
economic, educational, and cultural cooperation among nations and 
other questions affecting the maintenance of peace and security. He 
thought this would be a broad formula, but it would be exact and 
would be in accord with the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. This for- 

mula would not permit the General Assembly to raise any question at 
all, which might in some cases not be in accord with the principle of 
sovereignty of states. He asked why we should not use the formula 
of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals which we had agreed upon. 

Dr. Koo said that it seemed to him that we were very close on what 
the Ambassador had just said. Mr. Srerrrntus said he felt so. Dr. 
Koo inquired whether we could not say “discussion of any matter re- 
lating to the maintenance of international peace and security or other- 
wise within the scope of the Charter”. This, he thought, would make 
it clear that matters relating to the maintenance of peace and security 
would not be the only matters that the General Assembly could discuss. 

Ampassapor GRoMYKo suggested that we might say “any matter within 
the scope of the Charter affecting the maintenance of international 
peace and security”. Oe | 

Mr. Boncour observed that from the logical point of view, the So- 
viet Delegate was right. However, in practice, he recalled that the
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Technical Committee has now voted this formula three times, so 
that we should try to get as near to the Evatt formula as possible. 
Two changes had been proposed to the Evatt draft: (1) to substitute 
“Organization” for “United Nations”; and (2) to insert after the 
phrase “within the scope of the Charter” the additional words “the 
main purpose of which is the maintenance of international peace and 
security”. He thought that these two changes in the Evatt draft 
would do what the Russian Ambassador wants. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO thought that this change would not change 
the meaning of the phrase since Dr. Evatt means “Organization” by 
the term “United Nations”. He thought there was a logical defect 
to this language, since we were talking about the rights of the Gen- 
eral Assembly and what action the General Assembly should take. 
This formula says that the General Assembly should “take action 
within the sphere of action of the United Nations”. He thought it 
would not make sense. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked Ambassador Gromyko if there were 
anything named in the principles and purposes of the Charter that he 
was not willing to have the General Assembly discuss. AMBASSADOR 
GROMYKO said no. SENATOR VANDENBERG suggested that we say just 
that. He proposed language along the following lines: “matter relat- 
ing to the maintenance of international peace and security, or any 
other matters covered by the purposes and principles of the United 
Nations or pertaining to the functions of its organs”. 

Lorp Haurrax approved this suggestion and thought that the ref- 
erence to international peace and security should be put first. Ampas- 
SADOR GRoMYKO said he would like to see this language in written 
form; and Mr. Sterrinius asked Mr. Dulles to dictate this new lan- 
guage to his stenographer and have it brought in. 

There was temporary recess until the new draft was brought in. 
Mr. STerrintius read it aloud as follows: 

“The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any mat- 
ter relating to the maintenance of international peace and security 
or otherwise covered by the purposes and principles or falling within 
the scope of the Charter; and, except as provided in paragraph 2 (6) 
of this section, to make recommendations to the members of the United 
Nations or to the Security Council or both on any such questions or 
matters.” 

Mr. Srerrinius asked for comment on this draft. M. Boncour 
stated that he personally was agreeable to this formula, but he feared 
that it went rather far from the Evatt draft and that there would be 
some difficulty getting Dr. Evatt to accept it. Lorp Haurrax said 
he had the same thought and he felt that there should be included in 
the paragraph the phrase referring to the organs of the United Na- 

7236816789
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tions as Dr. Evatt attached importance to this phrase. He said that 
he personally would accept this draft otherwise. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO observed that the phrase “scope of the 
Charter” would include matters relating to its organs. Lorp Hati- 
FAX thought that Dr. Evatt would, nevertheless, want his own lan- 
guage on this subject. Dr. Koo thought that the question of the organs 
was essentially a matter of detail and that he would agree to this 
change if it were thought that Dr. Evatt would accept it more easily. 

Me. Strerrinivs stated that the United States Delegation considered 

such language satisfactory. He was impressed by M. Boncour’s re- 
marks on this point, and he thought we should consider the inclusion 
of the reference to the “organs” in order to negotiate this matter. 
Smunator Connatty thought that Ambassador Gromyko was correct 
in stating that the phrase “scope of the Charter” included matters 
relating to the organs of the United Nations. He thought that spe- 
cific reference to the organs would not change the meaning of the draft 
and if this would make it easier for Dr. Evatt to accept the draft, it 
would be desirable to include such a reference. Lorp Haurrax pro- 
posed that there be inserted after the phrase “within the scope of the 

Charter” the following language: “or relating to the powers and func- 
tions of any of the organs of the Assembly”. Mr. Dues thought an 
important point was involved here and it was necessary to say “powers 
and functions of any organ of the Genera] Assembly”, since the Secu- 
rity Council, which is an organ of the United Nations, is not a sub- 
sidiary body to the General Assembly. Ampassapor Gromyxo asked 
if this phrase was to go after the word “Charter”. Lord Halifax re- 
peated the proposed language: “or relating to the powers and func- 
tions of any of the organs of the Assembly”. : : 

Mr. StTerrintius said that if we limited this phrase to the Assembly, 
he was quite sure that it would not be acceptable to Dr. Evatt. He 
suggested instead the phrase “organs of the Charter”. Mr. SANDIFER 
thought the phrase should be “organs of the United Nations”. Sxn- 
ATOR VANDENBERG proposed that we say “relating to the powers and 

functions of its organs”. He thought we should get an exact text of 
the new draft. | | | 

Mr. Srerrintus stated that this group would have to study the mat- 
ter further before deciding upon its position in the Technical Com- 
mittee. He noted that four of the countries represented here had 
tentatively agreed to the new text, and that Ampassapor GromyKO 
had asked for time to study the text. Ampassapor Gromykxo stated 
that he hoped to be able to give an answer on this matter either that 
evening or the next day. 

The following text was then distributed : 

“The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any mat- 
ter relating to the maintenance of international peace and security
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or otherwise covered by the purposes and principles or falling within 
the scope of the Charter, or relating to the powers and functions of 
any of the organs provided for in the Charter; and, except as provided 
in paragraph 2 (6) of this section, to make recommendations to the 
members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or both on 
any such questions or matters’’.*® 

Mr. Sterrintus then adjourned the meeting. 

500.CC/6—1845 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

San Francisco, June 18, 1945. 
[Received June 18—4:25 a. m.] 

5. Please send the following telegram to Moscow as a personal mes- 
sage from me to Harriman: 

“You, of course, have the text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 
Gromyko is pressing for the original Dumbarton Oaks text of para- 
graph 1 of Section B of Chapter V in regard to the functions and 
powers of the General Assembly. When that text was considered in 
the appropriate committee of this conference, the committee decided 
to make what is substantially that paragraph as paragraph 2 of 
their text.15 The committee added a new paragraph 1, and although 
the four Sponsoring Powers and France voted against this new para- 
graph it was by a large majority adopted by the committee.* The 
new paragraph 1 and the opening words of paragraph 2 read as 
follows: : 

‘1. The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any matter within 
the sphere of international relations; and, subject to the exception embodied in 
paragraph 2 (0) of this section, to make recommendations to the members of the 
organization or to the Security Council or both on any such matters. 

2. In particular, and without limiting the generality of the preceding para- 

graph, the General Assembly should have the right : 
(a) To consider the general principles of cooperation in the maintenance of 

international peace and security,’ et cetera, following the general text of the 
original paragraph 1 of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. 

The foregoing text was adopted by the appropriate technical com- 
mittee of the conference on May 29 last. There were only eleven votes 
cast against this text, including those of the sponsoring powers. We 
are absolutely convinced that it would be impossible to reverse this 

#% This revised text, together with a report on the Five-Power meeting, was 
transmitted by Mr. Stettinius in telegram 7, June 18, to the Acting Secretary to 
be sent to Ambassador Harriman so that he might be kept fully up to date for 
his discussions of the problem with Foreign Minister Molotov; Mr. Stettinius also 
requested that President Truman be informed of the sense of the message. The 
message was repeated to Moscow as telegram 1337, June 19, 1 a. m. (500.CC/6— 
1845). 

14 Message repeated to Moscow as telegram 1332, June 18, 6 a. m. 
® Doc. 601, II/2/B/4, May 26, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 407; and Doc. 630, 

II/2/B/7, May 26, ibid., p. 401. 
** Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 30, ibid., p. 108; and Doc. 1008, II/2/52, June 16, ibid., 

p. 196.
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decision in the conference. The successful efforts which we have 
made to maintain the Yalta voting procedure and the veto power of 
the five permanent members on amendments to the Charter, both of 
which have not [now?] been approved by the appropriate committees 
of the conference, have created a situation in the conference which 
would make it even more difficult than that | which] obtained on the 
29th of May when the texts mentioned above were approved. 
We have known for several days that Gromyko was dissatisfied 

with the decision of the committee and yesterday he asked that a 
meeting of the Executive Committee and the Steering Committee 
be arranged in order that he might make a statement in regard to 
the question. Meetings of the Executive Committee and the Steering 
Committee were held today. The text of the statement which Gro- 
myko made as well as the statement made by Manuilsky, Chairman 
of the Ukrainian Delegation, are being telegraphed to you in a separate 
Message."7 

Immediately after Gromyko’s statement in the two committees, 
Evatt, the Australian Foreign Minister, made a strong statement de- 
fending the action of the Technical Committee. Evatt’s statement was 
warmly applauded in the Steering Committee which, as you know, is 
composed of the heads of all delegations at the conference. 

A. subcommittee consisting of Gromyko, Evatt and myself was 
appointed to consider this matter. The subcommittee has held three 
meetings today. At the last meeting Evatt put forward informally 
a suggested new paragraph 1 to replace the approved committee text, 
reading as follows: 

‘1. The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any matters covered 
by the purposes and principles of the Charter or within the sphere of action of 
the United Nations or relating to the powers and functions of any of its organs 
or otherwise within the scope of the Charter; and, except ag provided in para- 
graph 2(b) of this section, to make recommendations to the members of the 
United Nations or to the Security Council or both on any such questions or 
matter.’ 

Evatt said that he was prepared to sponsor this text; that he be- 
lieved approval of it could be obtained. 
Gromyko had expressed strong opposition to the phrase ‘within the 

sphere of international relations’ in the text approved by the com- 
mittee on May 29. Evatt’s new draft omits these words. 

Gromyko had also expressed the fear that the wide powers of dis- 
cussion in the committee draft might permit debate in the General 
Assembly of questions within the domestic jurisdiction of sovereign 
states. We believe that he is now satisfied that another provision of 
the Charter contained in the principles adequately covers this point. 
That article says that ‘nothing contained in this Charter shall author- 
ize the organization to intervene in matters which are essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the mem- 
bers to submit such matters to settlement under this Charter...’ 

Gromyko stated that he would telegraph the Evatt proposal to Mos- 
cow and request instructions. 

7 Telegram 4, June 13, to the Acting Secretary of State, repeated to Moscow as 
telegram 1833, June 18, 7 a. m., not printed; see summary report of meeting of 
aN Committee, Doc. 1068, EX/27, June 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, 
p. 522.
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Please see Molotov at once and discuss this whole matter with him. 
Please tell him the British, French, Chinese, and American delega- 
tions are absolutely convinced that it will be impossible to persuade 
the conference to reverse its decision and to adopt the original Dum- 
barton Oaks text. <A bitter public debate on this subject in the final 
days of the conference would in our opinion be extremely harmful. 

Earnestly hope that Molotov will find it possible to issue prompt 
instructions to Gromyko, authorizing him in the circumstances to 
accept the Evatt draft or the text which has already been approved 
by the committee. You may tell Molotov that since we are abso- 
lutely convinced that the original Dumbarton Oaks language cannot 
obtain the approval of the conference the American delegation is pre- 
pared. to accept either of these texts. The British, French and Chi- 
nese delegations have indicated informally their willingness to accept 
the text approved by the committee. Since the new draft put for- 
ward by Evatt is an improvement, I am sure they would accept it. 

Please tell Mr. Molotov we are, as he knows, endeavoring to wind 
up the conference in the next few days. It is essential that this be 
done because of the President’s plans. It is equally essential that 
the President be enabled to transmit a Charter to the United States 
Senate at the end of this month in order to obtain prompt ratification 
by the Senate before it closes its sessions; otherwise, the Senate may 
well adjourn until September and the atmosphere for consideration 
of the document may be less favorable.” 

After sending the foregoing message, please inform the President 
of the main points of the message [ have sent Harriman. 

[Srerrrnivs ] 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 76 

Minutes of the Seventy-Sixth Meeting of the United States Delega- 
tion, Held at San Francisco, Tuesday, June 19, 1945, 9:03 a.m. 

| [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (33) present at meeting.] 
The Secretary convened the meeting at 9: 03 a. m. 

Minirary ENpDoRsEMENT 

SECRETARY STETTINIus remarked that before leaving Washington 
he had had talks with Secretary Stimson, Secretary Forrestal, Gen- 

eral Marshall and Admiral King. Because of the long range impli- 
cations of the Charter and because of the difficulty in drawing a line 
between its military and non-military implications, it had been agreed 
that the Army and the Navy should be represented on the American 

Delegation, and Mr. McCloy and Mr. Gates had come to San Francisco 

representing the Army and the Navy respectively. It had been 

thought that at the end of the Conference, the military branches of 
the government would make available a complete endorsement of the
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entire Charter. Tue Secretary reported, however, that this endorse- 
ment had now been narrowed to the specific military provisions of 
the Charter and to the strategic implications of the Charter as a whole. 
The Secretary asked whether the endorsement by the Army and the 
Navy would cover the non-strategic aspects of the Charter, such as 
the Economic and Social Council. Mr. Kane replied that the mili- 
tary endorsement would cover all military considerations, and Grun- 
ERAL Eiupicx pointed out that the letter which was being prepared 
for submission by the Army and the Navy to the Secretary would say 
that the Charter was in accord with the strategic interests of the 
United States. GrnzrraL Emeicx observed that this was far stronger 
than a statement that the military branches of the government had 
no objections to the Charter. 

_ Secretary STerrinius asked whether the letter which Mr. Kane 
was drafting would constitute adequate approval of the Charter; spe- 
cifically, Tur Srcrerary asked whether representatives of the Navy 
Department would appear before the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee and support the Charter in the debates. Gunrran Empicx 
replied that the military departments would support the Charter in 
its military aspects, but would not undertake to endorse sections which 
were not within the scope of their authority, such as the World Court 
or the Preamble. Mr. Kane observed that the letter he had drafted 
had not been approved by Secretary Forrestal as yet. 

DiscussIoN BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Tue Secretary reported that there was going to be a meeting of 
the five powers at 9:30 a. m., and he called on Mr. Dulles to explain 
the situation with respect to the power of the General Assembly to 
discuss matters within the sphere of international relations. Mr. 
Dues reported that agreement had been reached among the five 
powers on the draft of Section A, paragraph 1, of Chapter V, June 18, 
1945, as follows: 

“1, The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any 
matter relating to the maintenance of international peace and se- 
curity or otherwise covered by the purposes and principles or falling 
within the scope of the Charter, or relating to the powers and func- 
tions of any of the organs provided for in the Charter; and, except 
aS provided in paragraph 2(6) of this section, to make recommenda- 
tions to the members of the United Nations or to the Security Council 
or both on any such questions or matters.” 

' This draft had been presented to Mr. Bailey of the Australian Del- 
egation and he had expressed the opinion that it was satisfactory. 
Lord Halifax had spoken with the foreign ministers of the Dominions 

who had also indicated their approval. However, Mr. Dulles had 
received that morning a letter from Mr. Bailey indicating that the
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draft was not satisfactory in its present form. This letter indicated 
that Mr. Evatt wanted to retain the phrase “within the sphere of 
action of the organization.” Mr. Bailey’s letter was circulated among 
the Delegation, and read as follows: 

“My dear Dulles, 
“I have just had the opportunity of discussing with Dr. Evatt the 

draft of which you gave me a copy for him this afternoon. 
“Dr. Evatt feels strongly that it is unnecessary, because tautologous, 

to preface his own draft with any specific reference to the maintenance 
of international peace and security. He is nevertheless willing to 
accept the suggestion, on condition that his own draft is accepted, 
without any whittling away. He feels particularly that the omission 
of the phrase ‘within the sphere of action of the Organization’ may 
easily be misunderstood. ‘These words, as you know, are taken di- 
rectly from the Covenant of the League of Nations, and it would be 
easy to draw from their omission an inference adverse to the scope 
of the Assembly’s powers. 

“Dr. Evatt understands that some objection is felt to the phrase 
‘within the sphere of action of the United Nations’, on the ground that 
the words might possibly suggest interference with national affairs. 
This objection however could not apply if the word ‘Organization’ 
were.used. I think this mode of reference to the United Nations will 
be adopted in a good many places in the Charter. 

“Tf the reference. to ‘international relations’ is to be omitted, and 
the reference to the maintenance of peace and security inserted in the 
foreground of the paragraph, I think there is good reason for insist- 
ing on the utmost amplitude in the reference to the Charter. 

“After careful consideration Dr. Evatt would be willing to accept 
the paragraph in the following form: | 

“The General Assembly should have the right to discuss any matters relating 
to the maintenance of international peace and security, and also any matters 
covered by the purposes and principles of the Charter, or relating to the powers 
and functions of any of the organs provided for in the Charter, or within the 
sphere of action of the Organization, or otherwise falling within the scope of 
the Charter; and, except as provided in paragraph 2(6) of this section, to make 
recommendations to the members of the United Nations or to the Security Coun- 
cil or both on any such matters.’ . 

' “Regards—and in great haste : 
Yours sincerely, K. H. Bailey” 

Mr. Bailey had apologized to Mr. Dulles for having presented Mr. 

Evatt’s position after apparent agreement had been reached, and Mr. 

Dulles had reminded him that negotiations had been proceeding on 

the basis that the language of the June 18th draft had been acceptable 

to the Australians. Mr. Dulles pointed out to Mr. Bailey that it 

was hoped that approval of the language would be received from Mos- 

cow some time during the day. Mr. Dulles had observed to Mr. Bailey 

that if Russian approval was forthcoming, it would be necessary for 

the United States to return to Mr. Evatt and ask him to discuss the 

matter further. Mr. Duties told the Delegation that it would prob-
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ably be possible to line up sufficient votes to beat Mr. Evatt on this 
matter. SENATOR VANDENBERG agreed and thought that the proper 
thing to do would be to have the chief delegates of each Delegation ap- 
pear in Committee IT/2 when this question was under discussion. 

Mr. Pasvotsxy asked whether the question would be settled during 
the day and Tue Secretary replied that it would be considered at the 
9:30 meeting of the five powers. 

TRUSTEESHIP 

Tue Srcrerary reported to the Delegation that the Trusteeship 
chapter had been accepted by Committee IT/4 on the previous eve- 
ning.’ The Secretary thought that the Delegation owed a debt of 
gratitude to Commander Stassen for the fine job he had done during 
the negotiations on this very difficult chapter. ComManDER STASSEN 
said that it was particularly gratifying to him that the meeting of 
Committee II/4 the previous evening had ended up most satisfactorily 

with all the delegates congratulating each other. Commander Stas- 
sen reported that Section A had been approved by the Committee 
as it had been agreed upon by the major powers and Australia. The 
vote in Committee II/4 was unanimous. ComMMANDER STASSEN re- 

marked that the Russians had displayed a very fine spirit because they 
had permitted the paragraph on reporting functions to be passed by 
the Committee although they did not approve it. This had been done 
as a concession to Mr. Evatt... . 

SPAIN | 

Mr. Hicxerrson reported that he had been told by the Greek Dele- 
gation that Foreign Minister Padilla intended to introduce a resolu- 
tion that day which would bar Spain from participating in the 
Organization until it had overthrown the fascist Franco 2° Govern- 
ment. This resolution, Mr. Hickerson said, would require a vote in 
the Commission which dealt with membership. The Greeks had 
asked Mr. Hickerson how they should vote on this matter, and he had 
replied that 1t would be necessary to take the matter up in the Dele- 

gation. Mr. Hickerson had made it clear, however, that this Gov- 
ernment did not like Franco Spain. Mr. Hickerrson observed that 

his recommendation would be that the Delegate of the United States 

on Commission I be authorized to vote in favor of such a resolution if 

it were proposed. RerpresENTATIVE Bioom urged that a more satis- 

factory course would be to use parliamentary procedure to have the 
matter thrown out without any vote being taken. Mr. Armstrong, 

however, submitted that any such attempt by the United States would 

* Doc. 1090, 11/4/48, June 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 561. 
7° Generalissimo Francisco Franco, Chief of State and President of the Spanish 

Government. —
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be construed by the press as indicating a favorable attitude toward 
Franco. ReEpresENTATIVE Bioom remarked that such a move by this 
Government could be construed only as a reliance on the established 
rules of procedure. THe Srcrerary declared that before the Dele- 
gation could take any action on this matter it would be necessary to 
see a copy of the resolution which the Mexicans were going to present. 

Mr. RockereLter observed that the question represented a deli- 

cate situation. Mr. Padilla was under great pressure from his own 
Government to introduce a measure on the question of Spanish par- 
ticipation. However, despite what Mr. Hickerson had said, the Mexi- 
cans did not intend to introduce a resolution. The plan was that Mr. 
Quintanilla was to make a brief declaration stating his Government’s 
position on the question of Franco Spain participating in the United 
Nations Organization. If there should be any discussion on, or op- 
position to, this declaration, Mr. Quintanilla was prepared to make 
a speech supporting his position. Mr. Rockrre.ier expressed the 
opinion that the question might finally take the form of a resolution 
presented by some other Government. Srcrerary STETTINIvs asked 
why the Mexicans would not be satisfied by merely making a speech 
in the Commission session.47. Mr. Pasvousxy observed that the rules 
of procedure provided that no resolutions could be considered by the 
Conference. However, Mr. Duss pointed to the fact that the Con- 
ference had adopted a resolution expressing the hope that Poland 
would soon be represented in the deliberations of the United Nations.” 
Mr. Hacxworru added that Committee IV/1 had also passed a 

resolution.” 
Mr. Dunn observed that the United States could not afford to be 

on the wrong side on this matter. He suggested that the Delegation 

should go along with a resolution or declaration presented by the 
Mexicans. Mr. Dues pointed out, however, that the Delegation 
did not have to go along with a violation of the rules of the Confer- 
ence. He suggested that a statement should be made that the Mexican 
proposa] was consistent with the beliefs of the Delegation, but that 
the Delegation could vote for the proposal only if it were the proper 
business of the Conference. He held the view that it should be made 
clear that if the Conference decides that it could properly entertain 
such a proposal, the United States would vote in favor of it. Mr. 
ROcKEFELLER . reiterated that no resolution would be offered but that 
the Mexicans would make a brief declaration. However, Mr. HicKrr- 
son remarked that the Greek Delegation had asked him how to vote 

2 Doc. 1167, 1/10, June 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 124. 
2 Doe. 30, DC/5(1), April 27, ibid., vol. 5, p. 96; Doc. 32, DC/7, April 27, idid., 

p. 118; and Doc. 20, P/6, April 28, ibid., vol. 1, p. 168. 
= Doc. 918, IV/1/74(1), June 12, ibid., vol. 18, p. 392, and Doc. 870, IV/1/73, 

June 9, tbid., p. 413.
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on the matter, which would indicate that the Mexicans intended to 
present a resolution. REpreseNTATIVE Buioom observed that the Dele- 
gation should prepare itself for any possibilities. If no resolution 
were offered, the United States would not have to take any position. 
If a resolution were proposed, RePResENTATIVE Boom proposed that 
the Delegation should follow the course of action outlined by Mr. 
Dulles. : 

CoorDINATION COMMITTEE 

Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that the Coordination Committee had pre- 
pared drafts for thirteen chapters. He added that there would be 
fifteen altogether. Tse Secretary asked when the entire Charter 
would be in final shape, ready to be signed. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared 
that the Coordination Committee could finish its work by Thursday.” 

Recourse oF Enemy States TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OR THE 
Security CouNncin 

REPRESENTATIVE Bioom, who was then in the chair because of the 
departure of the Secretary and Senator Vandenberg, asked if there 
was any more business to be brought to the attention of the Delega- 
tion. Mr. Sanpirer reported that Mr. Johnson had a matter which 
he wished to bring before the Delegation. 

Mr. JoHnson reported that a question had arisen in Committee III/3 

with respect to a proposal of the Greek Delegation that Chapter VIII, 
Section A, paragraph 2, should be amended to prevent the enemy 
states from having recourse to the Security Council, or the General 
Assembly.?5 This proposal had been approved in principle by Com- 
mittee IIT/2 which had referred it to Committee III/3, as relating to 
paragraph 2 of Chapter XII. The Greek wording, as amended by 
the United States, read as follows: 

“It is understood that the enemy states in the present war shall not 
have the right of recourse to the Security Council or the General 
Assembly befere the treaties whieh end this war have been made ef- 
feetive until the General Assembly on the recommendation of the 

Security Council so decides.” 

Mr. Jounson reported that this matter was now being considered 
in connection with the approval of the chapter on transitional ar- 

rangements. Mr. Johnson urged that this would be a difficult mat- 
ter to defeat because the United States could not readily afford to 
place itself in opposition to the measure. Mr. JoHnson remarked that 

4 Tune 21: for texts of draft Charter of the United Nations and the Statute of 
the International Court of Justice, as finally approved by both the Coordination 
Committee and the Advisory Committee of Jurists on June 22, see Doc. 1159, 
CO/181, June 28, UNCIO Documents, vol. 15, p. 171 and Doc. 1158, CO/180(1), 

June 22, ibid., p. 149. 
5 Doc. 1089, III /3/49, June 19, ibid., vol. 12, p. 536.
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this proposal did not really belong in the chapter on transitional 
arrangements. The question before the Delegation was chiefly 
whether it wanted to include the language in the Charter itself or 
whether it should be incorporated in a declaration. He reiterated 
that-it would be difficult to take a stand in opposition to the Greek 
proposal. Mr. Jounson declared that the language of the Greek 
proposal had not been good. He observed that the Greek wording 
“made effective” was not clear, and there was also no way of knowing 
how many treaties there would be ending the war. Therefore, Mr. 
Johnson had proposed the substitute wording which had been re- 
ferred to the Delegation. (U.S. Gen 281 7°.) Mr. Jounson remarked 
that the Greek proposal had been seconded by Ethiopia and appeared 
to be directed against Italy. Mr. Armstrone asked whether it would 
not be possible to ask Mr. Politis 2” to withdraw his proposal. Mr. 
ArmstTrone submitted that it might have been pressed by Mr. Politis 
personally, without the support of his Delegation. Mr. Jounson did 
not think that this was accurate because of the fact that the matter 

had been referred by Committee III/2 to Committee ITI/3 28 some 

time previously, and therefore Mr. Politis was not pushing it as a 
personal measure at the end of the Conference. CommMANDER STASSEN 
pointed out that when the matter had been considered in Committee 
IIT/2 it had been urged by some of the Delegates that Chapter XII 
was the appropriate place for the insertion of this proposal. THe 
CuHarrMAN had suggested that the Greek Delegate investigate the pos- 
sibilities of incorporating the provision in Chapter XII, but there 
had been no formal recommendation. CommaNDER STASSEN reminded 
the Delegation that this suggestion would bring up the question of 
Italy and Finland as well. Neither of these countries would have 

the right of recourse to the Security Council or the General Assembly 
under the Greek proposition. Mr. Norrer asked whether Chapter 
XII did not leave this decision to the victorious powers. He was of 
the opinion that the Charter provided that the General Assembly and 
the Security Council would make the decision as to whether or not 

to receive a nation which was not an initial member of the 
Organization. 

Mr. Pasvousky held the view that this proposal was a counter- 

part of a previous Russian suggestion. Apparently, he declared, the 

Greeks wanted to keep Bulgaria and Italy from gaining friends in 
the General Assembly. ReEpresentativ—E Broom asked whether the 

Greeks would be satisfied with a declaration rather than the incor- 

*° U.S. Gen. 281 (“Recommendation to the United States Delegation, Committee 
III/3, The Right of Enemy States To Have Recourse to the Assembly or the 
Security Council”, June 19), not printed. 

*7 Ambassador John Politis, delegate of Greece. 
* Doe. 821, III/2/9, May 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 24.
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poration of language in the Charter. Commanner Strassen declared 
that he was opposed to the Greek suggestion. He pointed out that 
the Charter provided for strict membership rules; the only denial 
involved in the Greek proposal was the right of a nation to call the 
attention of the Organization to a situation which might endanger 
the peace. ComMANDER Strassen urged that this right should [not ?] 
be abridged. Mr. Norter pointed out that there was good ground for 
opposing this suggested amendment in view of the fact that recourse 
could be necessary only from the victor powers. Mr. ArmsTrRoNa 
agreed that some of the smaller European nations did not trust the 
victorious powers. Mr. Armstrong proposed that the situation could 
be handled by presenting an explanation to the head of the Greek Dele- 
gation. Mr. Armstrong suggested that this explanation should be 
rendered by a sufficiently important member of the Delegation. 
COMMANDER STAssEN expressed the opinion that Mr. Hickerson was 
the appropriate officer. Mr. Hicxrrson, however observed that it 
might be more effective if one of the Delegates were to speak to the 
Greek Chairman. Mr. Pasvotsxy proposed that Mr. Hickerson and 
Mr. Dunn should undertake to hold a conversation with the Chairman 
of the Greek Delegation. | 

Mr. Hicxerson asked Mr. Johnson how strongly the Greeks had 

felt on this matter, and the latter replied that they had seemed to sup- 
port the change rather strongly. CommaNprer Strassen thought 
that this could not be true because the proposal had first been sub- 
mitted six weeks previously and the Greeks had not pressed it very 
strongly. Commander Stassen suggested that the Greeks should be 
informed that their demand was adequately covered by the draft ap- 
proved by Committee III/2. Mr. Armstrone observed that the mat- 
ter should be handled before the Committee meeting and he suggested 
that Commander Stassen attend that meeting.” ComMMANDER STASSEN 
observed that Committee III/3 was Senator Connally’s Committee, 
but Mr. Jomnson pointed out that the Senator was out of town. Mr. 
HickErson remarked that Mr. Johnson had done a good job and he 
thought Mr. Johnson should be allowed to handle the matter. Mr. 

JOHNSON declared that he would appreciate Commander Stassen’s 
coming to the meeting because, in addition to this question, consider- 
ation would be given to Chapter XII, paragraph 2. Mr. JoHNsON 
observed that he did not speak with sufficient authority. Mr. John- 
son remarked that there was a great deal of dissatisfaction with the 
Greek text. Mr. Berendsen of New Zealand had said of the Greek 
proposal that “A country lawyer in his cups could not have written 
a worse draft if he were buying a hen house.” Mr, ArMsTRoNG main- 

Noe. 1111, III/3/51, June 20, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 546.
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tained that this question should be settled in advance of the meeting. 
CoMMANDER STAssEN asked whether it was true that the Committee 
had not yet finished its consideration of Chapter XII, paragraph 2. 
Apmirau Tran declared that Mr. Wrong of Canada planned to make 
a long speech on the matter that day. ComMANDER STassEn declared 
that he would attend the Committee meeting but would not himself 

contact the head of the Greek Delegation. Commander Stassen was 
of the opinion that this should be done by a State Department Officer. 
REPRESENTATIVE Bioom declared that Mr. Hickerson would see the 
Greek Ambassador. 

PREAMBLE 

Mr. Hackwortu reported that the Jurists were struggling over the 
Preamble wording “We the people of the United Nations”.° The 
Jurists were attempting to find some formula whereby the govern- 
ments of the United Nations would be made parties to the Charter. 
Mr. Hackwortu asked whether the word “We” was essential to the 

Charter and he pointed out that the problem of drafting would be 
greatly simplified if “We” could be deleted. Commanpzr STassEN 
thought that the word “We” was important to the spirit of the Pre- 
amble. Mr. Hackwortu pointed out that the solution to the problem 
would be greatly simplified by saying merely “The People of the 
United Nations”. Mr. Hackwortu declared that a formula had been 
proposed which, although not completely satisfactory, would meet 
the requirements of the situation; however, this formula would be 
much better if “We” were to be omitted. Dran GILDERSLEEVE asked 
how the Preamble would end if the wording “The People”, dropping 
“We” were to be adopted. Mr. Hackworrtu declared that he did not 
remember the exact phraseology which would be used in this situa- 
tion. However, he repeated that the omission of the word “We” 
would simplify the drafting problem. It had been concluded, how- 
ever, that the word “We” was untouchable. Dran GILDERSLEEVE ob- 
served that she should not think that it was true that “We” could not 
be dropped. Committee I/1 had recognized the difficulty involved 
in the constitutional requirements of some of the governments * and 
had had the expectation that both the beginning and the ending of the 

Preamble would be subjected to considerable consideration from a 

juridical standpoint. Representative Broom asked whether the 

“punch” of the Preamble would not be destroyed if ““We” were to be 

omitted. Mr. Hackwortu pointed out that this wording would make 

*Doec. WD 268, CO/110, June 10, UNCIO Documents, vol. 17, p. 405; for 
text prepared by the Advisory Committee of Jurists at its fourth meeting, June 9, 
see WD 258, CO/93 (4), June 10, ibid., vol. 18, p. 106. 

* Doc. 817, 1/1/31, June 6, ibid., vol. 6, p. 865; Doc. 944, 1/1/84(1), June 18, 
ibid., p. 449; and Doc. 1006, 1/6, June 15, ibid., pp. 18-21.



1364 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

the people of the United Nations contractual parties to the Charter— 
an impossible situation. Mr. Pasvoisxy pointed out that the docu- 
ment under consideration was a treaty and hence involved certain 
juridical situations which had to be taken into account. Mr. Pasvor- 
sky outlined for the Delegation some of the history of the drafting 
of the Preamble. It had been sent to the Coordination Committee 
with unusual directives, one of which was that the Coordination Com- 
mittee should consider the legal aspects of the phraseology. As a 

result of this instruction, a joint committee had been set up with the 
Jurists.22 This was the committee which Mr. Hackworth had been 
talking about. The specific question at issue had been raised by the 
Dutch, who had been contending that “Peoples” could not enter into 
contracts. RepresentaTIvE Bioom remarked that it had been his 

impression that the peoples of the United Nations would enter into 
the Charter through the agency of their respective governments. Mr. 
Pasvoitsxy observed, however, that even this was an impossible situa- 
tion for some governments. Mr. Hackwortu agreed with Mr. Pas- 
volsky, and pointed out that in some countries the power of govern- 
ment did not flow from the people, but came from above to the Crown. 
Mr. Norrer thought that the Delegation was confronted with a prac- 
tical situation. The practical problem was how it could be arranged 
that the states represented at San Francisco could conceive the Orga- 

nization. Mr. Notter declared that personally, he was sympathetic 
with those countries which were not ready to undergo an American 
Revolution. Even the words “The Peoples” represented a big con- 
cession for the Dutch. Mr. Norrer pointed out that much the same 
constitutional situation applied to the United Kingdom as applied to 
the Netherlands. Representative Broom maintained that the people 
of the United States would be greatly disappointed if the word “We” 
were not included in the Preamble. Mr. Pasvotsxy observed that 
this word would cause a much greater problem for some of the other 

Delegations than it would for the United States Delegation. He 
pointed out that some Delegations would be repudiated by their gov- 
ernments if they permitted the use of the words “We the Peoples”. 
He declared that the Preamble should be worded in such a way that 
it, would be recognized that the governments concerned were becoming 
parties to the Charter as a result of an expression of determination 
by the peoples of their respective countries. Dran GuILDERSLEEVE 
declared that she recognized the fact that the Charter would not be 
an American instrument, but would be an International Charter. She 

* For discussion of the “Alternative Text of Preamble Presented by Joint Sub- 
committee of the Coordination Committee and the Committee of Jurists”, in the 
June 20, 10 a. m., meeting of the Coordination Committee, see Doc. WD 435, 
CO/199, September 4, UNCIO Documents, vol. 17, p. 276.
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declared that if it were necessary, in order to preserve the interna- 
tional character of the Charter, to drop the word “We”, that pro- 
cedure would be acceptable to Dean Gildersleeve. Mr. Hackwortu 
asked whether it would be necessary to submit any such change to 
Committee I/1 or to Commission I. Dan GILpERSLEEVE replied that 

such a process would not be necessary, because Senator Rolin, as Chair- 
man of the Commission, was prepared to take the responsibility for 
any change. Mr. Hackworrs reported that a wording which had 
been suggested to meet the constitutional and legal requirements was 
to come to a full stop at the end of the Preamble; then the document 
would proceed “accordingly the Governments... .”. Mr. Hack- 
WORTH expressed the opinion that this solution would work but that 
it was not perfect. The Netherlands Delegation had objected on the 
grounds that their government did not operate on the authorization 
of the people. Commanper Strassen held the view that despite this 
constitutional situation, the Government of the Netherlands still rep- 
resented the people. Mr. Hackworrn declared that the wording 
which had been considered was “accordingly (our respective) gov- 
ernments through their representatives at San Francisco .. .”. Mr. 
Stevenson asked whether this wording would not be acceptable to 
the Dutch and. Mr. Hackworrs replied in the negative. Mr. Pas- 
voLsKY submitted that the matter might be resolved by starting the 
Preamble with words such as “The Governments of the United Na- 
tions whose peoples are resolved ...”. REPRESENTATIVE BLoom 

asked why the United States should retrogress. He urged that the 
governments with less advanced forms of government should be forced 
to go forward. ComMMANDER StasseN urged that the phraseology 
“We the Peoples of the United Nations” should not be looked at in a 
strictly legal light. However, Dean GILDERSLEEVE pointed out that 
she had been unable to discover that this wording had any significance 
for the other Governments represented. : 

‘ Mr. Hackworts reported that a number of Delegates had been 
saying that the Preamble had been drafted by Dean Gildersleeve and 
that for this reason it had been supported by the United States. Mr. 
Hackworrs declared that his understanding was that the Preamble 
had been drafted by Marshal Smuts, with the assistance of Dean Gil- 
dersleeve. Mr. Hackworts pointed out that the Chinese had de- 
clared that this was a United States draft. Mr. Norrer declared that 

the Chinese were correct insofar as the wording “We the Peoples of 
the United Nations” was concerned and that this language had been 
authorized by the Delegation. Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that Marshal 
Smuts was not in favor of this wording. CommanprER STAssEN asked 
whether there was any serious opposition in the Committee to the
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draft language, and Dran GitpeRsLEEVE replied that the Netherlands 
were strongly opposed. Mr. Bowman asked whether the Delegation 
had ever approved the draft presented by Dean Gildersleeve.**+ Mr. 
Bowman observed that his records indicated that the Delegation had 
uever approved that draft. Mr. Norrer submitted that the Delegation 
had approved the use of the words “We the Peoples”. Mr. Bowman 
retorted that he was not talking to that point. The Delegation, he 
declared, had never approved Dean Gildersleeve’s draft. Mr. Hacx- 
worTH contended that the Delegation, however, wanted the wording 
“We the People”, but Dean GILDERSLEEVE stated that she was willing 
to delete “We”. RepresENTATIVE BLoom maintained that if this word 
were dropped, the people of the United States would ask why the 
action had been taken. 

Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the matter would be considered by 
the Coordination Committee. As Chairman of that Committee, Mr. 
Pasvolsky would be obligated to refer the matter to the Steering 

Committee. Mr. Pasvolsky thought that the United States would 
have to defend the use of the word “We” in that body. 

Mr. Hackworts reported that he had agreed on a draft with Mr. 

Golunski; however, the Dutch had expressed their opposition and 
had proposed a second phraseology. The two drafts would be sub 

mitted to the Coordination Committee. Mr. Hackworrs thought 
that his wording was better. ComMANDER Strassen agreed that Mr. 
Hackworth’s solution was good and he urged that this solution should 
be adopted, even if the Netherlands would have to make a, reserva- 
tion. Mr. Pasvousxy reiterated that if he were asked to do so, he 

would have to refer the question to the Steering Committee. Mr. 
HacxwortH remarked that the Netherlands was the only country 
which was opposed to his wording. Mr. Pasvotsky urged that there 
was an absurdity involved in the use of the words “We [the] Peoples”, 
because “We the Peoples” would be establishing an organization to be 
known as the United Nations. Mr. Norrer reported that the British 
Delegate had told him that the United Kingdom would oppose the 
existing phraseology if the Dutch did not win their battle. Rzerrr- 
SENTATIVE Bioom observed that Ambassador Loudon was a good 
friend of his and he asked whether it would be helpful for him to talk 
to the Chairman of the Dutch Delegation. Mr. Hackworru replied 
that this course would not be helpful, because the Dutch were faced 
with an internal situation which they could not ignore. Dran GiL- 
DERSLEEVE declared that personally she was willing to give up the word 

At the twelfth meeting of Subcommittee I/1/A, May 29, 10:30 a. m., Dean 
Gildersleeve presented an unofficial tentative draft preamble and explained that 
it had not been endorsed by the United States delegation (US I/1/A Doc 12, 
May 29, 10:30 a. m.) ; for draft text, see Virginia C. Gildersleeve, Many a Good 
Crusade (New York, Macmillan Co., 1954), p. 346.
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“We”. ReprEsENTATIVE Bioom declared that Mr. Hackworth’s solu- 
tion was satisfactory with him. 

ComMIssIon SESSIONS 

CoMMANDER STASsEN asked what matters were going to come up in 
the Commission sessions that day. Mr. Norrrr replied that Commis- 
sion I would consider domestic jurisdiction.2> The Dutch Delegate 
would make a speech expressing the hope that events would make 
possible a greater assumption of responsibility of [by?] the World 
Court in determining what constituted domestic jurisdiction. Mr. 
Norrer added that Commission II would consider the questions which 
had been considered by the Delegation that day. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10: 03 a. m. 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 25 

Minutes of the Twenty-Fifth Five-Power Informal Consultative 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 19, 
1945, 9:30 a. m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (12) ; United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (5); China (2); and France (8).] 

Mr. Srettintius called the meeting to order at 9: 30a. m., explaining 
that this meeting had been called at the request of Ambassador 
Gromyko. 
AMBASSADOR Gromyko stated that before the Conference it had been 

agreed to consult on all important amendments submitted by the spon- 
soring governments or any other countries.*°° He wished now to dis- 
cuss an important amendment being presented in connection with 
Chapter XII, paragraph 2, Transitional Arrangements. This amend- 
ment offered by Greece, he understood, was to prevent enemy states 
from having the right of recourse to the General Assembly and to the 

Security Council before the treaty [treatzes?] ending the war became 

effective.*’ If inserted in Chapter XII, the enemy states would not 
have the right of appeal to the Security Council or to the General 
Assembly. Until now, he said, no provision of such a kind had been 

included. It was not included in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. 
The previous day, during the discussion in Committee III/3,** the 

Doc. 1167, 1/10, June 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 108. 
See minutes of the second meeting of the Informal Organizing Group, 

April 10, 3 p. m., p. 235. 
Doe. 1089, III /3/49, June 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 586. 
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Committee almost came to a vote on this question. AMBASSADOR GRo- 
MYKO Said his representative had arisen to.ask that the question be 
studied further before a vote was taken.. Ampassapor GrRoMYKO 
stressed that this was a very important question. 

SenaToR VANDENBERG did not think there should be such an amend- 
ment to the Charter. Ampbassapor Gromyko said he had taken it for 
granted until now that there should be no such amendment. Ampas- 
sapor Harirax indicated that the history of this proposal was that 
Committee III/2 had approved it in principle by a substantial ma- 
jority ** stating that the matter of enemy states required clarification. 
It was then referred to Committee IIT/3 as relating to paragraph 2 
of Chapter XII. Mr. Jonnson explained that Committee III/3 had 
not finished its consideration of this question. The matter was re- 
ferred to last night when the revision of paragraph 1, Chapter XIT 
was proposed to the Committee. At this time, he said, the Greek 
Delegate offered his amendment. 

Mr. Srettinius asked if we wished to establish a common position 
with respect to this amendment. Ampassapor Gromyxo stated that 
it was not correct to grant the power of appeal to enemy states. Ifso, 
they would use this opportunity to raise many questions that should 
not come up before the Assembly. Mr. Sterrinrus asked what the 
Greeks were asking for. Mr. Jounson stated that the Greek amend- 
ment to paragraph 2 of Chapter VIII, Section A, read: “It is under- 
stood that the enemy states in the present war shall not have the right 

of recourse to the Security Council or the General Assembly before 
the treaties which end this war have been made effective.” Ampassa- 
por GroMyko explained that when the treaties were made effective the 
enemy states would have the right of appeal. 

Mr. Sterrinivus asked Ambassador Halifax for his position on this 
matter. Ampassapor Hatirax indicated that it would be difficult to 
open up this question at this time in the committees, but since it had 
already been raised, we should perhaps agree on some such wording 
as the following: “It is understood that the enemy states in the present 
war shall not have the right of recourse to the General Assembly or 
the Security Council until the General Assembly on the recommenda- 
tion of the Security Council so decides.” Mr. Srerrrmnius said he 
liked this proposal. Mr. Jess indicated that in any event the Co- 
ordinating Committee had been asked to prepare a definition of 
“enemy state.” 4° 

Mr. Desean said that in fact this amendment had nothing to do 
with Chapter XII, paragraph 2. The first thing was to disassociate 

* Doc. 321, III/2/9, May 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 24. 
“ For a definition of this term, see report of Committee 3 to Commission III on 

chapter XII, Doc. 1095, III/3/50, June 19, ibid., p. 560.
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it from this Chapter. He said the French intended to move this. He 
suggested that, after consideration of paragraph 2, Chapter XII had 
been completed, the Greek amendment could be considered. This was 
a very important question with serious implications. . 

SENATOR VANDENBERG questioned whether anything on this matter 
should be said in the Charter. He thought it would be best to cross 
the bridge when it was ultimately reached. 

Mr. Sterrinius said that the Conference must get on with its work. 
President Truman was leaving Washington that day and would ar- 
rive in the West tomorrow. It was necessary to proceed quickly in 
dealing with this question. | 

Ampassapor Koo pointed out that long discussion would be pro- 
voked if this amendment was considered now. He thought that para- 
graph 2 of Chapter VIII, Section A covered the question. If an 
enemy state brought a matter up, it was the responsibility of either 
the General Assembly or the Security Council to decide whether to 
consider it or not. For the time being Amsassapor Koo thought it 
would be a wiser course not to raise this question. He asked his col- 
leagues if they would not be willing to drop it. Amsassapor Hatt- 
Fax said he had no objection to leaving the matter alone. It had been 
raised, however, and it might not be possible to get away without 
considering it. Mr. JoHnson stated that Mr. Hickerson had been in- 
structed by the United States Delegation just this morning to try 
to get the Greeks to withdraw their amendment. There could then 
be a declaration in the Committee indicating that it was understood 
that the General Assembly and the Security Council would not re- 
ceive appeals from enemy states under the present circumstances. 

AmpassApor Hatirax explained that there were three alternatives: 
{1) to drop the amendment altogether, (2) to include a declaration 
on the question in the Committee report, and (3) to amend the Greek 
suggestion as he had previously suggested. Of these three alter- 

natives AmBpassApor Harrrax said he preferred the first. 

Ampassapor GromyKo asked whether Ambassador Halifax meant 
that the enemy states had the right of appeal. 

Mr. Sretrinius suggested that it would be better not to include 
a formal reference to this matter in the Charter. We should instruct 

our representatives to try to get the Greek amendment withdrawn. 

If we failed, we might try to get an interpretation along the lines 

suggested. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO stated his understanding was that enemy 
states should not have the right of appeal to the Security Council or 

to the General Assembly on matters under paragraph 2, Chapter XII. 
‘This would mean that any condition with which enemy states were not
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satisfied could not be raised by them in the General Assembly. Mr. 
Sretrintus said this interpretation was satisfactory to him. 

Mr. Duttes stated that he concurred in the Ambassador’s state- 
ment so far as it related to Chapter XII—to conditions under the sur- 
render terms. He did not think we should say, however, that the 
enemy states, for example Italy, forever had no right of appeal to the 

General Assembly or the Security Council. Amsassapor Koo said 
that this interpretation was agreeable to him and AsrBassapor GRo- 
MYKO agreed that it was the right solution. AmBassapor GROMYKO: 
stated that his understanding was that enemy states should not have 
the right of appeal under the provisions in the Chapter on transitional 
arrangements. Mr. Drsgean and Ampassapor Hatirax agreed with 
this statement. 
AmBassapor GROMYKO indicated that the interpretation might pro- 

vide that enemy states should not have the right to appeal to the 
Security Council or the General Assembly as long as they were under 
the special status imposed on them by the surrender terms or, alter- 
natively, as long as they were subject to the control measures im- 

posed on them as enemy states. 
Mr. STerrintus suggested that Mr. Johnson draft an interpretation 

to be submitted to the group for its consideration. He then asked 
if there were any other items to be raised at this time. Mr. Bon- 
cour stated that Committee III/3, except for the Greek amendment, 
was finished with its work. He suggested that the Chairman of 
‘Committee III/3 should be asked to read his report today so that 
it could go before the Commission. Otherwise, there would have to 
be another meeting of that Committee. 

Mr. Srerrinivs stated that a message should be immediately sent 
to Committee III/3 requesting that the report be read today and the 
work of the Committee completed. 

Ampassavor Hatirax stated that there was one point which the 

Soviet Ambassador had brought to his notice that he thought should 
be made at this time. It concerned the unsatisfactory nature of the 
report in Committee III/1 on the veto chapter. He indicated that 
there was considerable pressure in the Committee to have this section 
of the report redrafted to correspond more exactly with the develop- 
ments in the Committee. 

Mr. Wesster stated that the report as it stood was quite unaccept- 
able to the British Delegation. An effort had been made to amend 
it. It had been moved that a Subcommittee be established to put the 
draft in better form. It was not yet certain, however, that the changes 

“Doc. 1085, III/1/60, June 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 11, p. 630; for the 
Rapporteur’s report relating to chapter VI, section C, see WD 859, III/1/56, 
June 16, ibid., p. 604.
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could be gotten through the full Committee. Mr. Srerrinivus sug- 
gested that Mr. Rockefeller should see the Rapporteur who was from 
El Salvador “ and ask for his cooperation in order to avoid holding 
up further the work of the Conference. 

Mr. Srertinius asked if there were any other points to raise. He 
asked whether there would be any other points that the heads of the 
Delegations would wish to bring up before the close of the Confer- 
ence. AmBassADoR Hatrrax said he had none to raise. AMBASSADOR 
Gromyko remarked that for the time being he did not have anything 
to discuss but that it would be difficult to say whether he would have 
something later. He said he could not contemplate what might arise, 
noting that he had known nothing about this proposed amendment 
to Chapter XII until the previous evening. Ampassapor Koo said he 
had no further matters to raise. 

Mr. Stetrinivs stated that Mr. Pasvolsky had told him that twelve 
chapters were in draft and that, as soon as the questions on Chapter 
XII were settled, the remaining drafts could be completed, so that 
the Charter would be in draft form by the following evening. 

Mr. Sterrintius said the Soviet Ambassador had advised him that 
he would need three days for clearance of the text with his Govern- 
ment. It was therefore very important to complete the work as soon 
as possible. He thought he might have more to say on this matter by 
the following afternoon. 
Ampassapor Hatrrax indicated that there was likely to be some diffi- 

culty with the arrangements for speakers for the final session when 
this matter was discussed in the Executive Committee. He hoped some 
reconsideration of the arrangements could be given at a suitable 
moment. 

Mr. Srettinius stated that these arrangements had been discussed 
and he thought settled, in the meeting with the four Presidents and 
France. AmpBassapor Harirax thought we could anticipate a great 
deal of discussion at the Executive Committee. Mr. Sterrrntus asked 
whether objections had been raised by others than Australia. He noted 
that with the Canadian Prime Minister possibly returning, it was 
likely that he would request to speak. 

Ampassapor Harirax explained that he had had a meeting with 
the Dominions at which Field Marshal Smuts had expressed the view 

that it was unwise to have a representative of the Arab states speak 

as this might excite the feeling of the Jews. Everyone, he said, recog- 

nized the undesirability of everybody speaking at the final session. 
The suggestion had found favor among the Dominions, informally, 

that the four sponsoring governments and France should speak, with 

“ Hector D. Castro.
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Field Marshal Smuts representing the rest. However, the possibility 
had been considered of selecting one or two representatives from dif- 
ferent regions, although it was recognized that such selection might 
create difficulties. He had himself taken the position that such a basis 
for selection would be troublesome. 

Mr. Sterrinius said the Executive Committee was meeting the fol- 
lowing afternoon and that he should perhaps appoint a Subcommittee 
to make a recommendation to the Executive Committee on this mat- 
ter. He wished to nominate Ambassador Halifax as Chairman of the 
Subcommittee. AmBassapor Gromyko thought the decision should be 
made at this meeting. Mr. Srerrmnius thought it was too late to 
make a change in the proposal that had been recommended by the 
four Presidents since this was already before the Executive Commit- 
tee. Ampassapdor Hatirax agreed that the discussion on this question 
would have to take place henceforth in the Committee. Mr. Rocks- 
FELLER suggested that if Ambassador Halifax had a suggestion for 
new arrangements it might be convenient to have it in the offing. Mr. 
STETTINIUS agreed, but felt that we could not now withdraw our 
earlier proposal. He did not believe there would be great difficulty 
in reaching a final settlement of this matter in the Executive 
Committee. | 

Mr. JoHNsON, at the request of Mr. Stettinius, introduced the draft 
that he had prepared for insertion in the report of Committee ITI/3 
on the question of the right of enemy states to appeal to the General 
Assembly and the Security Council. Mr. Johnson read as follows: 
“It is understood that the enemy states should not have the right to 
appeal to the Security Council or the General Assembly under Chap- 
ter VIII, Section A, paragraph 2, with respect to action taken or au- 
thorized under Chapter XII, paragraph 2.” Mr. JoHNSoN sug- 
gested that the phrase “Chapter VIII, Section A” might properly be 
omitted so that the statement would be in a general form. Ampassa- 
por Haurrax indicated that this statement was all right with the Brit- 
ish Delegation which would agree to the omission of the phrase “Chap- 
ter VIII, Section A”. : 

Mr. StTetTrinivs indicated that no statement at all in the Committee 
report would be best, but that, if this solution is not possible, then the 

interpretation just read could be presented in the Committee report. 

Mr. Dutzes noted that the statement would in effect be a five-power 
declaration. Mr. Boncour agreed with the statement as read by Mr. 

Johnson and suggested that Greece propose the declaration itself as a 

substitute formula for its amendment. He thought this would be 

proper tactics in order to allow Greece to defend its amour propre 

as an author of the original proposal.
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AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said he thought this interpretative statement 
would be a good thing. He suggested, however, adding at the end of 
the statement as read by Mr. Johnson “and regional arrangements. di- 
rected against enemy states”. : 

Mr. STerrinius said these regional arrangements were included un- 
der paragraph 2, Chapter XII. Amspassapor Gromyxo said that 
there were two types of arrangements against enemy states: the ar- 
rangements under Chapter XII, paragraph 2 and regional arrange- 

_ ments, and he thought that both of these should be mentioned. 

Mr. Srerrintus indicated that the United States Delegation could 
not agree to the inclusion of the reference to regional arrangements at 
this point, since they were already covered. He was afraid that to 
mention them would open up an issue that had long since been settled. 
Ampassapor Gromyko insisted that they were not covered by the pres- 
ent wording and that the phrase should be added “and regional ar- 
rangements directed against enemy states”. 

Ampassapor Hauirax said he would like to hear Mr. Dulles’ view- 
point on this question. Mr. Dutizs stated that Ambassador Gromyko 
had a point. Chapter XII dealt in substance with surrender terms: 
and the interpretation as it now stood meant that enemy states had 
no right of appeal from the surrender terms. At the moment, the 
interpretation removed the right of appeal on questions relating to 
the surrender terms. To extend this restriction so that enemy states 

would not have the right of appeal under regional arrangements 

directed against the removal [renewal?] of aggressive policy on the 

part of such states would change the character of the interpretation. 
This would be true because regional arrangements would have no limit 

in time. If we knew about the regional arrangements that would be 

created in the future it would be one thing, but there might be a whole 

series of them, and there was no way in which we could define them at 

this time. The enemy states might be permanently deprived of the 

right of appeal if we gave a blanket underwriting for all regional 

arrangements, the terms and character of which could not now be 

foreseen. | 

Ampassapor Hatirax said it might be possible to add to the draft 

a provision reading “or otherwise for the prevention or removal of 

aggression”. Mr. Duttzs said that off-hand he would not be too 

keen about this addition. | . : 

Mr. Stetrinivs said he strongly hoped that this issue need not be 

opened at this time. Ampassapor Hatrrax thought the statement as 

read by Mr. Johnson was good enough. Amsassapor GRoMYKO in- 

sisted that it did not cover regional arrangements.
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Mr. STErrinius suggested that in view of the fact that this matter 
was now about to come up for a vote in the Technical Committee, 
Mr. Johnson had better go down now to the Technical Committee 

and see that the matter did not come to a vote. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO suggested the addition of the phrase “or 

under regional arrangements directed against the removal [renewal ? ] 
of aggressive policy by enemy states”. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether the word “existing” could be 
added. He did not believe we should write a blanket immunity for 
all regional arrangements. 

Mr. STErTinius suggested that if Ambassador Gromyko had an 
amendment to make he should offer it in writing. AMBAssADOR 
Gromyko replied that he had already suggested wording for an 
amendment. He said he could not understand why there was an ob- 
jection to including the reference to regional arrangements. He did 
not feel it was wise to limit the immunity to existing treaties since 
new treaties might be concluded that would not be any less important 
than the arrangements under paragraph 2, Chapter XII, and that 
would be directed particularly against the enemy states. He asked 
why reference should be made to one type of arrangement and not 
to another. SENATOR VANDENBERG stated the reason was that we 
knew about one type of arrangement but we did not know about the 
other type. 

Mr. Strerrinius stated that all the members of the group had meet- 
mgs which they had to attend and that it was time to reach a decision 
on the question under discussion. It was agreed, he said, that there 
would be no reference to this matter in the Charter. He suggested that 
an interpretation be worked out by a small subcommittee to which 
each of the five Delegations would appoint a member. He appointed 
Mr. Dulles to act on that committee with full authority to act for the 
United States Delegation. He urged that agreement be reached 
upon a simple and clear-cut interpretation. 

AmpBassapor GroMYKO indicated that he would appoint his regular 
representative on Technical Committee III/3. Ampassapor Koo and 
Ampassapor Hatirax agreed to the procedure suggested by Mr. 
Stettinius. 

Ampassap0r Gromy«o asked what had been decided with respect to 
the Rapporteur’s report of Committee ITI/1.“4 He said if this re- 
port was read over the radio it would cause considerable trouble, in 
view of the bad interpretation given to the discussion on the voting 
question. 

* Doc. 1111, ITI /3/51, June 20, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 546. 
“ Doe. 1083, III/1/59, June 19, ibid., vol. 11, p. 642; and WD 401, III/1/61, 

June 19, ibid., p. 648.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1375 

Mr. Rockere..er noted that the report was at this moment being 
rewritten. 

Mr. STETTINIUS commented that all members of this group were 
agreed to changing the report. AmpBassapor GRoMyYKO said he was 
glad that this agreement had been reached so that the report could 
be revised to reflect more accurately the actual situation in the 
Committee. 
Ampassapor Gromyxko stated that Committee I/2 was preparing 

a report which the Rapporteur wished to read directly in the plenary 
session without prior review in the Committee. He questioned 
whether this procedure was a good one. 

In view of the fact that it was not the normal procedure, and since 
the report contained a statement on withdrawal‘ which included 
two bad sentences, he felt it would be better if these sentences could 
be omitted in the course of the Committee discussion of the report. 
He objected, in the first place, he said, to the sentence: “If, however, 
a Member, because of exceptional circumstances, feels constrained 
to withdraw, and leave the burden of maintaining international peace 
and security on the other Members, it is not the purpose of the Or- 
ganization to compel that Member to continue its cooperation in the 
Organization.” The phrase “leave the burden of maintaining inter- 
national peace and security on the other members” should, he felt, be 
omitted, since it did not take into account the idea of voluntary 

withdrawal. According to this sentence any member that left the Or- 

ganization would be blamed for transferring the burden of maintain- 
ing peace on other members, and would be so blamed in advance. This 
provision would not take into account the real reasons why a state 

might withdraw. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO continued with the statement that the second 

sentence that bothered him was as follows: “It is obvious, however, 

that withdrawals or some other form of dissolution of the Organi- 

zation would become inevitable if, deceiving the hopes of humanity, 

the Organization was revealed to be unable to maintain peace or 

could do so only at the expense of law and justice.” AmBASSADOR 

GRoMYKO indicated that this provision conflicted with the earlier 
one. It put upon the Organization full blame for withdrawal by 

suggesting that when a state withdrew the Organization was dis- 

solving or in any event had deceived the hopes of humanity. 

Mr. Sterrinivs said he hoped that the heads of the five Delegations 

could now stick together. It was the eleventh hour, and for this 
problem to be opened up again after the great debate that had already 

“Doc. 1074, 1/2/76, June 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 292.
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taken place would be disastrous. Ampassapor Gromyxko said he 
would like to have his proposal discussed on substantive grounds. 

Mr. Sterrinius asked why Ambassador Gromyko had not raised 
this question when the Committee had approved the statement on 
withdrawal.* 
Ampassabor Koo said he would like to offer the suggestion that 

Mr. Rolin be invited to go over the phrasing, in his capacity as 

Chairman of the Commission, and see if perhaps he could modify it. 
Ampassapor Haurrax said he did not suppose the withdrawal state- 

ment could be drafted to the complete satisfaction of everyone. Since, 
however, there was general agreement on the right of withdrawal 
with no basic differences in principle on this question, the prospect of 
its being reopened now filled him with despair. - 

Mr. RocKEFeLLeR indicated that the material that Ambassador 
Gromyko was criticizing was not simply in the Rapporteur’s report, 
but was part of a resolution that had been carefully worded and 
thoroughly worked over and passed by the Committee. SenarTor 
VANDENBERG said that if this question was reopened at this time we 
would be in for six weeks of debate. He pointed out that we had 
objected to some of the language but had been voted down. He said 
that, unless we now stood on the language agreed upon, we would 
be confronted with a bad situation. There were many who wanted 
a frank withdrawal clause in the Charter, but they had consented 
to this way of handling the matter in an interpretation in the Com- 
mittee report. He pointed out that the Soviet Ambassador had made 
an eloquent appeal before the Committee had arrived at its position. 
He felt if this matter was now opened up again and an attempt made 
to rewrite the declaration the Conference would not close for many 
weeks, 

Mr. Desnan agreed that it would be difficult to make any changes 
since this was a definite resolution passed by the Committee. | 
AMBassApoR Koo agreed that this statement to which Ambassador 

Gromyko objected had been debated and debated and that it would 
be very difficult to reopen the matter at this time. AMBASSADOR 

Gromyxo wondered why the language could not still be improved 
by the omission of the two objectionable phrases. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG indicated that we had had our day in court. 
The question had been debated in Committee and a vote taken. Mr. 

STETTINIUS noted that the vote on the declaration had been 38 in 
favor to 2 against, with 3 abstentions. | | 

Mr. RockEFELLeER indicated that the declaration had been accepted 
only after 17 hours of debate. Amsassapor Gromyko stated that the 

“ Doc. 1086, 1/2/77, June 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 267. |
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Soviet Government had abstained in the vote. Ampassapor Hatt- 
Fax felt it was hopeless to reopen this issue at this time. AMBASSADOR 
GRomyko said that, since the four Delegations did not agree, there 
remained nothing more for him to do. He had no other choice but 
to let the matter go. The language was bad, he said. The pro- 
visions in the declaration are conflicting. 

Ampassapor Hauirax felt that there was nothing that could be 
done at this time. Mr. Srerrinrus agreed with the British Am. 

bassador. 
Mr. JoHwnson said he had just received a telephone call from Com- 

mittee III/3 and that our representatives on that Committee had 
worked out the following statement for insertion in the report of 
Committee ITI/3: “It is understood that the enemy states in this 
war shall not have the right of recourse to the Security Council or 
the General Assembly until the Security Council gives them this 
right.” Mr. Duss asked if this meant that the enemy states would 
not have recourse on any matter. Mr. Jounson explained that the 
decision as to when the enemy states would have recourse would be 
made by the Security Council. Mr. Srerrinius, Ampassapor GRo- 
myxo, AmpassApor Hatirax and Ampassapor Koo indicated that 
this phrasing for the report was satisfactory. Mr. Sterrinius pointed 

out that the matter was then closed.* 

Mr. Srerrinius adjourned the meeting at 11:05 p. m. [a. m.]. 
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Mr. Sterrintius of the United States presided and called the meet- 

ing to order. He asked Ampassapor GRomyKo to give the group a 
statement which he believed the Ambassador had ready. 

Ampassapor Gromyko announced that in connection with the ques- 

tion which had been raised by him in the Executive Committee and 
in the Steering Committee, and which had been discussed here yester- 
day, he wanted to submit a new text of a paragraph as a substitute 

Doe, 1095, 11/3/50, June 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, pp. 559-560...
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both for Dr. Evatt’s text and for the text prepared here yesterday. 
He then read the text as follows: 

“The General Assembly has the right to discuss any questions or 
any matters within the sphere of the functions or powers covered by 
this Section, or relating to the powers and functions of any organs 
provided for in the Charter, and, except as provided for in paragraph 
9 (B) of this section, to make recommendations to the members of 
the United Nations or to the Security Council or both on any such 
questions or matters.” 

Mr. Srerrinius asked Ampassapor Gromyko if he would give the 
reasons for dropping the reference to the principles and purposes of 
the Charter in this paragraph. Amsassapor Gromyko replied that 
the phrase “powers and functions of any organs” would cover this. 
Mr. Srerrinius thought it would be less vague to have a reference 
to the principles and purposes of the Charter. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG thought that we were very close on the text. 
He recalled that Ambassador Gromyko had been frank in saying that 
there was no objection to the General Assembly’s discussing anything 
in the principles and purposes in the Charter. He thought this addi- 
tional phrase would be indispensable to Dr. Evatt and his group; and 
that if this phrase were added that Dr. Evatt would accept this text. 
He suggested that there be inserted after the phrase “within the 
sphere” the following language: “the principles and purposes of the 
Charter”. 

Lorp Hattrax agreed with Srnator VANDENBERG that we were quite 
close on the draft. He thought we must get the thing generally 
agreed upon quickly. He could not think that the Senator’s sugges- 
tion would be unpalatable or difficult to the Ambassador, since we 
agreed yesterday that there was no controversy in this respect. At 
the worst, the addition of the phrase suggested by the Senator would 
be a repetition. Lorp Hatirax observed that knowing Dr. Evatt, he 
thought that the nearer we kept to his words, the easier the task would 
be. He, therefore, hoped that the Ambassador would agree to the 
inclusion of these words. 
Ampassapor Gromyko thought the reference to “organs” was ade- 

quate, noting that the organs of the United Nations must operate 
according to the principles and purposes of the Charter. M. Drsnan 
thought it was only a question of words, and that the substance was 
the same. He felt that on such an important matter the question of 
words ought not to divide us. Mr. Srerrmntus commented that we 
all mean the same thing. 

” Doc. 1108, EX /28, June 20, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 585; Doc. 1107, ST/18, 
5 Pen a ibid., p. 272; minutes of the Five-Power meeting, June 18, 12 noon, ante,
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Dr. Koo remarked that he did not understand the significance of 
the change proposed in the Russian draft, providing for discussion 
by the General Assembly of matters relating to the functions and 
powers of organs provided for by the Charter. He noted that in the 
‘Chapter on the General Assembly, only Section B mentions the powers 
and functions of that body. The same is true of the Chapter on the 
Security Council where only one Section refers to its powers and 
functions. He wanted to know if the Ambassador meant by this 
draft to limit the General Assembly’s discussion to only those two 
Sections. For example, he observed, the voting Section on the Se- 
curity Council was outside the Section relating to its powers and 
functions. Dr. Koo wanted the following words inserted: “or other- 
wise covered by the purposes and principles of the Charter”. He felt 
this language would make the text clearer and that it should be added 
‘so as to make the text clear beyond any misunderstanding. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO said that he could not agree with this. He 

observed that under his draft, the General Assembly could discuss any 
question relating to powers of any organ of the United Nations, the 
Kconomic and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council, judicial prob- 
lems, etc. He thought this covered everything that is in the Charter, 
and that all questions were covered by “organs of the Charter”. He 
observed that there was no exception to this except for paragraph 
2 (B). He thought that the General Assembly could discuss the 
broadest possible scope of questions under this draft. 

Lorp Hatrirax did not suppose that the Ambassador and the rest 

of the group had any substantial difference of purpose. He felt it 
was important, however, to consider the effect in the minds of the 
Technical Committee as they compared this text with the draft which 
they already had. He thought the Committee would ask immediately 
the question : do you mean that the words in this draft cover the same 
things as the words “purposes and principles of the Charter”? If so, 
why don’t you say it? If you do not mean this, you limit the Gen- 
eral Assembly to discussion of something less than the principles and 
purposes of the Charter, and that is unacceptable. Lorp Harurax 
pointed out that this change in the text carries the implication of 
attempting to limit the Assembly’s discussion. 
Ampassapor Gromyko thought that his draft meant that the Gen- 

eral Assembly could talk about anything. M. Derszan said he could 
not see any difference between the two texts. 

Mr. Stetrinius thought that the General Assembly could discuss 

all matters relating to the Charter. Ampassapor Gromyxo thought 
that if the language “principles and purposes of the Charter” were 

used, it would mean that the General Assembly could discuss any
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question in the sphere of international relations. Mr. Srerrinrus 
thought it was just a matter of wording. Lorp Hatirax asked that 
the Section referred to in this draft be read aloud. Mr. Dutixs 
then read aloud the text of Chapter V, Section B, as adopted by Com- 
mittee IT/2 on May 29, 1945.49 Mr. Dutixs thought that from Dr. 
Evatt’s standpoint, his group would raise the same question that Dr. 
Koo had raised. That is, they would ask whether the phrase “powers 
and functions of any organs” is a technical phrase designed merely 
to pick up by reference three Sections of the Charter, i.e., Chapter V, 
Section B on the General Assembly ; Chapter VIII, Section B on the 
Security Council; and Chapter X, Section 9 on the Economic and 
Social Council. He noted that the words “functions and powers” 
were used in these three places as a technical phrase. He asked the 
Ambassador, therefore, if this phrase were designed to refer only 
to these three Sections or to refer broadly to all powers of the organs 
of the United Nations. In other words, he wanted to know if the 

Ambassador intended that the General Assembly should be excluded 
from broader discussion by these words. 

- AmpassadoR GRomyxko thought this phrase was broad enough to 
include the whole scope of the questions with which the organs will 
deal. He said he thought if we said “purposes and principles” any 
member of the Organization could raise any question and justify this 
on the ground that it relates to the principles and purposes of the Or- 
ganization. He said that they could always raise any question without 
limitation because this language is so very vague. 

On the other hand, if we say that the General Assembly can dis- 
cuss any question within the sphere of the powers and functions of 
any organs provided for in the Charter, this will not allow any mem- 
ber of the Organization to raise and discuss questions which are not 
within the scope of the functions and powers of any organ. This 
formula, he thought, was so broad that it offered practically unlim- 
ited possibilities for the General Assembly to discuss international 
questions relating to the maintenance of peace and security, economic 
cooperation, trusteeship, judicial questions, etc. 

Mr. Strerrinivs thought that in order to save time, the proper pro- 
cedure would be to talk with Dr. Evatt promptly and put the Soviet 
proposal to him. Speaking for the United States Delegation, he pre- 

ferred the phrase “principles and purposes of the Charter”. How- 
ever, in order to get ahead, he would accept the provision for. discus- 
sion with respect to powers and functions of the organs of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the interpretation that it is all inclusive, 
provided that Dr. Evatt agreed to it. Senator VANDENBERG said 
that he would not vote against the proposition that the General Assem- 

” Doc. 686, II/2/34, May 80, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 108.
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bly could deal with anything in the Charter. Mr. Sterrinivs stated 
that the United States would vote in favor of the provision that the 
General Assembly can discuss anything in the Charter at any time. 

Lorp Hatrrax said that his position was the same, and that he would 
sooner see the phrase “principles and purposes” included. He did not 
think, however, that there was any division in substance, in view of 
the interpretation of the Russian text that the General Assembly was 
not in fact debarred from discussing anything in the Charter. He 
wondered if we could reach an agreement on this. 

M. Derszan stated that he agreed. He noted that Chapter VI, Sec- 
tion B, Article 2 provided that the Security Council must act in 
accordance with the principles and purposes of the Organization; 
and that if the General Assembly could discuss any power or function 
of any organ, it should be able to discuss the purposes and principles. 

of the Organization under this provision. Mr. Srerrrnrus observed 
that this was inherent. He asked M. Dejean if he were willing to. 
have him discuss this matter with Dr. Evatt. M. Drszan said he 
would accept the Soviet text if Dr. Evatt would. 

Dr. Koo said that he wanted to be clear as to what the phrase in the 

Russian text meant, and whether it referred only to the three Sections 
or to all of the Charter. Mr. Srerrintus said that the answer has to. 
be “yes” before the United States Delegation would support the pro- 
posal. Dr. Koo asked Ambassador Gromyko if this phrase in. the 
Russian text limited the General Assembly’s discussion to the three. 
Sections relating to the powers and functions of the General Assembly, 
the Security Council, the Economic and Social Council, or whether. 
the General Assembly would have the right to discuss the Charter as. 
a whole. If this text limited the General Assembly’s right of dis- 
cussion to those three Sections, he wanted to think it over. 

AmpassApor Gromyko stated that the phrase “powers and functions. 
of any organs” did not mean just the technical side, but rather, had 
the broader meaning, and that the General Assembly could deal with 
all matters with which all organs can deal. 

Mr. Duutes asked if we could use the words the Ambassador had: 
just used and get away from the technical phrase “powers and func-. 
tions”. He stated that he personally would accept the Ambassador’s. 

interpretation, but that it must be remembered that we were dealing- 
with forty suspicious nations. He thought that if we used words. 
which were subject to a narrow technical interpretation, their sus- 
picion would be increased. Mr. Srerrinius asked what was the Am-. 

bassador’s language. AmBassapor Gromyko stated that his language. 

was just an explanation and was not a substitute for the draft. 
Mr. Stetrintus then informed Dr. Koo that Ampassapor Gromyko. 

had given assurance that the Russian text had a broad meaning. He.
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thought we had gone as far as we could go, and proposed that Lord 
Halifax and he discuss this matter with Dr. Evatt. If Dr. Evatt 
asked any questions that they could not answer, they would telephone 
the Ambassador. Senator VANDENBERG noted that as a practical 
matter, it was important to get the agreement of Dr. Evatt and his 
group because it would be impossible to get the votes of Committee 
II/2 otherwise. Lorp Hatirax added that we would not get those 
votes if we told them that we were limiting the powers of the General 
Assembly. Srnator VANDENBERG observed that it was a very belliger- 
ent group in Committee IT/2. 

Mr. Stettinivus then adjourned the meeting and stated that he would 
notify the group later that evening of the results of his conversation 
with Dr. Evatt. 

500.CC/6-1945 : Telegram 

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

Moscow, June 19, 1945—7 p. m. 
[ Received June 19—2: 35 p. m.] 

2163. Following is draft handed to me by Molotov today: *° 
“The General Assembly has the right to discuss any questions or 

any matters within the scope of the functions or powers provided it 
by the present section or relating to the powers and functions of 
any of the organs provided for in the Charter, and, except as pro- 
vided for in paragraph 2(6) of this section to make recommendations 
to the members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or 
both on any such questions or matters.” 

HARRIMAN 
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Minutes of the Twenty-Seventh Fwe-Power Informal Consultative 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 
19, 1945, 8-45 p.m. 

[Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
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Union (4) ; China (2); France (1) ; and the International Secretariat 

(1). 

° Ambassador Harriman informed the Secretary in telegram 2162, June 19, 
7p. m., that he had seen Foreign Minister Molotov that afternoon and that the 
latter had adamantly refused to accept any of the proposed texts, but agreed to 
the compromise draft above, which he also agreed to wire immediately to 
Gromyko (861.24/6-1945).
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Mr. Srertinius of the United States presided. He stated that since 
this afternoon’s meeting, several of the group had discussed the 
language of the Russian text with certain other people. While the 
suggestion of the Soviet Union went a long way toward meeting the 
situation, he regretted that this consultation with the smaller powers 
revealed that they felt it impossible to accept the Soviet suggestion 
without one minor change. He then read the following text: 

“The General Assembly has the right to discuss any questions or 
any matters within the sphere of the Charter or relating to the powers 
and functions of any organs provided in the Charter, and except as 
provided in Paragraph 26 of this Section, to make recommendations 
to the members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or 
both on any such questions or matters.” 

Mr. Srertinivs asked if the Soviet Union would find any difficulty 
in accepting the phrase “sphere of the Charter”. If so, he suggested 

alternatively the phrase “scope of the Charter” or “sphere of action 

of the Organization”. He noted that this latter phrase had been 
used by the League of Nations. Mr. Srerrinivus repeated that we 
were almost together on this, and it really was a matter of words. He 
hoped that Amspassapor Gromyxko could communicate promptly 
with his government and find out if one of these three phrases would 
be acceptable. 

Lorp Ha.trax observed that in the talks between Mr. Sterrrnivs 
and Dr. Evatt, in which he had been invited to assist, Dr. Evatt took 
the. point that the original draft that he had been prepared to put 
forward *! had been modified, but that only one out of three or four 
points were of importance to him. Lorp Hautrax said that they had 
been able to bring Dr. Evatt to this wording, which seemed a reason- 
able division between a position of the Soviet Government and Dr. 
Evatt’s position. He added that Dr. Evatt did not like this draft 
but that he could be pressed into taking it. Mr. Srerrinrcs agreed 
that Dr. Evatt was not happy about the text but would take it. He 

believed that we could not get a successful vote without this additional 

wording. 
_M. Desnan stated that he would accept the Ambassador’s text, but 

that he would consider the necessity of obtaining a successful vote in 
the Committee. Mr. Srertrntus said that we are all of the same vote 
on that, and that we would accept the Russian draft if it could be 
accepted by the Conference, but he was convinced that that was im- 
possible. Dr. Koo thought that the revised text was almost the same 
as the Russian text and he really hoped that it would be accepted by 

For the Australian proposal of May 5, see Doc. 2, G/14(1), UNCIO Docu- 
ments, vol. 3, p. 544; for the revised text of June 17, see Doc. 1060, E:X/26, June 18, 
ibid., vol. 5, p. 533. 
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the other powers here.’ Mr. Srerrinzus asked if any one of the three 
phrases suggested would be acceptable and Dr. Koo said that they 

would. 
SpnATOR VANDENBERG observed that we were now confronting dead- 

lines and also a hostile and belligerent Committee. He personally 
was prepared to go into that Committee with any one of these texts 
and could support any one of these three texts. He remarked that 
Dr. Evatt’s support on this was negative and grudging; but Tum Szn- 
ator thought we could get the Committee’s support for any one of 
the three texts. He thought that although Dr. Evatt was reluctant, 
he would take any one of these, and that it would be a waste of time 
to seek anything less from the Committee. Mr. Srerrintus asked if 
there were any other comments. 
AmBAssaDor GROMyYKO stated that the terms proposed were more 

general than would be acceptable to him. He thought that under 
this text any member of the General Assembly may really discuss any 
question and justify himself by reference to this provision ‘if it is 
mcluded in the Charter. He felt that this text changed the sub- 
stance. He stated that he could not agree to it for these reasons. 

Mr. STETTINIUS observed that when we speak about the right of 
the General Assembly, to speak about anything within the scope of 
the Charter, it is clear, and definite; and that right is written into 
the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. He stated that this situation must 
be met, and that each of the four Delegations here have agreed upon 
this. Mr. Srerrmnivus was sure the Ambassador and the rest of the 
group meant exactly the same thing. | 
AmpassaDor GRoMYKO said it was not the same thing; that the divi- 

sion [reviston?] is something different and that it is plainly not the 

same... 
SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that he was unable to understand how 

anyone could say that the General Assembly could not discuss any- 
thing within the Charter. He was unable himself to understand this. 

AMBASSADOR GroMyYKO replied that it meant no limit on discussion 
and absence of limits of action for the Organization. 

M. Desean did not agree with this. He thought the formula 
“sphere of action” was exactly the same as the Russian phrase “powers 
and functions of organs;” that there was no substantive difference, but 
that the other phrase appealed more to the other people. AmBassa- 
por Gromyxko thought if these two texts meant the same thing they 
would not insist on their formula. | 

Me. Sterrintius asked how any of us can defend denying the right 
of any member discussing anything within the sphere of the Organiza- 
tion. SENATOR VANDENBERG noted that the League had had that
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right for twenty-five years. Ampassapor Gromyrko replied that we 

want to avoid the League experience if possible. . 

Lorp Hatrrax observed that Dr. Evatt laid great weight on the 

phrase “purposes and principles”. He thought if we told him that. 

some subjects were improperly included therein, that he would accept. 

“sphere of action”. He recalled that we had a tough tussle with Dr. 
Evatt to get more precise words; and that we did our best to repre- 
sent fairly the case that Ambassador Gromyko had made. He asked 
the Ambassador to consider the more precise language “sphere of 
action of the Organization”. He thought the language was not im- 

portant but that we must get an agreement. 

Ampassapor Gromyko thought this phrase did not make sense. We 
are trying to determine what the General Assembly should do, and 
whether it should have the right to discuss any matters. In other 
words, we are determining the actions of the General Assembly. He 
thought if this phrase were read in context, it would mean that the 
actions of the Organization should be determined by the actions of 
the Organization. He asked how can we determine the rights of the 
General Assembly to discuss questions. 

Mr. StTerrinius said that if the Ambassador did not like that 

phrase, how about the phrase “sphere of the Charter”. Did the Am- 
bassador have any objection to that? It seemed clear, specific and 
definite. Mr. Stettinius asked what could be the objection to saying 
that the General Assembly has the right to discuss any matter within 

the sphere of the Charter. | 
AmBassaDor Gromy«o said that the General Assembly could dis- 

cuss anything which relates to the functions and powers of the organs 
of the Organization. This, he thought, was a broad formula, but not 
indefinite. Lorp Ha.rrax thought that from the Ambassador’s point 
of view, it would be more precise to have the phrase “within the 
sphere of the Charter”. _ : , 

SENATOR VANDENBERG wondered if the phrase “within the provi- 
sions of the Charter’ would be more precise. AmBassapor GROMYKO 
thought these phrases had the same meaning. M. Drsean thought 
it was much more precise. 
Ampassabor Gromyko stated that all provisions relate to the organs 

of the United Nations, so why not use that phrase. Senator VANDEN- 
BERG remarked that this other way was the way of the other countries 

of saying what the Ambassador was saying; and that it was the same 
thing. AmpBassapor GromyKo wondered if their way of saying it 
would not permit interference with the sovereignty of a state and a 
discussion of matters likely to cause difficulty and therefore affect the 
efficiency of the Organization.
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SENATOR VANDENBERG asked Ambassador Gromyko to indicate 
which provision of the Charter he would be unwilling to have the 

General Assembly discuss. Ampassapor Gromyko replied that he 
would be willing to have the General Assembly discuss any question 
which could be discussed by any organ. Senator VANDENBERG asked 

why the Ambassador objected to the word “provisions”. He asked 
Ambassador Gromyko what provisions of the Charter he wanted to 
stop the General Assembly from discussing. 
Ampassapor Gromyko stated that under the phrase “principles 

and purposes of the Charter”, any member of the General Assembly 
could raise any question. He mentioned immigration as an example. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked if members of the General Assembly 
could not find justification under the phrase “powers and functions 
of organs” to talk about anything under the sun. 

Mr. Duties told Ambassador Gromyko that we had gone a long 
way, and that to him the phrase “within the sphere of action of the 
Organization” seemed the most acceptable. He commented that some 
of the purposes and principles of the Organization are, in a sense, 
academic, and when you limit discussion to the field of action of the 
Organization, you have reached the same point to which the Am- 
bassador was willing to go. He observed that action can only be 
taken by an organ and thought that the distinction between “action” 
and “powers and functions of organs” was so slight that he really 
could not see the difference. He noted that the phrase “sphere of 
action” is classic and is League of Nations language. The members 
of the General Assembly are members of the Organization, so why 
should they not discuss anything within the sphere of action of the 
Organization. 
AmBassapor Gromyxo asked if he were discussing action by the 

General Assembly. Mr. Duties explained that he was referring to 
discussion by the General Assembly of matters within the sphere of 

action of the Organization, i.e., matters the Organization is charged 
to do something about and not academic principles. 

AmBassADor Gromyko asked what he meant by the action of the 

General Assembly—discussion and consideration? Mr. Duss stated 
that the General Assembly had a number of functions, such as the 
establishment of the Economic and Social Council, the election of 
the nonpermanent members of the Security Council, etc. 
Ampassapor Gromyko replied that discussion, consideration and 

recommendation are all forms of action and asked how you can say 
“action within a sphere of action”. Mr. Duties noted that the Gen- 
eral Assembly could pass resolutions with respect to the Economic 
and Social Council, ete., and that therefore it must be able to discuss 
those matters since it could not act before discussion.
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AMBASSADOR GROMYKO Said that recommendation is action and that, 
therefore, you are saying “action within a sphere of action”. Mr. 
Dues replied that the General Assembly must be able to discuss 
matters in an area in which it has an authority to make recommenda- 
tions. AmBassaDor Gromyxko observed that there were limits to the 

action of the Organization. 
Mr. Sterrintius asked for any further comments and then suggested 

that he request Ambassador Gromyko to call this group’s position to 
the urgent attention of his government, and ask his government to 
reconsider these three alternatives. Mr. Sretrrinrus was confident 
that any one of them would carry the successful vote of the Confer- 
ence; he thought that if the five powers did not agree to one of these 

three alternatives, the Conference would vote the original language 

passed by Committee II/2.°? He said that he personally would be 

willing to say this to Mr. Molotov. He added that this Technical 
Committee must meet by tomorrow night and, therefore, hope that 

we would know by then what position the five governments could 

take. Ampassapor Gromyko replied that he was keeping his govern- 

ment constantly informed. Lorp Haxirax said that he hoped that 

Ambassador Gromyko’s government would realize the extreme diffi- 

culty of the situation from the point of view of the time schedule 

and the working of the Committee. 
Mr. Stertinius then declared the meeting adjourned. 

500.CC/6—-1945 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettimius) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

San Francisco, June 19, 1945. 
[Received June 19—11: 59 p. m.] 

10. Please transmit the following message to Harriman personal 
from me: : 

‘Please call on Molotov immediately and inform him that we have 
canvassed the situation here thoroughly with respect to the proposed 
text which he gave you and also wired to Gromyko. We find that the 
text would have no chance whatsoever of acceptance by the Conference. 
The absolute minimum which we could hope to get adopted would be 
one of the following: 

‘The General Assembly has the right to discuss any questions or any matters 
within the sphere of the Charter or relating to the powers and functions of any 
organs provided in the Charter, and except as provided in paragraph 2B of this 
section, to make recommendations to the members of the United Nations or to 
the Security Council or both on any such questions or matters.’ — 

* Doe. 686, II/2/34, May 30, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 109. 
8 Message repeated to Moscow as telegram 1349, June 20, 1 a. m.



1388 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

This simply means that the word ‘Charter’ would be substituted 
for the words ‘functions and powers covered by this section’. 

If Molotov prefers we could try the following two alternatives 
‘scope of the Charter’ ** or ‘sphere of action of the Organization’ 
instead of ‘sphere of the Charter’. 

Please also inform Molotov that we cannot hold beyond tomorrow 
(Wednesday ) afternoon the work of the Technical Committee involved 
and we must therefore have a reaction to this proposal by noon to- 
morrow San Francisco time. Otherwise, the almost inevitable result 
will be the re-adoption of a provision by the Conference much less to 
the liking of him and of us. 

The change we suggest in Molotov’s draft in itself will be difficult 
to get accepted here, but we are prepared to do everything within our 
power to do this. 
We are informing Gromyko of this tonight. 
For your own information, the President arrived on Pacific Coast 

today preparatory to coming to San Francisco to close the Conference. 
This is the last question remaining for settlement.” 

Please inform the President and Mr. Hull of the substance of this 
message. | : 

| | STETTINIUS 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 77 

Minutes‘ of the: Seventy-Seventh Meeting of the United States Dele- 
gation, Held at San Francisco, Wednesday, June 20, 1945 

a oe [Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of persons (31) present at meeting.] 
SENATOR ConNALLY announced that the Secretary would not be 

present and he convened the meeting at 9: 04 a. m. 

Senator CONNALLY asked Mr. Pasvolsky how the Coordination 

Committee was progressing, and the latter replied that he was dis- 
mayed by the number of inconsistent and unnecessary phrases that 

had been included. Representative Harton declared that, as a plain 

citizen, he wanted to go on record as rejoicing that the United States 
had opposed Fascist Spain’s joining the democracies, such as Russia 

and the United States.” 

| STATUS OF THE COMMITTEES 

_ The Delegation next considered the status of the work of the 

various technical committees. All the technical committees had dis- 

posed of the controversial issues before them with the exception of 

In telegram 2190, June 20, 1 p. m., Ambassador Harriman informed Secretary 
Stettinius that he had just received a written answer from Foreign Minister 
Molotov stating that the Soviet Government would accept the new proposed text 
substituting the words “scope (in Russian ‘predelakh’) of the Charter” for 
“sphere of the Charter’, and that he had instructed Mr. Gromyko by telegraph 
accordingly (500.CC/6~2045). 

°° Doe. 1167, 1/10, June 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 6, p. 135.
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Committee IT/2, which still had to reach a decision on the power of 
the General Assembly to discuss matters within the sphere of inter- 
national relations.°® Dran GILpDERSLEEVE reported that Committee 
I/1 had approved the section on the principles of the Organization 
and had finished all its business except the Preamble, which was being 
considered by the Coordination Committee. Mr. Hickrrson ob- 
served that Representative Eaton had made a fine speech in his 

Committee on the previous day,” and THe Representative declared 
that he had stolen it from the President of Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity=® CoMMANDER STASSEN reported that Committee III/3 had 
concluded its deliberations on Chapter XII.°° The question of the 
right of recourse by enemy states to the General Assembly and the 
Security Council had been settled by including in the report of the 
Committee a statement which had been drawn up and telephoned to 
the Pent House for approval during the course of the previous day’s 
meeting. The Rapporteur’s Report declared that enemy states should 
not have recourse to the Security Council or the General Assembly 
until the Security Council grants them the necessary power. Com- 
MANDER STAssEN reported further’ that Committee IT/4 ‘was sched- 
uled to approve its Rapporteur’s Report that morning.“ Mr. Pas- 
votsKY declared that he wanted to report a miracle. He said that 
Mr. Evatt had replaced the other Australian Delegate” at a Co- 
ordination Committee meeting and had defended the Dumbarton 
Oaks Proposals against the changes made in Commander Stassen’s 
Committee with respect to the peaceful settlements of disputes.* It 
was agreed finally, that the words “shall if necessary” should be used. 
Mr. Pasvorsxy thought that Mr. Evatt had displayed a great deal 
of nerve in attempting to have the Coordination Committee adopt 
a suggestion which had been defended [defeated?] both in the Techni- 
cal Committee and in the Commission. oO 

Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that there were still some questions which 
would require careful consideration. For example, the appropriate 
committee had voted to restore the provision on expulsion but had 
not specified the procedure whereby a state could be expelled.* 

*® Doc. 1121, II/2/59, June 21, UNCIO Documents, vol. 9, p. 233. - 
* Doc. 1167, 1/10, June 23, ibid., vol. 6, p. 117. 
® Isaiah Bowman. | 
” Doe. 1113, III/3/52, June 20, UNCIO Documents, vol. 12, p. 568. 
® Doc. 1095, IIT /3/50, June 19, ibid., p. 560. ae 
* Doc. 1148, II/4/46, June 21, ibid., vol. 10, p. 601; Doc. 1115, II/4/44(1) (@), 

June 20, ibid., p. 607. 
“Paul Hasluck, Department of External Affairs; Adviser, delegation of 

Australia. . 
See WD 482, CO/196, August 27, UNCIO Documents, vol. 17, p. 246; see also 

Doc. 958, III /2/B/1, June 13, ibid., vol. 12, p. 259, and Doc. 992, TIT/2/27, June 15, 
tbid., p. 109, WD 429, CO/193, August 21, ibid., vol. 17, pp. 212-217, and WD 434, 
CO/198, August 31, ibid., pp. 267-268. 

“Doc. 1074, 1/2/76, June 18, ibid., vol. 7, p. 293; the Committees involved were 
1/2, II/2, and III/1.
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This, he said involved three committees. ComMMANDER STASSEN eX- 
pressed the opinion that the Committee had decided to adopt the 
original Dumbarton Oaks text, but Mr. Pasvorsky observed that 
it had not been thus presented to the Coordination Committee.® 
CoMMANDER STASSEN agreed that this might have to be cleared up 
within the appropriate officers of the Technical Committee. 

Mr. PasvorsKy declared that there was a great deal of unnecessary 
repetition in the Charter, and remarked that there were so many 
reference to “justice”, that “it was funny”. Mr. Pasvotsky reported 
that there would be a completed text available for the following 
morning’s meeting of the Delegation, and he thought that the Dele- 
gation could go over the entire Charter at that time. Mr. Sanpirer 
reported that four chapters, Chapter I, III, X and XIII had already 
been distributed, and that Chapter V was being distributed that morn- 
ing. There had also been distributed to the Delegation an unofficial 
compilation of committee texts which could be used for purposes of 
reference. There was also provided a cross-reference between the 
Committee text and the final Coordination Committee text. Mr. 
SANDIFER declared that the remaining chapters would be distributed 
as they became available. 

TRUSTEESHIP | 

Mr. Kanu asked whether the report of the Trusteeship Committee 
was likely to be available before the meeting that morning, and Com- 
MANDER StassENn thought that the text would not be available until 
shortly before the meeting was to start. He suggested that Mr. Kane 
attend the meeting so that he would have ample opportunity to study 
the report. Mr. Kane asked whether Commander Stassen had been 
able to assist the Rapporteur in drafting his report. ComMANDER 
Strassen declared that he would be able to assist the Rapporteur, and 
had endeavored to have a greater emphasis placed on Paragraphs 

8, 4 and 6. 
SENATOR VANDENBERG asked what was the answer to Mr. Fraser’s 

statement concerning a commitment on the part of the United States 
to place territories under trusteeship. It was urged that Senator 
Vandenberg had given the correct reply when he declared to the press 
that it was his understanding that no commitments were involved 
in the Trusteeship chapter at that time. Commanper Strassen de- 
clared that no commitment had ever been made. Mr. RockEFELLER 
asked whether it had ever been planned to place all territories under 
trusteeship. Mr. Pasvonsxy declared that there had never been any 
serious plans of this nature, although there had been some “wild” 

® Doc. WD 432, CO/196, August 27, UNCIO Documents, vol. 17, p. 243.
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ideas concerning a complete trusteeship system. There had been, 

however, a plan to provide a complete reporting system as it had been 

incorporated in Section A of the Trusteeship chapter. However, this 

had nothing to do with the actual trusteeship system. SENATOR VAn- 
DENBERG stated that apparently the plan referred to by Mr. Fraser 

must have been a private plan, but Mr. Pasvoisxy reiterated that there 

had been no such commitment that he knew of. RerresEnTATIVE 

Broom thought that, in any event, such a plan could not have been 
revealed to Mr. Fraser, because it could not have been known that 

he was going to be the Chairman of Committee IT/4. 

Opium 

Mr. Dutzss observed that there had been an article in that morn- 

ing’s edition of the San Francisco Examiner referring to a statement 
by Congressman Judd,°* declaring that he had received no answer 

to his letter concerning the opium question. DEAN GILDERSLEEVE 

replied that she had sent an answer to Congressman Judd’s objection. 

It was proposed that this issue should be met by the Delegation in a 

public statement to the Press. Mr. Dunn agreed with this suggestion. 

REPRESENTATIVE BLoom urged that the Delegation stay away from 

Congressman Judd, but Senator VANDENBERG pointed out that the 
real issue was not merely an argument with the Congressman. Mr. 

STEVENSON agreed that something should be done about the situation 

which was developing, and Mr. Dunn suggested that a statement 

should be made by the Delegation. Dran GutprrsLEeve observed 

that it might be difficult to prepare such a statement, in view of the 

fact that the Conference had actually not done anything about the 

problem of narcotics.” Senator VANDENBERG observed that he had 

received a letter from a women’s group which was “shocked” that the 
United States had opposed the control of opium. 

Mr. Dunn repeated that there should be a statement by the Dele- 

gation. Representative Eaton remarked that he too had received 

a letter expressing indignation over the fact that the United States 

had expressed opposition to the control of narcotics. ConcressMAN 

Eaton declared that he had replied that whoever circulated that 
falsehood was an “unmitigated liar”. 

Mr. Hackworru observed that the guiding spirit behind this move- 

ment was Mrs. Hamilton Wright, who was the wife of the man who 

See minutes of the seventy-fifth meeting of the United States delegation, 
June 18, 9 a. m., p. 1339. 
98.0 Doe. 924, II/12, June 12, UNCIO Documents, vol. 8, pp. 81, 88-89, and
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had attended the first opium conference.** ComMANDER STASSEN 

thought that the statement to be issued by the Delegation should declare 
that it had ‘been decided that the Charter would not include details of 
any kind. He asked whether a statement to this fact [effect?] had 
been included in the report of the Committee. Dan GILpERSLEEVE 
replied that the declaration of United States’ policy on this question 
had been attached to the Rapporteur’s Report. This statement of 
policy expressed the United States’ interest in the problem and indi- 
cated a hope that the agencies dealing with narcotics would continue 
their work and would be brought into relation with the general orga- 
nization. In the Report itself had been included a statement by the 
Committee expressing the hope that control of narcotics would be 
continued. ComMMANDER SrassEN asked whether the Delegation 
would commission the Secretary to make a public statement on behalf 
of the Delegation. Mr. Dunn proposed that the statement should 
contain not only Dean Gildersleeve’s statement which had been at- 
tached to the report of Committee II/8, but an indication of support 
by the Delegation. Senator VANDENBERG suggested that the Rap- 
porteur’s Report should be quoted on this matter. Dean Gui_psr- 
SLEEVE observed that there was a weakness in the United States’ posi- 
tion. This difficulty was that there could be no explanation as to 
when and how the opium question could be brought into relation with 
the general organization. Mr. Dunn submitted that this difficulty 
could be surmounted by declaring that the United States would insist 
that such a relationship should be established at the appropriate time 
in the future. SENAToR ConNALLY asked whether the Delegation 
would agree to have Mr. Stevenson prepare a statement which would 
be approved by Mr. Dunn, Dean Gildersleeve and Mr. Dulles. The 
Delegation agreed to this procedure. 

THE GENERAL AssEMBLY’s Rigut To Discuss 

Mr. Pasvorsxy asked whether there were any new developments 

on the negotiations on this issue. Senator Connatxy declared that 

he was not at liberty to advise Mr. Pasvolsky on that matter. Mr. 

Pasvoisky asked whether agreement had been reached, and SENATOR 

VANDENBERG replied in the negative, declaring that the major Powers 

and Australia were far from agreement on this matter. SENATOR 

CoNNALLY pointed out that the Vew York Times was in advance of 

the actual events, because it had indicated in that morning’s edition 

that substantial agreement had been achieved. 

& Hor index to documents on the International Opium Conference (first) at 
The Hague, December 1, 1911-January 23, 1912, see Foreign Relations, General 
Index, 1900-1918, p. 316: for communication regarding the appointment of Ham- 
ilton Wright as a delegate of the United States, see Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 56.
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Mr. PasvotsKy asked who was opposed to accepting the language 
which had been agreed upon at the last meeting of the Big Five ® and 
Australia, as follows: oe | | 

“The General Assembly has the right to discuss any questions or 
any matters within the sphere of the Charter or relating to the powers 
and functions of any organs provided in the Charter, and except as 
provided in Paragraph 20 of this Section, to make recommendations 
to the members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or 
both on any such questions or matters.” 

(Alternative wordings for “sphere of the Charter” were suggested 
as follows: 

1. “Scope of the Charter” 
2. “Sphere of the action of the Organization”). 

Mr. Dunn replied that Ambassador Gromyko was unwilling to 
accept this language. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that Mr. Evatt had indicated his 
willingness to accept any of the three alternatives proposed, and he 
had been very decent about the whole thing. Mr. Pasvotsxy re- 
marked that this paragraph was to be a complete article in the Chap- 

ter on the General Assembly. Senator VaNnpDENBERG thought that 
the major powers would have to decide what their joint attitude would 

be if no answer was forthcoming from Moscow, or if the Russians 

were unable to accept the wording under consideration. 
Mr. Pasvotsky asked whether the draft under consideration was 

not very similar to the wording which had been submitted by Foreign 
Minister Molotov. Mr. Dunn declared that he could not understand 

why Mr. Evatt. was unwilling to accept the draft presented by the 
Russians,”° which read as follows: 

“The General Assembly has the right to discuss any questions or 
any matters within the sphere of the functions or powers covered by 
this Section, or relating to the powers and functions of any organs 
provided for in the Charter, and, except as provided for in paragraph 
2 (B) of this section, to make recommendations to the members of 
the United Nations or to Security Council or both on any such ques- 
tions or matters.” 

SENATOR VANDENBERG observed that this draft confined the right 
of discussion to “questions or any matters within the sphere of the 
functions or powers covered by this Section.” He wondered how the 
right of discussion could possibly be confined to the scope of one sec- 

© Text presented by Secretary Stettinius at the twenty-seventh Five-Power 
meeting, June 19, 8:45 p. m., p. 1882. 

“Text presented by Ambassador Gromyko at the twenty-sixth Five-Power 
meeting, June 19, 5 p. m., p. 1877.
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tion. Mr. Pasvoisky asked what there could possibly be to talk about 
besides the sections mentioned in Molotov’s draft. ComMMANDER STAs- 
SEN maintained the view that the wording should be broader, on the 
order of “discuss any questions or matters within the sphere of the 
functions or powers provided for in the Charter.” ComMMANDER 
Strassen asked whether the American representatives had spoken to 
any of the other smaller powers. He wondered specifically whether 
Mr. Evatt was the only representative of this point of view. 

Mr. PasvorsKky observed that actually the entire paragraph was 
unnecessary in view of the fact that the General Assembly could talk 
about anything without specific authority. Smnaror VANDENBERG 
asked why, if this were true, an attempt should be made to write in a 
limitation. Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the small powers, in 
trying to insure this right on the part of the General Assembly by 
writing in specific authority, had weakened their own position. 
COMMANDER STASSEN observed that it was important to remember 

that both sides of this question had already departed from their fixed 
positions. Mr. Pasvotsky remarked that the power of the General 
Assembly to discuss matters within the sphere of international rela- 

tions could not be restricted inasmuch as all the international agencies 
would report to the General Assembly. Senator VANDENBERG sug- 

gested that Mr. Pasvolsky should attempt to convince Committee IT/2, 
which had already voted against a limitation on the authority of the 
General Assembly four times. Mr. Dutxes observed that there was 
a practical matter involved. It was obvious, he said, that it would 
be impossible to stop a member of the General Assembly from bring- 
ing up any matter in which it was interested. However, there was 
no doubt, as a result of the discussions on the subject, that the pro- 
posal of the U.S.S.R. had a limiting purpose. The language sub- 
mitted by Foreign Minister Molotov represented an effort to tie the 
Assembly directly to discussions of the functions and powers of the 

General Assembly itself and of the relation of the General Assembly 
to the powers and functions of the other organs of the Organization. 
This wording, Mr. Dutixs remarked, left out the principles and pur- 
poses of the Organization which were not the functions of any agencies. 
There were, he declared, a great number of questions involving the 
member states which did not constitute specific functions of the agen- 
cies of the Organization. Ambassador Gromyko had expressed this 
desire when he had referred to the possibility that the General As- 
sembly would discuss relations between Czechoslovakia and the 

U.S.S.R. It was the intention of the Soviet Delegation to preclude 
the possibility of the General Assembly’s considering the matter. 

Mr. Dutixs declared that despite the practical difficulty involved 

in stopping a nation from undertaking any discussion desired, from
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a drafting standpoint the Russian draft provided that the General 

Assembly would have the right to discuss only matters within the 

sphere of that section and relating to other sections. However, the 

second part of this Russian draft limited the General Assembly to 

discussing the powers and functions of the other organs themselves, 

rather than any matter which might fall within the sphere of those 

powers and functions. Mr. Dutxus declared that if this was a precise 

legal document he would not accept Foreign Minister Molotov’s sug- 

gestion. However, it would be impossible to limit discussion by any 

language. Mr. Dutzes pointed out that Committee IT/2 had already 

adopted a text which made the Soviet position somewhat more diffi- 

cult. Mr. Duties expressed the opinion that Mr. Evatt would make 
much the same points as he had in the discussion of the Soviet proposal, 

SIgNING CEREMONY 

At this time, 9:45 a. m., Senator Connally, Mr. Hackworth, Mr. 
Rockefeller, and Mr. Warren left the meeting. 

Discussion By GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SrenaToR VANDENBERG observed that the chief difficulties involved 
in the Russian draft was the use of the word “section.” He urged 
that “Charter” would be more appropriate and could see no reason 
for confining discussion to that section. Mr. Pasvorsxy agreed that 
this wording was not good but he pointed out that the word “section” 
could not possibly appear in the final Charter because of the organi- 
zational changes being made by the Coordinating Committee which 
were eliminating sections completely. Senator VANDENBERG reiter- 

ated that in his opinion discussion should be permitted with respect 
to the entire Charter. He declared that it was very unsatisfactory 
to start off a definition of the right of free speech by confining that 

right to a single section. SmnaTor VanpeNBeERG declared that both 

he and Mr. Evatt would accept the other text, which had been pre- 

pared in the joint meeting. Mr. Pasvoitsxy pointed out that in the 

next paragraph the right of the General Assembly to discuss any 
principle of the Organization was established. Mr. Pasvoisxy said 

that if the article under discussion were not included in the Charter, 

the General Assembly would be much stronger. ComMaNnDER Sras- 

seEN remarked that it appeared as if Mr. Evatt was attempting to 

write in the Charter a substitute for Senator Vandenberg’s section. 
Mr. PasvousKy declared that he would suggest omitting from the 

Russian draft the words “within the sphere of the functions and 

powers covered by this section, or”. He pointed out that the Russian 

objection to the more liberal phraseology probably arose out of a
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suspicion concerning the ends which Mr. Evatt was trying to accom- 
plish. Mr. Pasvousry reiterated that there would be no sections in 
the final Charter and therefore no importance whatsoever could be 
attached to the word “section.” However, Mr. Pasvotsxy declared 
that the wording of the Molotov draft amounted in effect to saying 
“any organs provided for in the Charter.” 

Dr. Bowman asked whether Mr. Pasvolsky had read the record 
of the previous day’s meeting in the Penthouse and Mr. PasvotsKy 
replied in the negative. Dr. Bowman remarked it was important 
to remember that on the previous day Ambassador Gromyko had made 
a statement on the subjects concerning which he wanted to have no 
discussion. The three categories he mentioned were immigration, 
treaties, and agreements.”1 Dr. Bowman pointed out that to exclude 
a treaty from the scope of discussion of the General Assembly was 
to exclude the provisions of that treaty and its articles. Thus, parts 
of such agreements which were inconsistent with the objectives and 
principles of the Organization could not be discussed by the General 
Assembly under the draft proposed by Molotov. Mr. Dut.ss re- 
marked that Mr. Manuilsky ” of the Ukrainian Delegation had told 
him that the Russians planned to consummate a series of treaties 
which they did not want to be discussed by the Organization. Mr. 
Pasvoisky observed that this aim of the Russians could not possibly 
be achieved in view of the fact that by signing the Charter they would 
accept the obligation that the Charter was the over-riding considera- 
tion in international relations and that no agreements inconsistent 
with it could be concluded. Mr. Dutuss reiterated that there was a 
difference between referring to the Charter and referring to its 
organs. Dr. Bowman observed that the Russian rationalization was 
that it would be nonsensical to permit the Organization to talk about 
“anything at all.” It would have to talk about something specific and 
the Russians had attempted to define the sphere of discussion nar- 
rowly. Representative Broom commented that Ambassador 
Gromyko had appeared to regret having outlined the three categories 
of guestions which he.did not want to be discussed by the General 
Assembly and he had tried to minimize the importance of his state- 
ment. Mr. Armsrrone pointed out that Ambassador Gromyko had 
referred to “immigration” previously. 

Mr. Pasvousky declared that the Coordinating Committee would 
have to read every paragraph of the Charter to determine if the 
phraseology was consistent with the intent expressed in the Com- 
mittee discussions. If the Coordinating Committee was not sure that 

eee minutes of the twenty-seventh Five-Power meeting, June 19, 8:45 p. m., 

° 2 Dmitry Z. Manuilsky, Chairman of Delegation of Ukrainian Soviet Republic.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1397 

the phraseology was consistent they would bring in the presidents of 
the Committees and the other appropriate officials. In this case, he 
pointed out that he himself did not know the intent of the paragraph. 
Dr. Bowman declared that a record of the discussion on the previous 
day would show what the Russians meant by this draft. Mr. Pasvot- 
sky observed that Dr. Bowman’s statement brought up an important 
consideration. It had been decided, he declared, that the Organization 
could not be bound by individual interpretations. Therefore the 
Russian intention had no weight in the Conference. Dr. Bowman 
observed that by the same token, the individual interpretations of 
the United States would have no standing either. ComMMANDER 
Strassen asked whether it was not true that the Assembly was going 
to interpret those clauses of the Charter which defined its powers 
and, Mr. PasvousKxy declared that this was certainly true. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10: 00 a. m. - | 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 28 | Me 

Minutes of the Twenty-Eighth Five-Power Informal Consultative 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, Jume 20, 
1945, 12:80 p.m. — : / oo 

_ {Informal Notes] _ . | : 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 
delegations of the United States (14); United Kingdom (2) ; Soviet 
Union (3) ; China (2); and France (1).] 

Mr. Sterrinius of the United States presided. He stated that he 
had called the meeting to order at the request of Ambassador Gro- 
myko and, therefore, asked the Ambassador to make a statement. 
Tue AMBASSADOR announced that the Soviet Delegation had found 

it possible to agree on the following text for paragraph 1 of Chapter 
V, Section B: 

“1, The General Assembly has the right to discuss any questions or 
any matters within the scope of the Charter or relating to the powers 
and functions of any organs provided in the Charter, and, except as 
provided in Paragraph 2(6) of this Section, to make recommenda- 
tions to the members of the United Nations or to the Security Council 
or both on any such questions or matters.” 

Mr. Srerrinius expressed his personal and official delight at the 
splendid conciliatory attitude of the Ambassador and his government, 
which had made it possible to solve this difficult matter and to bring 

the Conference to an immediate and successful conclusion... He paid 
personal tribute to Ambassador Gromyko for his patience and co-



1398 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

operation in the matter. Lorp Hazirax and M. Drszan associated 
themselves with the remarks of Mr. Srerrinivus, and Dr. Koo also 
stated he deeply appreciated the remarks of Ambassador Gromyko. 

SENATOR VANDENBERG stated that the Ambassador would be very 
happy if he could appreciate how much this meant in terms of good 
will among the American people. Ampassapor Gromyko said that 
he had the psychological factor in mind, but first of all had had sub- 

stance in mind. 
Me. Srertinivus asked Mr. Dulles to comment. Mr. Duss stated 

that often after a matter has been fully discussed we come out with 
a better result. He felt that the Committee’s phrase was too broad, 
and that the Soviet Union had done a good service in calling it to 
our attention. He thought the new text was better. AMBASSADOR 

Gromyko agreed that it was much better than the Committee’s text. 
M. DersEan agreed that it was a very good text. 

Mr. Sterrinius informed the group that he would communicate 
with Dr. Evatt and arrange to have Committee II/2 called right 
away. There was some discussion as to the proper procedure for 
presenting this new text to the Technical Committee, inasmuch as 
this paragraph had been referred to the Steering Committee and to 
the Executive Committee.”* It was agreed that Mr. Stettinius and 
Mr. Hiss would decide upon the best procedure for getting this new 

text to Committee IT/2 “ as quickly as possible, and Mr. Sterrinivs 
stated that he would talk to Dr. Evatt immediately. 

The meeting was then adjourned. 

500.CC/6-2045 

The Acting Chairman of the Soviet Delegation (Gromyko) to the 
Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) 

[Translation] | 

[San Francisco,] June 20, 1945. 

Dear Mr. Secrerary: On June 9, in the course of discussion of the 

American document on trusteeship,”* I informed Commander Stassen,’® 

member of the American Delegation about the desire of my Govern- 

ment to get under its trusteeship some territories in accordance with 

® Doc. 1061, ST/17, June 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 264; Doc. 1107, 
ST/18, June 20, ibid., p. 272; Doc. 1068, EX/27, June 18, ibid., p. 522; and Doe. 
1108, EX/28, June 20, ibid., p. 535. 

* Doe. 1121, II/2/59, June 21, ibid., vol. 9, p. 233; revised text of paragraph 
V,B(1) printed as Doc. 1116, II/2/57, June 20, ibid., p. 230. . 

® Doe. 2, G/26(c), May 15, ibid., vol. 3, p. 607; for text of working paper for 
chapter on dependent territories and arrangements for international trusteeship, 
as of June 9, see Doc. 892, II /4/36, June 9, ibid., vol. 10, p. 525. 

6 See memorandum by Mr. O. Benjamin Gerig, June 9, p. 1235.
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Paragraph 38, Section B of the above-mentioned document. Com- 
mander Stassen answered that he had to communicate with the Amer- 
ican Government on this matter. On the same day Commander 
Stassen informed Mr. Novikov, member of the Soviet Delegation 
that the American Government was ready to support the Soviet: 
Government in the matter of giving it territories under trusteeship. 
At the same time, you, Mr. Secretary, in our conversation of June 9,’7 
also confirmed your consent to satisfy the above-mentioned desire 
of the Soviet Government. 

In accordance with our agreement the Soviet Government has 

authorized me to concretize the question on territories under trustee- 

ship for the U.S.S.R. I hope that you will agree to discuss this 

question before the end of this Conference. 
Awaiting your kind reply, I remain 

Sincerely yours, A. Gromyko 

RSC Lot 60—D 224, Box 99: UNCIO Cons Five Min 29 

Minutes of the Twenty-Ninth Five-Power Informal Consultative 
Meeting on Proposed Amendments, Held at San Francisco, June 21, 
1945, 12:35 p.m. 

{Informal Notes] 

[Here follows list of names of participants, including members of 

delegations of the United States (19); United Kingdom (4) ; Soviet 
Union (38); China (2); and France (38).]| 

Mr. Strerrinius called the meeting to order at 12:35 p. m. and 
stated that there was a small matter to discuss before the meeting 

of the Executive Committee.”* He indicated that considerable pres- 

sure had been evidenced to enlarge the membership of the Executive 

Committee of the Preparatory Commission ” from 14 to 18 and that 

this matter required our consideration. He recalled that the Exec- 
utive Committee of the Conference had been originally planned as 

a body of 11 members but because of the great pressures from many 

states with the consequent pulling and hauling, we had reluctantly 

agreed to increase the number to 14. | 
Mr. STETrrinivus questioned whether even an increase in the mem- 

bership of the projected Executive Committee to 50 would really 

™ Memorandum of conversation not found in Department files; for Mr. Stet- 
tinius’ views concerning the Soviet proposal, see his letter of June 23 to Mr. 
Gromyko, p. 1428. 

* Doc. 1214, EX/30, June 28, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 550. 
"For preliminary draft on Interim Arrangements, see Dov. 1026, ST/15, 

June 17, ibid., p. 280. 

723-681—67—_92
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satisfy the smaller states. He asked where the pressure for this in- 
crease was coming from. 

Ampassapor Haxirax replied that the Belgian delegate had sent 
him a letter, which he assumed had been received by the other dele- 
gations. Also, the Arab nations were interested in this increase. — 

Mr. Strerrinius asked why there was a special interest in an in- 

crease of 4. | 
Mr. Hiss commented that Belgium requested specifically that the 

Executive Committee be composed of 18, one of the extra seats for 

Belgium. 
Mr. Gertie noted that Belgium cited the parallel of the Economic 

and Social Council, rather than the Security Council, the Economic 
and Social Council being composed of 18 members. 

Mr. Srerrinivus stated that the Preparatory Commission would 
meet only for a short time in London. He wondered whether the 
question of the size of the Executive Committee was really a very 

important matter, one way or the other. 
Ampassapor Hatirax said he had wobbled on this matter, but that, 

after serious consideration, he now felt we should stand pat on the 
number 14. He believed it was the wisest thing to do for all of the 
Five Powers to stand on 14, since to go beyond this number would 
open up the door to all sorts of pressures. 

Mr. RockerE.Ler pointed out that there was also a move on foot 
to cut the membership of the Executive Committee to 11. 

AMBASSADOR GROMYKO agreed that it would be desirable to leave 
the Executive Committee membership at 14. He believed that if this 
number was increased to 18, there would still be dissatisfied countries. 
There was a good justification for the number 14, since the Executive 
‘Committee of the present Conference was composed of 14. 

Ampassapor Hazirax remarked that the Executive Committee 
would only meet for six months, in any event. | 

Ampassapor GromyxKo commented that no one had objected to the 
number 14 before. In a sense, this was quite a representative number. 
All the continents were included—Asia, Africa, Europe, Australia. 
He said he was in favor of leaving the number unchanged. 

Mr. PasvotsKy indicated that there was a provision ® in the Pre- 
paratory Commission draft that as soon as the Charter was ratified the 
whole Preparatory Commission would meet. The Executive Com- 
mittee would have its primary task during the interim period before 
the necessary number of ratifications had come in. He felt that the 
interim character of the Executive Committee was a strong argument 
against increasing its membership. | oo | 

*° Paragraph 6; UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 281. ,
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Ampassapor Koo agreed that we should adhere to the present num- 
ber especially since every state member of the Organization would 
be represented on the Preparatory Commission itself. | 

Mr. Boncoor stated that the French Delegation, in view of its spe- 
cial relationship to Belgium felt that Belgium should be included on 
the Executive Committee. Belgium has [was?] a close neighbor and 
was linked to France in their common suffering. Mr. Boncovr said 
the French Delegation would like to set the number so that Belgium 
could be included, but of course would abide by a decision of the heads 
of the other four delegations. 

Mr. Stettinivs said it would be difficult to handle the situation with- 
out encouraging other demands for increasing the Executive Com- 
mittee. Mr. Boncour said he would not feel badly if the membership 
remained at fourteen. He said he had been too often a witness to 

the conflicts over the League Council not to appreciate the situation. 
Ampassapor Hatirax pointed out that it was important to have the 
decision on this matter a unanimous one among the Big Five. 

Mr. Srerrintus asked if there was any other business now that 
agreement had been reached on this issue. 

AmBassApoR GroMyko said he would like to be informed of the 
agenda for the Executive Committee and the Steering Committee 
meetings. Mr. Srerrinius replied that the final arrangements for 
the closing of the Conference would be under discussion in the Exec- 
utive Committee. These arrangements would also be discussed in 
the Steering Committee *! where consideration also would be given 

to the draft of the Preparatory Commission and to a motion by the 
Netherlands Government to amend the Assembly chapter.®? Mr. Hiss 
explained that the Netherlands motion related to the provision that 
a member would lose its vote in the Assembly if it did not pay its 
dues over a certain period. The Netherlands Government wished to 
provide that such a member would also lose its seat on the Security 

Council. He pointed out that the Netherlands Government did not 
expect to get this amendment accepted. . | 

Ampassapor Gromyxko said he had examined the paper on final 
arrangements which had been put before the Steering Committee at 
a previous meeting. He noted that mention was made there that the 
Five Powers had considered the possibility of choosing by ballot the 
other countries to make speeches at the final session. He said he had 

= Doe. 1212, ST/22, June 28, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 288. | 
& Doc. 1133, ST/19, June 21, ibid., p. 286. This subject was not discussed at the 

June 21 meeting of the Steering Committee; it was withdrawn from the agenda 
(Stettinius Diary, June 21, p. 2). For consideration at meetings of Committee 
II/1 on May 18 and 26, see Doc. 454, II/1/21, May 20, and Doc. 681, II/1/30, 
May 26, ibid., vol. 8, pp. 364 and 418, respectively; for consideration at meeting 
of Committee III/1 on June 16, see Doc. 1048, III/1/57. ibid., vol. 11, p. 596.
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not remembered discussing this matter at any time. Mr. Hiss re- 
marked that he thought this question had been discussed with Am- 

bassador Gromyko. 
Mr. Srerrrnius and Ampassapor Hatirax also thought the ques- 

tion had been raised with Ambassador Gromyko. Mr. Hiss apolo- 
gized and said he hoped that Ambassador Gromyko would now con- 
sider that this question had been discussed with him. He said that 
the matter had been raised informally with a group here in the Sec- 
retary’s apartment of which he thought Ambassador Gromyko had 
been a member. In any event, he said it had been agreed that the 
ballot procedure would lead to confusion and might not result in a 
representative group. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO asked what changes had been made between 

the June 11 *? and June 17 draft on interim arrangements. (The 
June 17 draft was before the group.) Mr. Hiss explained that only 
two changes had been suggested by the Soviet Government itself: 
the change from the word “designated” to “appointed” and the mod- 
ification in paragraph (d) on the second page. Ampassapor (Ro- 
myo then said that the draft as it stood was satisfactory to him. 
AMBASSADOR GROMYKO stated that, since it was agreed to consult 

on all amendments, he wondered what the opinion of the group was 
on the Netherlands amendment. 

Mr. Hiss said he thought it was appropriate to discuss this amend- 
ment at this time, although the Netherlands did not expect to have 
the amendment adopted. Mr. Jess said it had already been pointed 
out to the Netherlands that this was an altogether undesirable amend- 
ment, since, if the permanent members could not vote, no decision 
could be taken on the most important matters and the work of the 
whole organization would be tied up. 

Mr. StrertTinius proposed that the five governments use their in- 
fluence against the Netherlands amendment and hit hard if neces- 
sary. AmpassaDor GromyYKo agreed that we should both vote and 
speak against the amendment. This decision was generally agreed to. 
Ampassapor Harirax proposed that the names of the permanent 

members on the Security Council in the draft charter be placed 
in alphabetical order. He pointed out that the phrase “in due course 
France” used in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals was now altogether 
inappropriate. He said it seemed appropriate to the British Dele- 
gation to mention the permanent members in alphabetical order 
and wondered how his colleagues felt. Mr. Srerrinius said he thought 
Ambassador Halifax’ suggestion should be endorsed. Ampassapor 
Gromyko and Ampassapor Koo concurred. Mr. Boncovr said he was 
very grateful. 

® Doc. 902, EX /28, June 11, DNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 514.
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Ampassapor Hatirax stated that Mr. Stettinius’ suggestion had 
been previously agreed to here that the Preparatory Commission 
should meet in London.’ It was now planned that the Soviet Am- 
bassador would propose London as the seat of the commission in the 
meeting of the Executive Committee. This motion would be seconded 
by Brazil. He expressed the hope that the others would speak up 
for this proposal in order to assure its adoption. 
Ampassapor Hatirax indicated that there were several matters 

connected with the setting up of the Preparatory Commission which 
need not be talked over now but which should be thought about. 
Among these were the allocation of posts, the presidency of the 

whole commission, and the presidency of the Executive Committee. 
There were certain obvious alternatives that could be adopted in 

handling these questions. He wondered, however, when these mat- 
ters would be settled. Ampassapor Gromyko asked whether Am- 
bassador Halifax had in mind the selection of a permanent president 
in the immediate future. Ampassapor Hatirax indicated that the 
permanent arrangements for the duration of the Preparatory Com- 
mission might be settled by the Preparatory Commission when it 
meets the day after the signing of the Charter. Since this was in the 
very near future he thought we should have a clear view of what we 
wanted. Mr. Srerrintus said he had in mind that the United States 
representative might call the meeting to order as temporary chairman 
and at that time the other officers could be elected. Mr. Hiss agreed 
that the American representative might serve as temporary chairman 
to call the meeting to order. The first matter of business would then 
be the selection of a temporary chairman to function until the organi- 
zation of the Executive Committee in London. There was also the 
necessity of choosing the executive secretary. 

AMBASSADOR GRomMyYKO asked whether it was intended to choose 
the permanent executive secretary at this first meeting of the com- 
mission. Mr. Srerrinius assumed that the permanent executive 
secretary would be elected. Ampassapor Hauirax said he was not 
quite sure; he thought that, if the Preparatory Commission was to 
have its headquarters in London, it would perhaps be necessary for 
the British Government to consider the naming of a secretary. He 
thought it would be wiser when the commission met here in San 
Francisco for the American Chairman of the Conference here and 
the Secretary General to carry on until permanent arrangements could 
be made in London. Ampassapor Gromyxo agreed that it might be 
well to use the present arrangements for this first meeting. 
Ampassapor Harirax said he would like to move that his American 

friends carry on for the first meeting, an arrangement which would 

** See minutes of the fifteenth Five-Power meeting, June 4, noon, p. 1145.
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not prejudice future arrangements. AmBassapor GRoMyYKO indicated 
that, since the Executive Committee would not meet here, presumably 
the chairman of the Executive Committee would be elected in Lon- 
don when the Executive Committee met there. 

Mr. Broom asked who would act between the meeting here in San 
Francisco and the first meeting in London. Mr. Sterrrntvs replied 
that the Chairman of the Conference here would act as chairman pro 
tem until London. Ampassapor Harirax agreed with Mr. Stettinius’ 
interpretation. 
Ampassapor Gromyxo asked whether the Preparatory Commission 

and the Executive Committee would both be considered in permanent 
session. Mr. Srerrinius replied that only the Executive Committee 
would be in permanent session. The Preparatory Commission would 
meet here in San Francisco and the Executive Committee would meet 
very soon thereafter in London. The full commission would meet 
again only when the proper number of ratifications were in.® 

Mr. STetrinius adjourned the meeting at 12: 05 p. m. 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 78 

Minutes of the Seventy-Highth Meeting of the United States 
Delegation, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 23, 1946, 
10: 36 a.m. 

[Informal Notes—HExtracts] 

[ Here follows list of names of persons (41) present at meeting. | 
THe Secretary convened the meeting at 10: 36 a. m. 

Tue Secretary declared that he was sure that the Delegation would 

be gratified to learn that the U.S.S.R., the United Kingdom, and the 

United States had reached a solution for the Polish situation, that a 

new Government had been formed of which Mr, Mikolajezyk would 

be a member.®® Tue Srcretary thought that the new Polish Govern- 
ment would become a signatory to the Charter in the near future, 

although there was little possibility of the Poles becoming parties to 

the Organization before the conclusion of the Conference. A place: 

would be reserved for the signature of the Poles he declared. 

Program FoR ReEceIvinc THE PRESIDENT 

® See report by the Rapporteur of the Steering Committee to the Plenary Ses- 
sion, June 25, concerning provisions for the establishment of the Prenaratory 
Commission (Doc. 1198, ST/20, June 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 315; Doc. 
1210, P/20, June 27, ibid., vol. 1, p. 627). 

* For documentation on this subject, see vol. v, pp. 110 ff. See also Doc. 1218, 

ST /23, June 28, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 305.
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: FInAL CoMMISSION SESSIONS , 

Tux Szcrerary reported that as a result of negotiations among 
the four Presidents it had been agreed to dispense with the final 
Commission sessions to review the Charter. The Steering Commit- 
tee would conduct the final review of the texts as prepared by the 
Coordination Committee.®’ 

Report TO THE PRESIDENT 

THe SrcreTary asked Dr. Bowman whether he had anything to 
report on the status of the report that was being made to the Presi- 
dent.**... The report would be finally ready on either the Saturday 
or Sunday following the final session of the Conference. .. . 

SENATOR CONNALLY declared that he would not favor release of 

this document until the President had submitted both the Charter 

and the report to Congress.*° Dr. Bowman declared that the Presi- 

dent had been consulted and a representative of the President had 

sat at the final meeting of the Editorial Board. The President had 
been most pleased that the report would be ready so soon and he had 

left the question of its release to the Secretary.... The report, THe 

SECRETARY said, should be released 48 hours after the President’s 

message to Congress and his submission to the Senate of the 

Charter. ... 

CoorDINATION CoMMITTEE TEXT 

Tue CuairmMan reported that the Delegation had met for the pri- 

mary purpose of giving a careful reading to the Charter.” ... 

“Doe. 1218, ST/23, June 28, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 305; for considera- 
tion in plenary session of final reports of the Steering Committee and the four 
Commissions of the Conference, and voting on the Charter, including the Statute 
of the International Court of Justice, and on the agreement establishing the 
Preparatory Commission, see Doc. 1210, P/20, June 27, ibid., vol. 1, p. 612; for 
approval of the Charter in Steering Committee, see ibid., vol. 5, p. 811; for ap- 
proval of the Charter in Plenary Session, see ibid., vol. 1, p. 631. 

* Conference Series No. 71: Charter of the United Nations: Report to the Presi- 
dent on the Results of the San Francisco Conference, by the Chairman of the 
United States Delegation, the Secretary of State, June 26, 1945 (Department of 
State publication No. 2349). 

*° For message of President Truman submitting the Charter of the United Na- 
tions to the U.S. Senate (White House press release of July 2), see Department 
of State Bulletin, July 8, 1945, p. 46. 

° For summary of report on results of the San Francisco Conference which was 
released to the press by the White House on July 9, see ibid., July 15, 1945, p. 77. 

“For drafts of the Charter and the Court Statute which had been approved 
by the Coordination Committee and the Advisory Committee of Jurists on 
June 22, see Doc. 1159, CO/181, June 23 and Doc. 1158, CO/180(1), June 22, 
in UNCIO Documents, vol. 18, pp. 602 and 589, respectively. For final changes 
made by the Coordination Committee in the text of the Charter as approved by 
the Steering Committee June 23, see Doc. 1192, CO/185, June 25, ibid., vol. 15, 
p. 260. For final text of the Charter, and signatures, see ibid., pp. 335-364 and 
486-509 (no document number).



1406 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

. . . COMMANDER StassEN declared that the important thing for the 
Delegation at that time was to consider the changes which had been 
made by the Coordination Committee during its meeting the pre- 
vious night. ... 

Crremony at Noon 

CHARTER CHANGES 

Mr. Pasvousxy reported that there had been no change in the first 
Chapter of the document on the previous evening. It had been de- 
cided to delete the third paragraph of Chapter II, Article 4 as being 

unnecessary. In Chapter ITI, the Trusteeship Council had been added 
to the organs of the organization in the first paragraph. This para- 
graph now read: 

“, .. a General Assembly, a Security Council, an Economic and 
Social Council, a Trusteeship Council, an International Court of 
Justice, and a Secretariat.” 

Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that it had been suggested, with respect 
to Article 8 of this Chapter that the last phrase be revised to read: 
“in the work of the principal and subsidiary organs”. However it 
had been decided that the word “its” should be substituted for “the” 
in this paragraph. It had been decided to revise the last sentence of 
paragraph 2 of Article 12 to read: “any such question. . .”. 

A question had been raised, with respect to Article 13, concerning 
the verb in the first paragraph. Mr. Pasvoisxy thought that the 
Technical Committee had intended that the word “may” be used and 
he pointed out that the wording in the section on Economic and Social 

Council was “may”. Mr. Pasvousxy observed that it would be im- 
possible to obligate the General Assembly to make recommendations 
as provided for in the draft before the Delegation. The Coordination 
Committee had not changed the wording, however, and had left the 
decision to the Steering Committee. Tur Srcrerary asked what ob- 
jection there was to the use of the word “shall” and Mr. Dulles 
expressed the opinion that “shall” was more satisfactory. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY reiterated that the General Assembly should not be obligated 
to make recommendations. Mr. Hicxrerson suggested the words 
“shall, at its discretion, make recommendation”. THE SEcRErARY an- 
nounced that he would vote in the Steering Committee for the word 
“shall” unless the Delegation instructed him otherwise. Mr. Dutuxs 
remarked that this was not a mere question of semantics but was an 
important constitutional consideration. Mr. PasvoLsky remarked 

that the word “may” was used uniformly throughout the document. 

Mr. PasvouisKy reported that no agreement had been reached on 
another question. It had been suggested that the word “nations” in
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Article 14 be changed to “states”. Sznaror Vanpenperc declared 

that this was the paragraph which had been routed back and forth 

between Moscow and San Francisco. 
Tue Secretary asked what the decision of the Delegation had been 

with respect to the use of the word “shall” in Article 18. Mr. Pas- 
voLsKyY observed that “shall” would stick out like a sore thumb in the 
Charter and Senator VANDENBERG thought that it should be obvious. 
Tue Srecrerary declared that he would vote in favor of the word 
“shall.” SEnator VANDENBERG asked what had been the decision with 
respect to Article 14 and Mr. Pasvotsxy declared that it had been 
sent to the Steering Committee. SENaTor VANDENBERG asked which 
nations were supporting the change and Mr. Pasvotsky reported that 
there were about ten states which favored the substitution. Mr. 
DuLLEs pointed out that in the Chapter on “Purposes” the word used 
was “nations” and he expressed the opinion that this article should be 
consistent with the Purposes. Mr. Pasvoitsxy reported that the Co- 
ordination Committee had been forced to make changes in other places 
in the document. Mr. Hackworru observed that “nations” was a 
broader word than “States”. Senator Connauuy asked whether the 
delegation was agreed to the word “nations” and it was decided that 
the Secretary should vote in favor of the original language. 

Mr. Pasvoitsky reported that the Coordination Committee had 
decided to substitute the words “decided upon or taken” for “adopted 
or applied” in Article 15. 

Tus Secretary asked how many items had been referred to the 

Steering Committee and Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that there had been 
three or four. The most important of these had been the use of the 
enumerative phrases “problems of an economic, social, cultural and 
humanitarian character and in promoting and encouraging respect 
for human rights and for the fundamental freedom for all without, 
distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion”. The first part of 
this phrase had appeared eleven times in the Charter and had been 
reduced to six by the Coordination Committee. No two of these six 
Mr. Duuuxs declared, were exactly alike. The same had been true 
of the second part of the phrase which appeared six or seven times 
in the Charter. Mr. Duties observed that this was a ridiculous sit- _ 

uation but that the Coordination Committee had not taken any liber- 

ties but had referred the matter to the Steering Committee. Mr. 
Pasvotsky reported that Senator Rolin of Belgium had indicated 
his desire to speak on the subject in the Steering Committee to the 
effect that one mention of these items would, be sufficient. Mr. 

Pasvorsxy declared that in his opinion Senator Rolin was correct. 
He pointed out that in the Trusteeship chapter the order had, been 
reversed and the phraseology used was “social and economic”. Com-
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MANDER STASSEN represented that it would be unwise to adopt one 
wording without examining carefully the mandates of the various 
Technical Committees. Tur Secretary declared that he would want 
a memorandum from the staff stating the sentiment of the Delegation 
on the various questions decided that morning so that he would know 
how to vote at the Steering Committee meeting. 

Mr. Pasvoutsky reported that the Coordination Committee had 
decided to rewrite Article 16 as follows: 

“The General Assembly shall perform such functions with respect 
to the International Trusteeship system as are assigned to it under 
Chapters 12 and 18, including the approval of Trusteeship agree- 
ments for areas not designated as strategic”. 

The Delegation agreed to this new wording. 
Mr. Pasvortsky reported that the section on voting had been re- 

arranged, An interesting situation had developed with respect to 
the heading “Primary Responsibility” in Chapter 5 on the Security 

Council. Elsewhere in the document the analogous heading had been 
“functions and powers”. This matter was related to the compromise 
which had been reached on Article 11 concerning the right of the 
General Assembly to discuss the questions within the scope of inter- 
national relations. The Russian representative had urged that the 
heading in Chapter 5 be changed to: “functions and powers” in order 
that there might be no question involved. Commanper STAssEN 
thought that this suggestion was no longer applicable inasmuch as it 
had been agreed to adopt the words “the scope of the Charter” in 
Article 11. Mr. Duxuzs said that it had been the desire of the Russian 

delegate to tie this heading in with the technical chapters which had 
“functions and powers” as their headings. Mr. Pasvousxy declared 

that the Coordination Committee had decided to make a change as 

suggested by the Russian Delegate. 

Mr. Pasvousxy then remarked that the order had been changed in 
Article 23. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy reported that the Coordination Committee had not 

changed the Yalta Formula in Articles 33 and 34. However, the words 

“without vote” had been added in both articles following the word 

“participate”. Mr. Pasvotsky explained that the word “state” had 

been interpreted universally throughout the document as meaning any 
state, whether or not a member of the Organization. 

Mr. Norrer asked whether it had been settled that the word “the” 

preceding “United Nations” should not be capitalized in the title of 
the Organization. Mr. Pasvorsky remarked that this had not been 

settled and was going to be considered by the Steering Committee.
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Mr. Pasvorsxy reported that there had been a great deal of dis- 
cussion on Article 38. The Australian Delegate had asked whether the 

General Assembly actually had the power to discuss “any dispute or 
any situation”. The Australian wanted to make reference in Article 
88 to all the Articles describing the powers of the General Assembly. 
As a result it had been decided to omit “which will act in accordance 
with the provisions of Articles 12 and 12(x)”, from Paragraph 1 of 
this Article. It was decided also to add a third paragraph as follows: 

“Proceedings of the General Assembly with respect to matters 
brought to its attention under this Article will be subject to the pro- 
visions of Article 12”. 

Mr. Pasvorsky remarked that the General Assembly did have the 
necessary power. Mr. Dutiss added that the wording of the Dumbar- 
ton Oaks proposals had been changed in paragraph 2 with the result 
that a State not a member of the United Nations could bring to the 
attention of the Security Council or the General Assembly only a dis- 
pute and could not submit a situation to this body. This, Mr. Duties 
remarked had been done intentionally in the Technical Committee but 
he urged that it would have the effect of placing a premium on the 
creation of disputes. | oS 

Mr. Pasvotsxy remarked that it had been decided to use the com- 
binations “Pacific settlement” and “Peaceful. means” throughout the 
Charter. 

Mr. PasvorsKy reported that a question had been raised with re- 
spect to the phraseology of paragraph 3 of Article 51. The Coordi- 
nation Committee had decided to return to the wording of the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposal so that the paragraph now ended: “the 
command of such forces shall be worked out subsequently”. The mili- 
tary advisers to the Delegation declared that this change was 
satisfactory to them. Mr. Pasvousxy pointed out that the word “ap- 
propriate” had been used to qualify “regional agencies” in paragraph 
4 of this article. The Latin American States had been satisfied with 

this change. 
Mr. PasvousKy observed that the French had expressed a desire to 

establish Article 55 as a complete Chapter by itself. However, it had 

been agreed in the Coordination Committee to place the Article where 
it had originally been intended, at the end of Chapter VII. The Ar- 

ticle had been revised somewhat to read at the end: “such action as it 

deems necessary .. .” 

Mr. Pasvortsxy then referred to the article which was numbered 55 

in Chapter VIII. The first Article 55, in Chapter VII, would be- 
come Article 51 in the final Charter, and the article under considera-
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tion would become article 52. Mr. Pasvotsky pointed out that the 
Delegation should be satisfied with the fact that two paragraphs had 
been made out of paragraphs one and two. The word “shall” had 
been substituted for “should” in paragraph 3 of this article. 

The Delegation turned next to a consideration of a definition of 
“enemy states” embodied in paragraph 2 of Article 56. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY declared that this article had been the cause of considerable 
discussion in the Coordination Committee and the final wording had 
been worked out by the Committee of Jurists. In paragraph 1 the 
word “regional” had been included before the word “arrangements” 
in the first sentence. Mr. Kane pointed out that the words “enemy 

state” had been substituted for “enemy states” in the second sentence of 
this paragraph, and Mr. Pasvortsxy replied that the Committee of 
Jurists had suggested the use of this phraseology. SENator Con- 
NALLY agreed that this new wording was more appropriate and 
thought that it should be made possible for measures to be taken 
against either one State or a number of States. Mr. Pasvorsxy added 
that there was a further advantage that these measures could be with- 
drawn individually under the new wording. 

Tue SEcrETARY interrupted to announce that the meeting of the 
Steering Committee had been set definitely for 6 p. m. 

Puans For Appress By MarsHaL SMuUTS 

SENATOR CoNNALLY reported that arrangements had been made in 
Washington for Marshal Smuts to address Congress during his visit 
to Washington on July 2 or thereabouts.” ... Mr. Hiss reported 
that the time for the Steering Committee meeting had been advanced 
one hour to 5 p. m. because an hour had been cut off the delivery 
schedule. At this time, 11:45 a. m. Secretary Stettinius left the 
meeting. | 

PREAMBLE 

Drawn GILDERSLEEVE asked why the text of the Preamble had been 

kept secret, to which Mr. Pasvousxy replied that it had been decided 
not to consider the Preamble until the rest of the Charter had been 
completed. 

CoorDINATION CoMMITTEE Drarr 

The Delegation turned again to Article 56 of the Charter, the defi- 

nition of “enemy states”. Mr. Hickrrson thought that instead of the 

use of the word “enemy” toward the end of the second paragraph of 

Article 56 it might be appropriate to use phraseology such as “any 

state which has declared war against any signatory of the present 

” Secretary Stettinius reported to the delegation, meeting at 4:15 p. m., 
June 23, that Field Marshal Smuts would not be able to visit Washington at all 
and so would be unable to address Congress.
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Charter”. ComMaANDER STAssEN agreed with Mr. Hickerson and ob- 

served that the present wording was too broad. He suggested that 
the words “in a state of war” be used. Mr. Hickrerson remarked that 
the present wording was very broad and was subject to misinterpreta- 
tion and he pointed to the fact that the U.S.S.R. had on several occa- 
sions referred to Switzerland and Portugal as “enemies” because they 
had been centers of enemy espionage. Senator ConNnauiy asked 
whether the word “enemy” was not a well known designation having a 
specific definition in the parlance of international law. Mr. Hacx- 
wortH declared that this interpretation was correct and added that it 
was posssible for a state to be an enemy of another state without de- 
claring war on it. SENATOR VANDENBERG asked whether it was thought 
the Delegation would want the provisions of paragraph 1 of article 56 
to be applicable to any state which might be termed an “enemy state” 
by the Soviet Union. ComMANDER STAssEN reiterated that the phrase 
“in a state of war” would resolve the difficulty. Mr. Pasvoisxy ob- 

served that perhaps this suggestion would give rise to a long discus- 
sion and Mr. Pasvoisry declared that in his opinion it would not be 
worth the trouble. Commanner Srassen declared that in his opinion 
the definition embodied in paragraph 2 should be omitted completely. 
Mr. Pasvousky replied that it had been decided to establish a sep- 
arate definition because to attempt to clarify the use of the words 
“enemy state” in paragraph 1 would have the result of making the 
entire paragraph incomprehensible. 

Mr. Duss declared that it had been his interpretation that it was 
intended to tighten down on the treaty system established by the 
U.S.S.R., in this paragraph in conjunction with the transitory clause, 
Article 80 under the present draft. It had been the intention, Mr. 
Durixs thought, to limit the freedom of action of the responsible 
states under the transitory provisions as much as possible in order 
that Russia could not take action against Spain or Switzerland. SrEwn- 
ATOR CONNALLY asked whether the addition of paragraph 2 to the 
draft prepared by the Technical Committee was a substantive change. 
Mr. Duties submitted that there was a substantive change involved 
which had been made without adequate authorization. Mr. Pas- 
votsKyY declared, however, that there was no substantive change be- 
cause the language used was the same as that which had been approved 
for article 80. Mr. Duties pointed out, however, that in article 80 of 

Chapter 14, “enemy state” was qualified by the words “taken or au- 
thorized as a result of that war by the governments having responsi- 

bility for such action”. Mr. Dues pointed to the importance of the 
words “as a result of that war” and declared that since this phrase 
did not appear in article 56 a free hand would be given to any nation 

which so desired to claim that Spain or Switzerland were “enemy
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states” under the terms of the article. Sznator ConNALLY was of the 
opinion that it would be impossible to substantiate any such claim and 
he declared that the other members of the Security Council would not 
permit such an arbitrary definition. Mr. Dunes remarked, how- 
ever, that no action of the Security Council would be required for the 
enforcement measures against former enemy states to be undertaken. 

Mr. PasvotsKky submitted that the Security Council would have to 
determine if any such action were consistent with the obligations and 
purposes of the Charter and he urged that the other members of the 

Security Council would be given the opportunity to pass upon the 
enforcement measures taken under the circumstances. 

Mr. Pasvoisxy reported that he had received no suggestions from 
the members of the Delegation on these points although he had re- 
ceived any number of suggestions on the other parts of the Charter. 
This draft had been gone over by the Advisory Committee of Jurists 
and it had been agreed that the wording did not involve any change 
in substance and was, in fact, the only way in which the sense of the 
technical committee discussions could be expressed. Senator Con- 
NALLY stated himself as favoring this wording. Mr. Pasvorsxy re- 
marked that the Russians had never said that Spain or Switzerland 
were enemies. | 

Mr. Duutes declared that the reference to article 80 in the first 
paragraph of article 56 was ended by the use of the words “or any 
regional arrangements directed against ... ”. Mr. Duxixs admitted 
that he had not made any recommendations on this section but he 
declared that he had been working on some ideas and had been doing 
research on the question of Russia’s attitude toward Spain and Switzer- 
land, with specific reference to Russian use of the term “enemy” with 
respect to the two nations. Mr. Duttezs observed also that the ques- 
tion of Denmark might conceivably be raised in this connection. Mr. 
HackworrH expressed the opinion that Denmark could not possibly be 
named as an enemy state and added that an enemy would have to have 
participated in the war to be so classified. ComMANDER Strassen asked 
if it were not true that Denmark had signed the Anti-Comintern 
pact ** and it was admitted that this was true. However, Mr. Pasvor- 
sky observed that the exception embodied in the second sentence of 
paragraph 1 of article 56 would not apply to members of the United 
Nations. Mr. Pasvoisxy referred to the use of the words “sovereign 

“For text of the Anti-Comintern Pact, agreement between Germany and Japan, 
signed at Berlin, November 25, 1986, see Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. 1, p. 400; 
for text of secret additional agreement, see Department of State, Documents on 
German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, series D, vol. 1, p. 734, footnote 2a. Denmark 
acceded to the Pact by the Protocol of November 25, 1941, which extended the 
period of validity of the agreement another five years; for the text of the 
Protocol, see ibid., vol., XIII, p. 820.
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equality” earlier in the Charter and declared that it was inconceivable 
that a member of the United Nations could be classed as an enemy 
state. Mr. Hackworru remarked that Article 56 referred specifically 
to article 80. CommanpeErR Strassen urged that there be included in 
paragraph 2 the words “not a member of the United Nations”. Mr. 
Pasvoisxy observed that the inclusion of these words would not rem- 
edy the situation with respect to Switzerland and Spain. However, 
CoMMANDER STASSEN urged that the wording he had suggested would 
constitute a decided improvement. He declared that in his opinion 

it would be better to omit the definition entirely or to use the words 
“in a state of war”. Mr. Dutixs observed that the word “enemy” was 
subject to loose construction and often used very freely. Mr. Sanp- 
1FreR declared that the meaning of “enemy” in the paragraph under 
consideration was quite precise. 

SENATOR CoNNALLY expressed the fear that the Delegation would 
run into difficulty with the French if it attempted to modify article 
56. However, Mr. Duties pointed out that paragraph 2 was entirely 
new and the French had no great interest in it. Mr. Pasvorsxy ob- 
jected to part of Mr. Dulles’ statement, declaring that the Technical 

Committee had asked the Coordination Committee to rewrite the 
paragraph and to find a proper way of expressing a definition of 

“enemy”. ComMMANDER STASSEN thought the Coordination Committee 
had been authorized to take this action only with respect to Article 80 
but Mr. Pasvousxy declared that the Coordination Committee had re- 
ceived authorization with respect to Article 56 as well. Mr. Pasvor- 

sky declared that he knew what his authority was. ComMMANDER 
STASSEN declared that if Mr. Pasvolsky could show his specific author- 
ization by the Technical Committee to write a definition of “enemy 
states” in Article 56 he would raise no further objection. ADMIRAL 
HeEpBurN interposed that in military parlance “enemy states” indi- 
cated a state of war. Mr. Duuzes asked whether it would be possible 
to drop paragraph 2 entirely and Senator Connatiy asked what. 
effect such a decision would have. CommaNnprErR Srassen asked 
whether the word “enemy” had a recognized meaning which would 
limit its application under Article 56. Mr. Duties replied that under 
the Anglo Saxon code of jurisprudence it did have such a meaning. 
He remarked, however, that the Russians had used the term loosely 
as applying not only to political action but to social action as well. 
Mr. Norrer added that the Russians had also interpreted the word as 
having application to individuals as well as to states. Srnator Con- 

NALLY declared that he could not understand how the contention 
which had been advanced could possibly be applicable. This article, 
he said, was directed against the renewal of aggressive action by those.
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states which had been the enemies of the United Nations during the 
war. SrEnaTor Connatiy declared that he accepted Admiral Hep- 
burn’s statement concerning the meaning of the term “enemy states”. 
He expressed the opinion that as it was used in this article the phrase 
had a definitive meaning. Mr. Duties asked whether it would not be 
possible that Spain could be included in this category because of the 
fact that a division of Spanish troops had been employed on the East- 
ern front in the war against Russia. Mr. Hackworrs pointed out 
that this contention could hardly be supported in view of the fact that 

there had been thousands of United States soldiers engaged in the 
First World War against Germany before the United States ever 
entered the war without this country being classified as an enemy of 
the Central Powers. Senator Connatiy asked whether the United 
States would not have a veto over the application of measures under 
article 56. Mr. Duss replied in the negative and said this article 
gave complete freedom of action to the responsible powers under 

article 80. Senator Connatiy thought that the enemy states might 
be defined as “aggressors during the Second World War”. Mr. Kane 
supported Commander Stassen’s suggestion that the words “in a state 

of war” be substituted for the present wording. Mr. Pasvorsky 
pointed out that the original wording had been “enemy states” and 
submitted that the wording adopted in paragraph 2 was not in any 
way different from the earlier wording. Another phrase which had 
been suggested was “aggression by a state now at war with the United 
Nations”. ComMANDER StTassEN urged that the substitution of the 
word “in” for “during” in paragraph 2 would establish the action 
rather than the time limit as the primary factor. In that way the 
definition could be related to the act of war rather than the period of 
the war. Mr. Pasvoisky observed that the language presented by 
the Technical Committee had been “enemy states in this war” and 
asked whether the Delegation would be satisfied if the equivalent 
wording which had been adopted for paragraph 2 were to be moved 
up into paragraph 1. Commanpver Strassen said he would be satisfied 

with the substitution of the word “in” for “during”. Senator Van- 
DENBERG asked why it was necessary to change the wording at all and 
Mr. Pasvotsky replied that the Coordination Committee had been 
asked by the Technical Committee to find suitable expression for the 
idea implied. Mr. Duxzes observed that this authorization applied 
only to Chapter XII, paragraph 2 of the draft of the Technical Com- 
mittee. CoMMANDER Strassen thought that the difficulty might be met 
by substituting the words “in the Second World War” for “this war” in 
the original Technical Committee draft. Mr. Duuues observed that the 
present wording of article 56 broke the chain which had been estab-
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lished with article 80. Mr. Pasvorsky did not agree with this and 
pointed to the fact that the language of the two articles was the same. 

However, Commanner SrassEn observed that the wording was tied 
down in article 80 by the use of the phrase “as a result of that War”. 
Mr. Armstrong asked whether Spain could not be considered as an 
enemy by Russia even under the language of Article 80 and Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY replied in the negative. He declared that it was of course pos- 
sible for any word to be misinterpreted. Szmnaror Connatyy thought 
that to attempt to change the wording at that late date would be to 
create trouble. Senator VaNnpDENBERG submitted that since the need 
for changing the language arose out of the necessity for defining 
“enemy states” the best solution would be to adopt the original Tech- 
nical Committee wording with the addition of a suitable definition. 
Apmis Herpurn expressed the opinion that the language of this 
article placed enforcement measures on the same terms as regional 
arrangements. Mr. Duuues remarked that a loose definition was being 
substituted for one which had been more precise. | | 

Mr. Pasvotsxy asked whether the Delegation would be satisfied if 
the language of the first paragraph of article 56 were to be changed 
to read as follows: | 

“, .. with the exception of measures against enemy states in the 
Second World War provided for pursuant to article 80. . .” 

This would require deleting paragraph 2 entirely. ComMANDER Stas- 
seN declared that he would be satisfied with this solution and SENATOR 
VANDENBERG declared himself to be in agreement also. He observed 
that this met completely the authorization to define the words “enemy 
states in this war”. Mr. Pasvorsxy declared that the wording to 
which the Delegation had just agreed was precisely the same in sub- 
stance as the language of articles 56 and 57 as they had been presented 
to the Delegation. 

Mr. Pasvorsky turned next to the changes which the Coordination 
Committee had made in the sections on the Economic and Social 
Council. 

In Article 60 the word “such” had been substituted for “specialized” 
in paragraph 2. | 

In Article 62 the word “agency” had been made plural. 
The words “for all” had been added at the end of paragraph 2 of 

article 64. , 
With respect to article 65 doubt had been expressed concerning the 

wording “approved by the General Assembly”. Consequently it had 
been decided to revise the paragraph to read as follows: 

“1. The Economic and Social Council may enter into agreements 
with any of the agencies referred to in article 60, defining the terms 

723-681—67——94
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under which the agencies concerned shall be brought into relationship. 
with the United Nations. Such agreements shall be subject to ap- 
proval by the General Council”. 

In Article 66 the word “may” had been substituted for the words “is: 
authorized to” in both places where the later phraseology appeared.. 
The end of paragraph 1 of this article was revised to read “and rec- 
ommendations on matters falling within its competence made by the 

General Assembly”. : 
Article 68, paragraph 3 had been revised to read: : 

“It shall perform such other functions as are specified elsewhere in: 
the present Charter or as may be assigned to it by the General 
Assembly.” — | ) 

Mr. Pasvoisxy then directed attention to the Chapter on the Secre- 
tariat. In Article 69 it was thought that the enacting nature of the 
phraseology was not necessary and the beginning of the article was. 
revised to read: “The Secretariat shall comprise .. .” instead of 
“There will be established a Secretariat comprising . . .” — 
The words “be responsible only to the organization. They shall” 

were deleted from Article 72 and the first two sentences were joined 

together to form one sentence as follows: | 

1. “In the performance of their duties the Secretary-General and 
the staff shall not seek or receive instructions for [from?] any Govern- 
ment or from any other authority external to the Organization.” 

There was added to the end of paragraph 1 the phrase “who are 
responsible only tothe Organization”. 

Mr. Pasvotsky reported that it had been decided to eliminate, in 
the sections dealing with the various organs of the Organization, the 
reference to the technical staffs of these organs and to make provision 
for all such staffs in paragraph 2 of Article 73. A new sentence, 
“These staffs shall form a part of the Secretariat” had been added by 

the Coordination Committee to the draft which was before the 
Delegation. 

Mr. PasvorsKy next considered the changes which had been made 

in Chapter XII on Trusteeship. The word “Declaration” had been 
substituted for “Policy” in the title of the Chapter. Mr. Pasvorsxy 

pointed out that three chapters had been created on the subject of de- 
pendent territories. a | | 

The Coordination Committee had substituted the words “when and 

where appropriate” for the single word “appropriate” in part (d@) 
of Article 73. This clause now read: _ : ) 

“(d) to promote constructive measures of development, to encour~ 
age research, and to cooperate with one another and when and where: 
appropriate with international bodies with a view to the practical
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achievement of the social, economic, and scientific purposes set forth 
in this paragraph”. i 

_ Mr. Duuzes asked whether the titles of the chapters had any bind- 
ing nature and there was general agreement that the headings were 
not legal instruments. Mr. Dutuus asked further whether there had 
been any statement in the report of Committee II/4 °* which clarified 
the meaning of the phrase “metropolitan area”. Dr. Bowman de- 
clared that this was a standard technical term which was used in all 
languages. Mr. Dutuzs declared that his question was directed 
toward determining whether the French could exempt Algiers, for 
example, from the scope of Chapter XII on the grounds that it was 
a metropolitan area and Dr. Bowman observed that Algiers was a 
Department of France and that it was a part of metropolitan France. 
Mr.. PasvotsKy pointed out that the Spanish had developed a plan 
for incorporating Morocco as a.part of their metropolitan area and 
it was remarked also that the Dutch and the French had been promot- 
ing similar schemes to avoid classification of some of the areas under 
their jurisdiction as dependent. Mr. Duties asked whether Alaska 
and Hawaii would fall under the scope of the provisions of Chapter 
XII especially the reporting functions provided for in part (e) of 
article 73. Dr. Bowman replied to this question in the negative but 
SENATOR VANDENBERG declared that there seemed to be a difference 
of opinion on the matter. ComMMANDER STASSEN observed that it made 
no difference whether Alaska fell under this Chapter because of the 
fact that the United States had been in the habit of publishing 
periodic reports on the conditions in Alaska and Hawaii anyway. 
Mr. Duties suggested that the question would be asked by the Senate 
and he thought it was important that the various members of the 
Delegation get together to prepare a uniform answer. Mr. Bowman 
pointed out that the same difficulty would arise no matter what lan- 
guage was used. This was true, he declared, because of the variety 

of relationships which existed between metropolitan states and various 

parts of their territorial possessions. “Metropolitan area” he de- 

clared was a descriptive term and was widely accepted. Mr. Dutixs 

urged that the Delegation agree on an answer to the question as to 

whether Hawaii and Alaska would come under the terms of Chapter 

12. Senator VANDENBERG remarked that he himself would say that 
Hawaii and Alaska would not come under this Chapter. Dr. 
Bowman reiterated that the word “metropolitan” was in general use 
and had arisen out of the need for finding a word other than “home- 

land”, or “home country”, which was not universally applicable. 
Senator Connatty asked to whom the United States would report on 

* Doc. 1115, 11/4/44(1) (a), June 20, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 607.
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the conditions prevailing in Hawaii and Alaska and Mr. DuLizs 
replied that the reports would be made to the Secretary-General of 
the Organization. He pointed out that Chapter XIT referred to areas 
which were not fully self-governing and did not depend on the trustee- 
ship system which was set up in subsequent chapters. ComMMANDER 
STASsEN pointed out that part (e) of Article 72 [73] referred only 
to statistical information which did not compromise the security or 
constitutional requirements of the nations in question. CoMMANDER 

STASSEN submitted that, although the United States made information 
on the territories under its jurisdiction available regularly, there were 
a number of dependent areas about which no information whatsoever 
was available. Commanpmr Strassen submitted that it would be “a 
wholesome situation” to obtain figures and information on these areas 
for purposes of information and _ reference only. Senator 
VANDENBERG declared that in his mind the whole Chapter was not 
worth the trouble it had taken if it implied any jurisdiction by the 
Organization, no matter how remote, over Hawaii and Alaska. Mr. 
Kane declared that the Navy had been calling this question to the 
attention of the Secretary for some time. The Navy, he said, had 
reservations to make concerning Alaska, Guam, Hawaii and Samoa. 
Mr. Kane observed that the Navy Department was not concerned 
about jurisdiction over Hawaii and Alaska but he urged that these 
two territories should fall under the scope of Chapter XII. Thea 
Department of Interior, he said, had announced its intention to sub- 
mit reports to the Organization on conditions within these territories. 
Mr. Kane remarked that there were no security considerations what- 
soever with respect to these areas and he declared that this was the 
first time that he had ever heard mentioned the possibility that the 
reporting function under Chapter XII would not apply to Hawaii and 
Alaska. Mr. Kanes asked Dr. Bowman what arguments he had to offer 

to substantiate his unusual position. Mr. Hackworts pointed out that 
Hawaii and Alaska were “incorporated” territories as a result of Con- 
gressional action and Senaror Connatiy submitted that certainly 
these areas could not be classified as ordinary colonies. Mr. DuLLEs 
reiterated that no matter what the decision was on this matter there 
should be agreement among the various members of the Delegation. 
CoMMANDER STAssEN declared that this was not a matter which was 
involved in the Charter. He observed that the United States should 
make information on these territories available to the Secretary- 
General of the Organization, not so much because of benefits which 
might be derived by the territories themselves, but in order to set a 
precedent which would be followed by other admimistering powers 
throughout the world. Commanpber Stassen pointed out that if the 
United States were to attempt to exempt these territories from the
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scope of the reporting function under Article 72 [73] there would be 

little likelihood of other nations submitting reports on territories under 

their jurisdiction. Senator VaNpENsBERG declared that he was op- 

posed to any admission that the Organization would have jurisdiction 
over Hawaii, Alaska, or the District of Columbia. ApmiraL HeppurN 
pointed out that the language now before the Delegation had been 
weakened since the first draft.°? In the original draft there had been 
an “undertaking” on the part of the States having responsibilities for 
the administration of the dependent territories to submit reports. 
Under the latest draft they merely accepted “as a sacred trust” the 
obligations to submit such reports. Dan GipEeRsLEEve declared that 
it seemed quite obvious to her that the United States should accept 
this responsibility with respect to the two territories under discussion. 
Mr. Armsrrone asked whether Dean GILDERSLEEVE had been reading 
the San Francisco Examiner recently. That paper, he said, had been 
running columns on this very question. COMMANDER STASSEN ex- 
pressed the hope that national policy would not be decided on the 
basis of columns or editorials run in the San Francisco Hwaminer or 
the Chicago Tribune. Mr. Kane expressed the opinion that in any 
event the position of the Delegation on this matter should be made 
clear. CoMMANDER STASSEN observed that the furnishing of reports 

to the Secretary-General was a voluntary matter but CommManpDER 
Strassen was strongly in favor of the United States submitting such 
reports. SENATOR VANDENBERG admitted that if the obligation was 
only a voluntary one, no jurisdiction would be established by the Or- 
ganization over the territories in question. Dr. Bowman thought that 
the matter might be cleared up somewhat if it were to be understood 
that the decision on this matter would have to be made by the United 
States Government, but could not be written in as an interpretation 
of the article. Mr. Duxies wondered what latitude there could be 
for a signatory power in view of the obligation to “accept as a sacred 
trust”. Dr. Bowman pointed out however that there was a reference 
in article 74 to “the territories to which this Chapter applies”. Dr. 
Bowman declared that he took the position that this Chapter did not 
apply to Hawaii and Alaska. Mr. Norrer urged that traditionally 

the territories of the United States had been considered as states and 
had been assimilated to the metropolitan area for some purposes. 
Dr. Bowman declared that there would be no difficulty involved with 
the Congress on this paragraph. SENATOR VANDENBERG expressed the 
opinion that it would be most humiliating to the people of the 
Hawaiian Islands to be placed in a class with the peoples of the Sahara 

” For text of working paper for chapter on dependent territories, see Doc. 323, 
II/4/12, May 15, UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 677; for text of paragraphs ap- 
oe by Committee II/4, see Annex A, Report of Rapporteur, June 20, ibid.,
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Desert. Mr. Hacxworru declared that it had been the intention to 
limit the “sacred trust” to the first paragraph and he pointed out that 
the words “and to this end” had been omitted from the end of the 
paragraph before part (@). SENATOR VANDENBERG declared once 
more that he was not prepared to admit that Hawaii and Alaska did 
not have “a full measure of self-government”. Mr. Grria expressed 
the opinion that these territories could not be brought under the juris- 
diction of Chapter XII because they were considered as falling in a 
different status than Samoa and the Virgin Islands. It was urged 
that Puerto Rico also must be distinguished from the islands of the 
Pacific and the Virgin Islands. Commanper Srassen declared that 
he was satisfied with any position which might be reached. 
- Mr. Pasvoitsxy then continued the consideration of changes which 
had been made by the Coordination Committee in the previous meeting. 
In paragraph 2 of Article 77 there had been included the words “as 
to” after “agreement”. : 

~ The word “shall” had been substituted for “should” in Article 78, 
and “will” had been substituted for “shall” in Article 81. 

Mr. Pasvorsxy turned to a consideration of Article 80, paragraph 
2. He declared that the attention of the Coordination Committee had 
been called to the fact that the original draft of this paragraph did 
not contain the word “such”. As a result the paragraph had been 
reworded as follows: 

“2. Paragraph 1 of this article is not to be interpreted as giving 
grounds for delay or postponement of the negotiations and conclusion 
of agreements for placing mandated and other territories under the 
trusteeship system as provided for in Article 79”. 

Mr. Kane submitted that this wording was not as suitable as the earlier 

phraseology. Mr. Pasvorsxy agreed but declared that the other na- 
tions involved would not accept the previous wording. He declared 
that they had expressed a desire to return to the language adopted 
by Committee IT/4. Apmrrat Train stated that the new wording 
might have to be referred to the higher military advisers. Com- 
MANDER SrassEN pointed out however that he had read a statement 
into the record declaring that paragraph 8 of section (b) of the Tech- 
nical Committee draft was controlling and Grnrerat Empicx said that 
the new wording was acceptable to him. a . 

Mr. Pasvonsky reported that the British had brought in a new draft 
for Article 83 which was an interpretation of the text prepared by 
Committee II/4. The British proposal substituted for the words “ob- 
ligations undertaken by the administering authority under Article 47 
and” the phrase “obligations toward the Security Council undertaken 
in this regard by the administering authority”. ComMANDER STASSEN 
asked why the reference to Article 47 had been dropped and Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY replied that the British expressed the opinion that this refer-
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ence was redundant. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that the reference 
had not appeared in the original Committee text and the Delegation 
agreed tothechange. | : | | 

_ Mr. Pasvorsxy reported that it had been decided to grant member- 
‘ship on the Trusteeship Council to the members of the United Nations 
rather than to representatives of these members and the article had 
changed accordingly. In order to insure that the actual representa- 
tion on the Trusteeship Council would be sufficiently competent to 
carry out the duties of that body, the sentence “each member of the 
‘Trusteeship Council shall designate one specially qualified person to 
represent it therein” was added to the end of the article. | 

Mr. Pasvoisky reported that it had not been clear in Article 87 
whether the General Assembly was reserving to itself the right to 
carry out the functions outlined in the Article. Asa result it had been 
decided to. start the article with the words “The General Assembly 
and under its authority ...” This was the original language of 
the Committee text.. Mr. Pasvonsky pointed out also that the words 
“terms of the” had been omitted under part (d) of Article 87 and 
were reinserted by the Coordination Committee. _ 

Mr. Pasvorsky pointed out that the word “security” had been 
added to-the title of Chapter XIV so that it now read “Transitional 
Security Arrangements”. | a 7 a SS 

Article 81 (w) of Chapter XV was modified somewhat. The 
words “General Conference” were capitalized in paragraph 1 and 
the words “membership of the” were inserted before General As- 
sembly. The word “alteration” was substituted for “modification” 
in paragraph 2, and “coming”? was substituted for “entry” in para- 
graph 3. Mr. Pasvotsxy reported that a question had arisen with 
respect to paragraph 1 concerning the meaning of the words “a day 

and place to be fixed”. It was asked whether these words meant that 

there was to be only one conference and the U.S.S.R. had insisted that 

that was the significance. However, there had been a feeling that 

such a general conference could, if it desired, make provisions for the 

calling of a future conference, 7 

In Chapter XV, “appointed” was substituted for “elected” in para- 
graph 2. In paragraph 3 the reference to the protocol was clarified 

by the addition after “of” of the words “ratifications deposited shall 
thereupon” in place of “such deposits shall”. It had been decided also 
to add “original” with respect to “members” in paragraph 4... 

a TrrLe OF THE ORGANIZATION ae 

Mr. Pasvotsxky remarked that the question of the title of the 
erganization still required clarification. The only problem was 
whether or not the word “the” should be capitalized. ...
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SENATOR CONNALLY asked whether any difficulty was apprehended 
in the Steering Committee. Mr. Pasvousry replied that all the Dele- 
gates were in favor of the document except for the repetitions which 
prevailed. He declared that the repetitious phraseology appeared 
in the Preamble, in the Chapters on Purpose, Principles, and on the 
General Assembly. Senator VANDENBERG expressed the opinion 
that no harm could result from this repetition but Mr. Pasvotsky 
pointed out that different phraseology was used in each case. He 
declared that the phrase “economic, social, cultural, or humanitarian 
character” appeared fourteen times in the document. SENATOR VAN- 
DENBERG agreed that this was ridiculous. Mr. Pasvorsxy thought 
that it would be possible to make cross references and eliminate 
all the repetition. Mr. Pasvolsky recalled that the most amusing 
part of his Coordination Committee work had been the contact with 
the various officers who had been called in from time to time. He 
reported that Mr. Fraser who had been Chairman of Committee 
IT/4 had said that when he could not understand the wording they 
were discussing on any matter he was unable to understand he had 
put it to a vote and had it passed. 

Opposition had been forthcoming also from the Indian Delegate, 
Ramaswami Mudaliar, who had thought that the Economic and 
Social Council was being subordinated because no specific reference 
was made to the “right” of the Council to take any action. Mr. 
Pasvoisky reported that he had tried to make it clear that the use of 
the word “may” presupposed that right and that to affirm the exist- 
ence of the right indicated there was some question about it. 

Mr. Kane asked whether it was thought that it would be possible 
to regain the earlier wording of paragraph 80. Mr. Pasvoisky 
declared as Chairman of the Coordination Committee he could take 
no action and it would be up to the Secretary to propose the question. 

CoMMANDER SrassEN thought the matter should be left as it was and 
Mr. Kane indicated that he was satisfied. 

Forrien Laneuace TExts 

Mr. Dutixs asked what assurance the Delegates would get when 

they were signing the Russian text that it was accurate. Mr. Pas- 
VOLSKY declared that he had worked in two languages in the Coordi- 
nation Committee. The Coordination Committee had handled the 
problem by accepting the position that the governing text was the 
English draft. Mr. Pasvotsxy pointed out that under this situation 
the French text was required to express in French the same thoughts 

as were expressed in the English text. Mr. Pasvolsky remarked 

that the Dutch had raised the question of the five authenticated copies.
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The Soviet representative had suggested that, if the question should 
arise, it would be necessary to examine the history of the drafting 
procedure. The record of the Conference would show that the Eng- 
lish text had been adopted and for that reason the Soviet representa- 
tive had thought the English text should be accepted as the governing 
text. Mr. Pasvotsxy declared that this sounded reasonable to him. 

SmnatTor ConNALLy declared that it was his understanding that the 
French text was not a translation but was a restatement in French 

of the ideas of the English text. Mr. Pasvousxy confirmed this and 
declared that each of the five drafts would be an authentic text. 

Mr. Duuxs asked who would certify for the Delegations as to the 
nature of what they were signing. Mr. Pasvortsxy declared that 
three language panels had been established for this purpose.®® Each 
Delegation had the right to designate as its representative to these 
panels a person who knew the language involved. These panels went 
through the text completely, in Russian, Chinese and Spanish. A 
different procedure had been adopted with respect to the French text 
which had been parallel with the English draft. The French text 
had been gone over in the Coordination Committee and in the Com- 
mittee of Jurists. Mr. Sanpirer reported that the United States had 
no representative on the Chinese panel but pointed out that the British 
had a representative who was giving careful consideration to this 
text. Mr. Duties wondered whether the Delegation would not want 

certification from Mr. Bohlen or someone else who had a knowledge 
of the languages involved before the Delegates signed the Charter. 

Mr. Hackworru declared that the three-language panels would cer- 
tify the documents. Commanprr Stassen declared that he was in 

agreement with Mr. Dulles that there should be final certification 

for the record from either the language panels or someone in the 

State Department declaring that it was all right for the Delegation 

to sign the various language drafts. Mr. Hackworra remarked 

that consideration had been given in the Committee of Jurists to the 

possibility of signing only in one language. However, the Com- 

mittee of Jurists had declared that this procedure was not acceptable 

” Doc. WD 222, CO/98, June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 18, p. 651, and Doe. 
WD 288, CO/116, June 13, ibid., vol. 17, pp. 77-78. 

*For summary of discussions on the question of the language to be used in 
submitting the recommendations of the United Nations Committee of Jurists to 
the United Nations Conference, see Jurist 36(11), G/26, April 13; Jurist 58, G/46, 
April 16; and Jurist 85, G/72, April 19, UNCIO Documents, vol. 14, pp. 54, 212— 
213, and 237-238, respectively. For summary report of discussion of the question 
of languages of texts of the Charter to be signed at San Francisco, when the As- 
sistant Delegate of the Netherlands delegation, Adrian Pelt, proposed in the 
Coordination Committee on June 8 that the Charter should contain a clause pro- 
viding that the text in one language would govern, see WD 266, CO/108, June 10, 
ibid., vol. 17, pp. 66-67.
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because the Delegation were supposed to sign the Charter, not an 
English text of the Charter. . . | a 

: | CuarTer Text oo 

Senator Connatty declared that he wanted to call Mr. Pasvolsky’s 
attention to the fact that there were some blank spaces which remained 
to be filled in article 29. Mr. Pasvousxy reported that this matter 
had already been taken care of. a 

‘Mr. Norrer asked whether the significance of Article 58 in Chapter 
15 (#) was that the United States was to keep all five texts. Mr. 
Pasvousky replied that the five language texts were to be bound as 
one and would be signed as a whole. The United States would have 

custody of the entire document. 

REPETITION 

Mr. Pasvoisxy reported that a question was likely to arise in the 
Steering Committee concerning the repetition of the phrase ? “respect 
for human rights and for the fundamental freedoms for all without 
distinction as to race, color, sex, language or religion”. Mr. Pas- 
VoLsKY suggested that the phrase be used only once in the Chapter 
on Purposes. Mr. Pasvouisxy further suggested that thereafter only 
the first part “human rights and fundamental freedoms” be used. 
The Delegation agreed to this suggestion. 

Mr. Pasvoutsxy declared that much the same question would arise 
with respect to the “economic, social, cultural, and other humanitarian 
matters”. He suggested that the phrase be standardized throughout 
the document as he had just read it and the Delegation agreed to 
the suggestion. Mr. Pasvorsky remarked that the sections dealing 
with trusteeship would not be touched. 

| SEAL To BE Usep 

_ Mr. Hacxworrs reported that a problem had arisen concerning the 
seal with which the five language texts would be bound. They were 
to be tied with ribbon and sealed with wax but the question was what 
seal to use. Consideration had been given to the use of the United 
States seal, the State Department seal, the seal of the State of Cali- 
fornia, and the seal of the City of San Francisco. The seal of the 
United States had been ruled out because of the difficulty of bringing 
it to San Francisco. For a variety of reasons there had been objec- 
tion to the use of the seal of the Department of State. It had been 
decided as a gesture to the City of San Francisco to use its seal. Sen- 
ATOR CONNALLY could not see why this position was taken. Mr. Nor- 

TER asked whether the San Francisco seal used the emblem of the 

*¥For a list of certain repetitive words and phrases in the Charter and the 
Statute, see WD 381, CO/156, June 18, UNCIO Documents, vol. 18, pp. 654-690.
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State of California, the bear, and Senator Connauiy observed that 
the Delegation certainly did not want to usesuchasymbol? | 
~ The meeting was adjourned at 1: 82 p. m. sine die. _ 

RSC Lot 60-D 224, Box 96: US Cr Min 79 | - 

Minutes of the Seventy-Ninth Meeting of the United States Delega- 
— tion, Held at San Francisco, Saturday, June 23,1945, 4:15 p.m. — 

oe [Informal Notes] = OO 

_. [Here follows list of names of persons (23) present at meeting. | 

- The Secretary convened the meeting at4:15p.m. —— 

oo ARRANGEMENTS FOR SIGNING THE CHARTER 7 

_ Sxcrerary Sterrinius reported that this special meeting had been 
called because of certain developments which had arisen that after- 
noon with respect to the process of signing the Charter. Ambas- 
sador Gromyko had asked for a special meeting of the four Presi- 
dents of the Conference after the ceremonies at.noon honoring the 
Secretariat, the A.W.V.S.‘ and the military assistants. 
_ Ambassador Gromyko had asked whether the actual signing of the 
Charter would be done by merely the chairmen of the delegations or 

by all the delegates. He had pressed for signature by the chairmen 
alone. Tu Secretary reported that he had indicated to Mr, Gro- 
myko his belief that this matter had already been decided in favor 

of having all the delegates affix their signatures to the Charter, Sxc- 
RETARY STETTINIUS added that he had. remarked that in his opinion 

this procedure would be desirable. Under pressure, Mr. Gromyko 

had agreed that all the delegates should sign the Charter if the Rus- 
sians were permitted to sign in their native language.’ Lord Halli- 
fax had indicated that only two members of the British Delegation 

were authorized to sign the Charter, Lord Cranborne and himself. 
Ambassador Gromyko had next raised the question of the order in 

which signatures would be affixed to the Charter. Srcrerary Ster- 
TrnIus observed that he had told the Russian chairman that it had 
been his impression that an alphabetical order would be used and 

*'The seal of the City and County of San Francisco does not use the emblem of 
the State of California, the bear. | 

* American Women’s Volunteer Services. | 
*¥or list of delegation members empowered to sign formal documents of the 

Conference, see Doc. 1166, ST/C/1, June 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 328; 
for approval of the members at the ninth plenary session, June 25, 9: 30 p. m., see 
Doc. 1210, P/20, June 27, ibid., vol. 1, p. 6138. 4 

*For UNCIO press release of June 25 listing delegations in order of signing the 
Charter and the number of delegates signing for each nation, see Department of 
State Bulletin, July 1, 1945, p. 11. For a romanization of facsimile signatures 
to the Charter, see 59 Stat. (pt. 2) 1215. :
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he indicated that this had been settled by the Steering Committee.’ 
The Secretary had indicated his support for this procedure and had 
outlined the advantages which such a procedure involved, its demo- 
cratic nature and its acceptability to the smaller powers. Ambassador 
Gromyko however, had urged that the Charter be signed according 
to the order in which the participating nations had signed the United 
Nations Declaration.2 Srecrerary STerrinius reported that he had 
then pointed out to Ambassador Gromyko that the two Russian Re- 
publics had never signed this document and Ambassador Gromyko 
withdrew his suggestion. Mr. Gromyko then urged that the sponsor- 
ing governments should sign the Charter first and Secretary Stet- 
tinius had opposed this suggestion on the grounds that the Charter 
itself emphasized the sovereign equality of the participating states. 
Lord Halifax had supported the Secretary’s position on this matter 
very strongly. Tur Secretary declared that he had told Mr. Gromyko 
that if he were to raise the question at the Steering Committee he 
would receive five favorable votes, the USSR, the two Russian Repub- 
lics, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia, and no more. Ambassador Koo 
had supported Secretary Stettinius in this statement and in his gen- 
era] position in opposition to the Russian suggestion. Ambassador 
Grumyko had not been convinced however and had declared that he 
wanted to call a meeting of the Executive Committee. The Secre- 
tary had replied that he was too busy to attend such a meeting but 
would not object to Ambassador Gromyko calling a session of the 
Executive Committee and presiding at that meeting. The Russian 
delegate had thereupon indicated his intention of attending the Steer- 
ing Committee and asking for a vote on the suggestion. : 

SECRETARY StTerTinius declared that shortly after his talk with 
Ambassador Gromyko he had received a visit from Marshal Smuts 
and consulted the wise old gentleman on this issue. SECRETARY STET- 
TInIus declared that he was certain that the Russians would accept a 
solution whereby the sponsoring nations would sign first, followed by 
France, and the other members in alphabetical order. Mr. Hiss 
asked whether this would be the order in which the nations would 
perform the act of signing or whether it would be the order in which 
their names appeared on the document. Tue Srecrerary replied that 
he was certain that the Russians intended this to mean the order in 
which the signatures would appear on the Charter. Marshal Smuts, 
Tue Srcrerary declared, had advanced, as his considered opinion, 

“For summary of discussion by the Steering Committee of Document 1042, 
EX/25, June 17, “Suggestions with Respect to Schedule for Concluding Sessions 
of the Conference’, on June 21, see Doc. 1212, ST/22, June 28, UNCIO Documents, 
vol. 5, pp. 288-290. For compendium of procedural rules and recommendations, 
see Doc. 986, EX-SHC/16, June 15, ibid., vol. 2, pp. 588-602. 

*¥or list of signatories of the United Nations Declaration, January 1, 1942, see 
Department of State Bulletin, August 12, 1945, p. 238.



UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 1427 

that to allow this question to come up in the Steering Committee and 
be voted upon would be to conclude the sessions of the Steering Com- 
mittee with a sour taste. Marshal Smuts had suggested that agreement 
be reached among the four Presidents that the four sponsoring gov- 
ernments should sign first in alphabetical order with France the fifth 
signer, followed by the rest of the nations in alphabetical order. THE 
Secretary declared that Lord Halifax had indicated that the British 
Delegation would be agreeable to this decision. Tur Srecrerary ad- 
vanced the opinion that the Russian intention was to keep Argentina 
from being the first signatory to the Charter. 

Mr. Duties remarked that Argentina had been first on the sample 
order of signing which had been distributed on the previous day. 
Mr. Dulles thought it might be advisable to rearrange the order in 
the paragraph on original membership in the Organization placing 
signatories of the United Nations Declaration first in the paragraph, 
to be followed by the nations which participated in the United Na- 
tions Conference. In this way, the three nations which had been 

admitted to the United Nations during the course of the Conference ?° 

could be made to sign the Charter after all the rest. This, Mr. 

Dues suggested, might eliminate the Russian objection to the posi- 
tion of the Argentine signature. ComMMANDER Strassen declared that 
there was some justification for establishing the Big Five as a sep- 
arate category in view of the fact that they were given special consid- 

eration with respect to the voting procedures and other matters within 

the Charter. Mr. Pasvoutsky remarked that the French had raised 

this question originally in the false hope that they might be able to 
sign the Charter first. Mr. Dues thought that another way of get- 
ting around the difficulty would be to list Argentina as the “Republic 

of Argentina”, causing the Argentine Delegation to sign among the 
R’s. 
Dean GILversLEEVE declared that she would be willing to accept the 

solution which had been offered, with the four sponsors signing first 
in alphabetical order. THE Srecrerary observed that the four spon- 

sors would be followed by France and by all the other nations in al- 

phabetical order. Mr. Pasvotsky suggested that no vote be taken on 

this matter in the Steering Committee meeting. He urged that the 

°¥or list of 46 Nations invited to participate in the Conference, see telegrams 
1409 and 1662 to London, February 23, midnight, and March 4, 1 p. m., respec- 
tively, pp. 89 and 105; also Journal, April 25, UNCIO Documents, vol. 2, p. 5. 

** For data on the seating at the Conference of Argentina and the Byelorussian 
and Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republics, see footnote 4, p. 501; see also Doc. 42, 
P/10, May 1, UNCIO Documents, vol. 1, pp. 343-359. For data on the seating of 
Denmark at the Conference, see memorandum of June 4 from Mr. Hugh S. 
Cumming, Jr., to Mr. G. Hayden Raynor, ante, p. 1159 ; also Doc. 806, EX/17, June 
6, and Doc. 858, EX-SEC/12, June 8, UNCIO Documents, vol. 5, p. 460, and ibid., 
vol. 2, p. 575, respectively.
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Secretary announce that the decision had. been made by the four 
Presidents. Tur Secrerary declared that all that was required would 
‘be for him to make two phone calls to Ambassador Gromyko and 
Ambassador Koo in order for agreement. to be reached among the 
four Presidents. The Delegation agreed that the Secretary should 
reach agreement among the four Presidents on the solution which had 
been offered by Marshal Smuts. 

_ The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p. m. 

500.CC/6-2345 

The Chairman of the United States Delegation (Stettinius) to the 
Acting Chairman of the Soviet Delegation (Gromyko) 

[San Francisco,] June 23, 1945. 

My Derar Mr. Ampassapor: I have your letter of June 20 in which 
you refer to the conversation which took place between Commander 
Stassen and yourself on June 9 concerning the attitude held by the 
Soviet Government with reference to territorial trusteeship and your 
desire that our two Governments should be in accord on this matter. 
Commander Stassen promptly conveyed to me your point of view, 

stating that your Government would like to be assured of the favor- 
able attitude of the United States if the Soviet Government, at some 
future time, proposed a territory for trusteeship. He added that you 
indicated that you had no specific territory in mind but that you 
hoped that the two Governments could agree in principle upon this 
question. — 
Commander Stassen also reported that he was certain that your 

Government understood that, in accordance with the Yalta agree- 
ment,’* no specific territories were to be discussed at San Francisco 
and that the method by which a trusteeship would arise would-be by 
the state which had the jurisdiction over a territory making a pro- 
posal to the appropriate body of the Organization.” 

“ Protocol of Proceedings of the Crimea Conference, February 11, 1945, Con- 
ferences at Malta and Yalta, p. 977. . 

“2 This point was emphasized by the Secretary of State in his letter of July 7 
(not printed), to the Secretary of the Navy (Forrestal). He noted that at the 
final meeting of Committee II/4 on Trusteeship (Doc. 1143, II/4/46, June 21, 
UNCIO Documents, vol. 10, p. 602), at the instance of Commander Stassen, it 
was made a matter of official record in the report of the Rapporteur of that 
Committee (Doc. 1115, II/4/44 (1) (a), June 20, ibid., p. 610) that the Commit- 
tee recognized that paragraph 3 of section B, now article 77, chapter XII, was the 
primary paragraph of the chapters relating to trusteeship and there could be no 
doubt that article 77 was controlling. ‘The very essence of this system,” he con- 
cluded, “remains as it was in the original proposal of this Government, namely,. 
that territories may be placed under trusteeship only by subsequent individual 
agreements voluntarily entered into by the states directly concerned.” 
(800.014/6-1645) oo



| UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE | 1429 

' I told Commander Stassen that I thought your point of view was 
eminently reasonable and that we would be happy to support in prin- 
ciple the Soviet proposal as to the eligibility of your Government as 
a potential administering authority. | re 

Your letter of June 20 carries the point raised to a further stage 
beyond the principle agreed upon in the conversation. In accord- 
ance with the Yalta agreement no specific territories were to be dis- 
cussed at the San Francisco Conference but I shall, of course, be glad 
to know your views on this subject, even though the matter falls out- 
side the scope of the Conference. It might be more convenient, how- 
ever, to both of us, to take this matter up after our return to Washing- 
ton. 

With kind regards [etc.] E. R. Sterrinivs, JR. 

500.CC/6-2545 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Hayden Raynor, Special 
Assistant to the Secretary of State 

a | [San Francisco,] June 25, 1945. 
Participants: Mr. Stettinius 

Ambassador Gromyko 
| Mr. Hayden Raynor , 

Ambassador Gromyko called at his request this morning and stated 
that he was concerned relative to a statement in. the Committee’s 
report on the subject of withdrawals.“ He said his Government did 

not like the sentence stating that when a state withdrew, it. would 
leave the burden of maintaining peace and security on the other 
members of the organization. He also said his Government did not 
like the paragraph referring to the possible failure of the organiza- 
tion where the expression is used “If deceiving the hopes of human- 
ity ...”. The Secretary and Mr. Raynor explained that this. report 
had been. approved by the Commission * and we did not see how it 
could be opened up at this late date. 

The Ambassador said he wanted to discuss it privately with Mr. 
Stettinius in the hope that he could call a meeting of the Big Five 

and have it changed. : 
The Secretary replied that he felt that this was quite impossible in 

view of the stage of the Conference. | 
The Ambassador then said that under the circumstances he would 

have to bring the matter up at tonight’s plenary session. 

* Doc. 1178, I/2/76(2), June 24, UNCIO Documents, vol. 7, p. 328; also, Doc. 
1154, I/2/78(2), June 22, ibid., p. 470. a 

“* Doc. 1142, 1/9, June 21, ibid., vol. 6, p. 233. 
*” Doc. 1210, P/20, June 27, ibid., vol. 1, pp. 619-620.
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Mr. Stettinius urged him not to do so and stressed the fact that if 
he was under instructions to bring it up that he hoped he would con- 
fine whatever he did to the making of a statement, explaining that 
in his judgment if he requested a vote the Soviet Union would be 
badly voted down on it. 

The Ambassador did not indicate which course he would pursue 
at the plenary session. 

The Secretary then suggested, in view of the fact that Lord Halifax 
would be in the chair at tonight’s plenary session, that it would be 
advisable if the Ambassador called on Halifax and explained this 
situation to him. Mr. Raynor arranged this meeting with Halifax 
and the Ambassador left to go directly to see Halifax. 

During the whole conversation the Ambassador was affable and 
seemed in a good mood, not giving the impression that this was a 
serious matter. The impression we had was that he was instructed 
to make a record in the plenary session and to stop at that point. 

500.CC/6-2645 

The Secretary of the Interior (Ickes) to the Chairman of the United 
States Delegation (Stettinis) 

Wasuineton, June 26, 1945. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I have received a letter from Acting Sec- 
retary Grew, dated June 22, transmitting the text of a telegram for 
me which you sent to the Acting Secretary.” 

On the basis of the language of the Trusteeship chapter. which you 
quote, and on the basis of the information which Under Secretary 
Fortas has given me, it seems to me that you have indeed been able 
to take a very significant step forward. 

Sincerely yours, Haro L. Icxss 

500.CC/6-2645 | 

The Secretary of War (Stumson) and the Secretary of the Navy 
(Forrestal) to the Secretary of State : 

WASHINGTON, 26 June, 1945. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: Under date of 23 June 1945 the undersigned 
have received from the Joint Chiefs of Staff the following communi- 
cation: 

7 Message of June 22 from Secretary Stettinius to Secretary Ickes informed 
him of the latest developments with respect to a declaration of general policy 
respecting dependent territories and indicated that the Committee on Trustee- 
ship had approved a revised section A which covered the points Secretary Ickes 
had raised (800.014/6-1245). For text of Secretary Ickes’ message of June 8, 
see minutes of meeting of the United States delegation, June 8, 9:02 a. m., p. 1197.
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“The Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined the enclosed draft text 
of the charter of the United Nations International Organization as 
furnished them by the military advisers at the San Francisco Confer- 
ence. They are of the opinion that the military and strategic impli- 
cations of this draft charter as a whole are in accord with the military 
interests of the United States.” 

It is our understanding that the draft text to which the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff refer is the text prepared in San Francisco by the Coordina- 
tion Committee and the Advisory Committee of Jurists,® copies of 
which were enclosed in letters of 22 June 1945 ?® from the Acting Sec- 
retary of State to the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy. 

The Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy concur in the 
opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff quoted above relative to this draft 
text. 

It is noted that at various places in the draft text provision is made 
for the negotiation of future agreements. It is assumed that wher- 
ever such agreements involve matters of military or strategic interest, 

such as the placing of territory in trusteeship, the composition and 
command of armed forces to be made available to the Security Coun- 
cil, regional arrangements, plans for the limitation of armaments, 
and the like, the War and Navy Departments will be actively con- 
sulted before any definitive action by this Government is determined 
upon. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry L. Stimson JAMES FORRESTAL 

500.CC /6—2645 | 

The Secretary of State to President Truman 

WasHinaTon, June 26, 1945. 

Tue Preswent: The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the 
honor to lay before the President, with a view to its transmission 
to the Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to rati- 
fication, a certified copy of the Charter of the United Nations, with 
the Statute of the International Court of Justice annexed thereto, 
formulated at the United Nations Conference on International 

Organization and signed in San Francisco on June 26, 1945, in the 

*® Doe. 1159, CO/181, June 23, UNCIO Documents, vol. 15, p. 170. 
* Letters not printed. 

723-681—67-——95
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Chinese, French, Russian, English, and Spanish languages,.by pleni- 
potentiaries of the United States of America and forty-nine other 
nations, | 

Respectfully submitted, E. R. Srerrintrus, JR. 

_[For text of the Charter, with the Statute and Interim Arrange- 
ments annexed thereto, reproduced photographically from the certi- 
fied copy proclaimed by President Truman, see 59 Stat. (pt. 2) 1031, 
Department of State Treaty Series No. 993, or Department of State 

Conference Series No. 76 (publication No. 2368). For press release 
of August 8, 1945, concerning ratification of the Charter and an- 
nexed Statute by the United States, and deposit of instrument of 
ratification, see Department of State Bulletin, August 12, 1945, p. 214. 

The signing ceremony took place in the Auditorium of the Veterans 
Building, beginning early on Tuesday morning, and the United States 
delegation appeared for signature of the documents about 3:10 p. m., 
with President Truman a witness to the ceremony. Immediately 
afterward, the delegation attended the final Plenary Session of the 
Conference at the Opera House which began at 3:30 p. m. 

For addresses by Mr. Stettinius, presiding at the closing session, and 
by President Truman, see Doc. 1209, P/19, June 27, UNCIO Docu- 
ments, vol. 1, pp. 658 and 679; also, Department of State Bulletin, 
July 1, 1945, pp. 83-6. For statement by Cordell Hull, Senior Adviser 
to the United States delegation, released to the press on June 26, see 
tbid.,p.18. | | 

In his Diary for June 26, the sixty-third day of the Conference, Mr. 
Stettinius described the conclusion of the closing plenary session as 
follows: | 7 | 

“T congratulated President Truman at the end of his speech, while 
the audience accorded him standing applause and he made a gesture 
of appreciation, opening his arms wide toward the audience. I then 
in a businesslike and prophetic manner announced that there would 
be a meeting of the Preparatory Commission at 11:00 the next day. 
I was told afterward that, while this statement was obviously a 
tremendous: let-down from the previous tension of the meeting, it 
was quietly reassuring and inspiring, as giving a feeling of con- 
tinuity now that the deliberations of the Assembled United Nations 
had once begun. Pausing a moment, I then said: I hereby declare 
the United Nations Conference on International Organization ad- 
journed . . with a single heavy rap of the gavel... 

“The band played the Star Spangled Banner, and then it seemed as 
if school was over and everybody was going home for vacation. . . .”]



EFFORTS OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE PREPARA- 
‘TORY COMMISSION OF THE UNITED NATIONS TO 
EFFECT AN EARLY ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS ORGANIZATION ; SELECTION OF THE UNITED 
STATES AS THE PERMANENT LOCATION FOR THE 
SEAT OF THE ORGANIZATION 3 - 

[The Preparatory Commission of the United Nations was called 
into being by the agreement regarding Interim Arrangements signed 
on June 26 by the governments represented at the United Nations 
Conference on International Organization (59 Stat. (pt. 2) 1411 
and Department of State Executive Agreement Series No. 461), for 
the purpose of convoking the General Assembly, preparing provisional 
agenda, for it and the several other organs of the United Nations, and 
in general formulating appropriate recommendations regarding or- 
ganization and procedures for the establishment of the new inter- 
national body. The first meeting of the Commission, held at San 
Francisco on June 27, and largely formal in character, referred to a 
14-member Executive Committee the task of preparing a detailed re- 
port for the consideration of the Commission. The British Govern- 
ment, designated in the agreement as the host government, initiated 
arrangements to have the Executive Committee meet in London on 
August 9; this date was subsequently changed to August 16. 
For additional information, see “Preparation for the General As- 

sembly” in Department of State publication No. 2484: The United 
States and the United Nations; Report of the United States Delegation 
to the First Part of the First Session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations, London,. England, January 10-February 14, 1946, 
Submitted to the President of the United States by the Secretary of 
State in Washington, D.C., March 1, 1946 (Washington, Government 

Printing Office, 1946), pages 1-5.] | 

*The United Nations Secretariat, Department of Conference and General 
Services, has prepared two guides to the records of the Preparatory Commission: 
Archives Reference Guide No. 1, Index to the Documents of the United Nations 
Preparatory Commission, 1945, and Archives Reference Guide No. 2, Indew to 
the Documents of the Executive Committee of the United Nations Preparatory 
Commission, 1945. 
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500.CC (PC),/8-1545: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
(Winant)? 

| Wasuineton, August 15, 1945—6 p. m. 

6927. Preco? 30. Apart from question of officers of the Executive 
Committee (ExCom) of the United Nations Preparatory Commission 
(PreCo) (in Deptel 6914 August 14 *), following is for your guidance 

in participating in major policy decisions of ExCom involving scope 
and order of its work: 

1. It should be your consistent policy that in adopting rules of 
procedure, organization, etc., the organization and procedures of 
ExCom are not to be regarded in any way as a model for the Security 
Council. On the other hand, you should maintain the attitude in 
any preparations for the next meeting of PreCo that its organization 
and procedures should be similar to the General Assembly. ExCom 
procedures should be kept extremely flexible, avoiding, if possible, 
formalized or detailed rules of procedure and voting, relying instead 
upon negotiation and “no objection” method of agreement. 

9. Since information now available on basis of special survey in- 
dicates sufficient ratifications may be available by mid-October to 
bring Charter ® into force, it should be your general attitude that 
‘primary emphasis of ExCom activities should focus around the 
minimum number of tasks necessary to bring the United Nations Or- 

ganization (UNO) into being. From a practical standpoint this 

means that ExCom attention should be centered on the organizational 

steps and procedures, including committee structure, necessary for 

the General Assembly (GA) to establish itself as an operating organ 

and to elect non-permanent members of the Security Council (SC) 
members of the Economic and Social Council (EcoSoC) and elective 

* Addressed also to Benjamin O. Gerig, Principal Adviser to the United States 
Representative on the Preparatory Commission (NStettinius) and Alternate 
United States Representative. Mr. Stettinius, who was still in Washington, was 
represented at the first meeting of the Executive Committee on August 16 by 
Ambassador Winant; subsequently Mr. Gerig sat for Mr. Stettinius at working 
sessions until the latter’s arrival on September 1. 

*Preco and Copre were the code names for the series of telegrams received by 
the United States delegation to the Preparatory Commission, and sent by the 
delegation, respectively. 

*Not printed. The question of the chairmanship of the Executive Committee 
was decided at the second meeting of the Committee on August 17, with accept- 
ance of the principle of rotation among the Five Powers. It was also agreed at 
the August 17 meeting that the chairmanship would change after every fort- 
night. Mr. V. K. Wellington Koo, Chinese Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission, was elected the first Chairman. 

*Charter of the United Nations and Statute of the International Court of 
Justice, signed at San Francisco, June 26, 1945; for text, see 59 Stat. (pt. 2) 
1031, or Department of State Treaty Series No. 993.
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members of the Trusteeship Council (TrustCo); for the SC so to 
organize itself as to be able during the first meeting of the GA 
to recommend a Secretary-General (SyG) for appointment by the 
GA and to make possible the election of judges of the International 
Court of Justice (ICJ). Emphasis on trusteeship matters should 
be placed on role of GA and SC and their relations with TrustCo 
rather than on agenda of TrustCo. Consideration of trusteeship 
matters in ExCom should be limited to procedures re approval of 
trusteeship agreements, examination of annual reports, petitions, pe- 
riodic visits, and questionnaire as basis for annual reports. ExCom 

could also usefully examine question of temporary committee of GA 
to receive reports from mandate states following liquidation of Per- 
manent Mandates Commission and pending ultimate disposition of 
mandated territories (separate telegram covering latter point 
being sent). 

3. In view of key importance of the General Secretariat (Secyt) to 
successful organization and initial functioning of principal organs of 

UNO, recommendations concerning arrangements for Secyt should be 
quite detailed and carefully worked out so that its organization and 
mobilization of staff can proceed rapidly once the SyG is appointed. 

4, Certain questions which fall within the scope of ExCom activi- 
ties should not, in our view, be the subject of formal ExCom action 
until common agreement on them has been reached among the repre- 
sentatives of the United States, Great Britain, Soviet Union, China 
and France. These questions include the following: location of the 
headquarters of UNO; proposals for the person to be SyG; questions 
as to the admission of new members; and the relationship of particular 
specialized organizations and agencies such as ILO* to UNO. On 
some of these questions, unanimity of the permanent members of 
the SC is necessary under the Charter; on others such unanimity, 
while not mandatory, is highly desirable. Stettinius will be pre- 
pared to discuss these matters with British, Soviet, Chinese and French 
representatives on ExCom. Meanwhile, please inform them of the 
foregoing for their information and request their cooperation in keep- 
ing these questions off ExCom agenda at this stage. Please also 
inform those representatives that we feel further that questions of 
organization of Military Staff Committee and of military agreements 
under Article 43 should await the organization of the SC; that ques- 
tions of specific countries to be chosen for non-permanent seats on 
SC and for seats on EcoSoC should be postponed until further develop- 
ments; that questions of territories to be placed under trusteeship 
should not be discussed in ExCom and that question of trusteeship 

* International Labor Organization.
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agreements should be discussed only with regard to procedures for 
approval. = | | : 
© 5. While ExCom has authority to prepare recommendations relat- 
ing to all matters .on the agenda of the principal organs of UNO, it 
should be your attitude that only those matters of an organizational 
character on the agenda should be dealt with by ExCom, leaving to 
the first session.of PreCo the question as to which political or sub- 
stantive matters should, in the light of conditions at that time, be 
recommended for these agenda, with.the exception that we do con- 
sider that the substantive agenda of EcoSoC and such action as the 
assembly may wish to take with respect to such agenda should be an 
early project of ExCom. : : , 
. 6. ExCom recommendations for rules of procedure for SC should 
not be all inclusive but should cover only those points necessary for 
the SC to decide in order that it can establish and organize itself 
and develop its own rules of procedure. Therefore, these rules of 
procedure should not become the subject of debate in ExCom and 
you should insist firmly on this view. Moreover, it is now believed 
that neither ExCom nor PreCo should make detailed recommendations 
regarding organization or agenda of SC. Not only would this tend 

to restrict in fact freedom of action of SC once organized, but SC 
will be in continuous session and therefore capable of establishing its 
own agenda after its first meeting. 

7. We wish to avoid participating in decisions as opposed to dis- 
cussions, among representatives of League of Nations members on 
ExCom as to the manner in which League affairs should be liquidated. 

We must, of course, take full part in ExCom consideration of the 

manner in which League activities, assets, etc. will be taken over by 

UNO. | 
8. The proposed organization of ExCom into eight sub-committees 

(your 7519, July 26, 11 AM”) appears satisfactory with the qualifi- 
cation as to primary emphasis of ExCom attention as stated in para- 

graphs 2, 3,4 and 5 above. We may send you later our suggestions 

as to topics which should be given priority in the discussions of these 

sub-committees. We repeat our recommendation, however, for a 

separate sub-committee on ICJ, unless other arrangements are being 

made for handling the problems involved in ensuring prompt estab- 

lishment of the Court. 

9. In view of the large number of problems that will be under 

ExCom consideration, more detailed instructions regarding this Gov- 

ernment’s policy on the various points to be discussed will not be 

forwarded at this time. Please report on such points as rapidly as 

“Not printed. The number of sub-committees was later changed to ten.
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ExCom is organized and inform us of the specific problems which 
will, in the near future, require policy decisions. ~~ | 

- 10. This telegram is being repeated to AmEmbassies Moscow (as 
No. 1839), Paris (as No. 3861) and Chungking (as No. 1263) for 
their information and for reports of developments or reactions coming 
to their attention which they should: repeat directly to London for 

U.S. representative on PreCo. a - 
| | Byrnes 

10 Files, Lot 60-D224 : Box 89 oo 

Memorandum Prepared by the United States Representative 
on the Preparatory Commission (Stettinius) — 

[Wasuineton, August 23, 1945.} 

Matters To Br Reviewep WitTH THE PRESIDENT AND 

SECRETARY ByRNES 

(1) Time and Place of the Organization Meetings of the General 
Assembly, the Security Council, and the Economic and Social 
Council 

The necessary ratifications of the Charter may be deposited by 
early October, thus making it possible to set November 15 as the 
target date for the organization meetings of the General Assembly, 
the Security Council and the Economic and Social Council. It is 
recommended that the United States urge the necessity for speed, 

and propose this target date. 
It is also recommended that the organization meeting of the United 

Nations be held in London. The choice of any other location would 
cause some delay. 

(2) Location of Permanent Headquarters of the United Nations 

It appears that a majority of the United Nations may be in favor 
of the permanent headquarters of the organization being in the United 
States. Russia and China have so advised us. France, Australia, 
New Zealand, and the Netherlands have given similar indications in- 
formally. The Latin Americans and Near Eastern countries will 

almost all favor the United States. Great Britain apparently favors 
Europe. . , 

I favor the United States as the permanent location and recom- 
mend that my instructions be to state informally to my colleagues in 
London that the United States would be glad to become the host to 

®No attempt has been made here to develop a detailed: documentation on the 
many issues described herein, of importance in their technical aspect to the ful- 
fillment of the organizing task of the Preparatory Commission and on which the 
United States necessarily had to adopt a position. _
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the United Nations if that is the desire of the other countries; that 
no effort should be made initially, at least, to enlist support for the 
United States as the seat of the Organization; that we should propose 
that the Assembly and other organs of the United Nations should 
meet in various parts of the world from time to time. 

(3) Selection of Non-Permanent Members of the Security Council 

The following slate is recommended for the first three elections as 
a basis for negotiations in London: 

First Year Second Year Third Year 

Brazil Brazil Peru 
Canada Canada Australia 
Netherlands Netherlands Belgium 
Poland Czechoslovakia Czechoslovakia 
Egypt Turkey Turkey 
Venezuela (or Mexico (or Mexico (or 
Mexico Venezuela Venezuela 

(4) Selection of Members of the Economic and Social Council 

It is recommended that two principles be agreed upon: first, that 
States elected as non-permanent members of the Security Council 
should not also be elected members of the Economic and Social 
Council; second, that about ten of the most important economic coun- 
tries, and about eight countries of high social achievement would 
make the best composition of membership. 

The following tentative slate for the first election is recommended 
as a basis for negotiations in London: | 

United States Denmark 
U.S.S.R. Chile 
United Kingdom Australia 
China Traq 
France Czechoslovakia 
India Ukrainian S8.S.R. 
Colombia Mexico 
Greece Uruguay 
Belgium Turkey 

(5) Procedure for Selecting the President of the Security Council 

I recommend that the United States favor the rotation of the 
Presidency among all the members of the Security Council on a 
monthly basis. Rotation among the Big Five only would emphasize 
unduly the position of the Great Powers on the Council. 

(6) Selection of the President of the Preparatory Commission and 

the President of the First General Assembly 

It is recommended that Czechoslovakia be given the Presidency of 
the Preparatory Commission and that Norway be given the Presi- 

dency of the first General Assembly.
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(7) Selection of the Secretary-General | 

The Secretary General should, if possible, not be a national of one 
of the Big Five; he should be chosen because of his qualifications. 

It is recommended that our first choice should be Mr. Norman A. 

Robertson, Under Secretary of State for External Affairs of Canada. 

Other possibilities are: Ambassador L. B. Pearson, Canada; Mr. 

Adrian Pelt, Netherlands; Mr. Stanley M. Bruce, Australia; Mr. 

D. D. Forsyth, South Africa; and Mr. C. Parra Perez, Venezuela. 

(8) Admission of New Members of the United Nations Organization 

It is recommended that no action should be taken at the organization 

meeting of the United Nations to admit new members, and that this 

matter be postponed until the first annual meeting of the General 

Assembly. © 

10 Files, Lot 60-D224: Box 89 

Memorandum by Mr. Charles P. Noyes, Assistant to the United States 
Renresentative on the Preparatory Commission (Stettinius) ° 

[WasHineton,| August 24, 1945. 

The President, Mr. Byrnes and Mr. Stettinius covered the follow- 
ing points at their meeting August 23 at 4:40: 

Stettinius presented his memorandum ”® entitled “Matters to be 

Reviewed with the President and Secretary Byrnes”, covering eight 
points. The President and Mr. Byrnes spent some time going over 

these points. They were generally satisfied with all recommendations. 

Mr. Byrnes made the point that he thought that having the United 

States, Canada, Brazil and Venezuela (or Mexico) on the Security 
Council at the same time was somewhat unbalanced since they were 

all from the Western Hemisphere. He thought we should think this 
out further. 

In regard to the location of the permanent headquarters, the Presi- 

dent said he definitely thought it should be in the United States, and 
Stettinius was authorized to say in London that we would be willing to 
have it in the United States if the majority of the other countries 

would like to have it here. The President said he thought the perma- 

nent seat ought to be in Philadelphia, the City of Brotherly Love, in 
view of the history and tradition surrounding it. Nothing was de- 

cided on this point. Stettinius pointed out that certain political 

* Addressed to Leo Pasvolsky, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State; 
Alger Hiss, Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs; and John C. Ross, 
Deputy Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs. 

* Dated August 23, supra.
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officers of the State Department thought it should be in Europe.? Mr. 
Byrnes said he would give them a fair hearing but himself leaned 
towards the United States. ee ee 

The President seemed receptive to the idea of the migration of 
meetings of the Assembly. Byrnes was not so strongly against the 
idea as he was earlier in the day. It was left that the matter would 
not be decided now but that we would be open-minded on the whole 
matter and continue to study it here and in London, and decide our 
position later. It was by no means a closed matter that we would be 
willing to have the first five meetings of the Assembly rotated in the 
five major countries. | : 

Mr. Stettinius asked whether the President and Mr. Byrnes knew 
Adlai Stevenson; he said he thought he would be an excellent man 
for him to take to London as his deputy and first assistant. The 
President and Byrnes both agreed, and Byrnes said he would be de- 
lighted to put the papers through immediately. - 

Stettinius told the President he would be back in Washington 
probably within five or six weeks for cousultation. The President 
said to return whenever ERS felt it necessary. 

500.CC (PC) /8-1545 : Telegram Se 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
7 | (Winant) : oe 

a . Wasuineton, August 24, 1945—6 p. m. 

7252. Preco 40. -For the Ambassador and Gerig. Re para. 4 your 
8273 (Copre 26)** Department suggests you may wish to communicate 
informally to Noel-Baker and other colleagues in your discretion fol- 

BA memorandum of August 22, 1945, by John Hickerson, Deputy Director of 
the Office of European Affairs, concurred in by H. Freeman Matthews, Director 
of that Office, to the Secretary of State, stated reasons for favoring locating the 
United Nations headquarters in Europe rather than in the United States. In 
essence the reasons were: (1) The headquarters should be in the territory of a 
state other than one of the “Big Five,” otherwise the state in which it was lo- 
cated would be suspected of exercising toe much control over the organization; 
(2) location in the United States would tend to give the impression that the 
United Nations Organization was ‘an American affair’; (3) Europe has been 
traditionally the trouble center and headquarters should be near the trouble 
zone; (4) if located in the United States there will be a tendency in this country 
to say: “Oh yes, Stalin agreed to give the United States its world organization 
but took care to see to it that it was moved to an ivory tower in the United 
States far from the scene of the strife where it would not interfere in any way 
with his writing his own ticket in Hastern Europe;” (5) the location in the 
United States would tend to promote a European regional organization; and (6) 
the interest of the American people ig sufficiently strong for our Government to 
give its full support to the organization irrespective of where the headquarters 
may be located. . (10 Files, Lot 60-D224, Box 89, USPC Gen. 8) . 

*% Not printed; in paragraph 4:-it was stated that the British Representative 
on the Preparatory Commission (Noel-Baker) felt that consultations among the 
Five Great Powers should be held to a minimum (500.CC (PC) /8-1545).  -
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lowing considerations supplementing views on desirability of informal 
agreement among the Five set forth in para. 4, Preco 30 (6), Deptel 
6927, August 15, 1945. 

1. It seemed evident at San Francisco that smaller powers agreed 
to special position of great powers because of the prospect of and 
need for unanimity among the latter, especially in matters of security. 
Unanimity of the Five, on which the success of the Organization 
largely depends, will in our opinion best be achieved by informal 

consultations. 
_ 9. Other nations desire to see unity among the Five and find the 
necessity of making a choice between two or more views expressed by 

a disunited Five most embarrassing and distressing due to the obvious 
political implications. You may also recall that there was some ex- 

pression from the smaller powers at San Francisco that they considered 
the voting procedure of the Security Council as emphasizing need for 
unanimity rather than the granting of a veto power as such. : 

| | BYRNES 

500 CC (PC) /8-2745 : Telegram : | 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
| of State | | 

: a : Lonvon, August 27, 1945—7 p. m. 
ee [Received August 27—4:55 p. m.] 

8727. In answer to your 7252 (Preco 40) I met today with Mr. 
Noel-Baker and Ambassadors Koo, Gromyko and Massigli.* The 
advisability of holding informal meetings of the representatives of 
the five powers was accepted and approved although [Noel-] Baker 
in spite of strong support of others was somewhat reluctant to recog- 
nize the need of such meetings. It was agreed that the procedure 
for meeting would be by the call of the chairman at the request of 
any one of the four other delegates. | 

Reference Copre 30. AJl the delegates of the Five Powers have 
agreed to accept the principle laid down in the first sentence of para- 
graph 4 your Preco 33 [30], Department’s 6927, August 15 and accept 
the four points enumerated in your second sentence. — oe 
They are also postponing a discussion of these subjects until Mr. 

Stettinius arrives. : | - : 
‘Your two points mentioned paragraphs 1 and 2 of Preco 40 although 

resisted by [Noel-] Baker were appreciated and understood by others 
present. Oo 

| WINANT 

_ “VY, K. Wellington Koo, A. A. Gromyko, and René Massigii, were, respectively, 
the Chinese, Soviet, and French Representatives on the Preparatory Commission.
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500 CC(PC) /9—-545 : Telegram 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, September 5, 1945—8 p. m. 
[Received 10:10 p. m.] 

9076. Copre 64. I have had several preliminary conversations since 
my arrival. There has been no meeting of the Executive Committee 
as yet ** and the next meeting will be on Friday. I am summarizing 
for your information the gist of my conversations and am forwarding 
memo by pouch. 

I called on Ernest Bevin ** with Ambassador Winant and explained 
to him our view that with the coming of victory earlier than expected 
and the likelihood of receiving the necessary ratifications to the Char- 
ter early in October we should set a target date for an organization 
meeting of the General Assembly on or shortly after November 15. 
I explained that our thought was that this should be solely an orga- 
nization meeting and that the first full plenary meeting of the Gen- 
eral Assembly should be held next spring. Mr. Bevin said he thought 
that sounded reasonable. We also discussed the question of the per- 
manent location. I told him that our position was that if the United 
Nations desired to have the permanent location within the US as one 

of them had indicated, we would be perfectly willing to have it there. 
and were prepared to issue an invitation to that effect. Bevin had 
not given the matter any thought but agreed to give it prompt atten- 
tion. Bevin said he was prepared to take a strong stand against the 
Russians on the question of whether the International Labor Office 
should be brought into relation to the United Nations. He also felt 
that it was quite improper for the World Trade Union Conference 
as a private organization to have any formal relationship to the 
United Nations. 

I had two long talks with Sir Alexander Cadogan 1” and discussed 
with him at length both the matter of the time and place of the first 
Assembly and the location of the permanent headquarters. Cadogan 
is thoroughly in accord with our idea of speeding up the work of the 
Executive Committee and preparing to hold an organization meeting 
of the Assembly as soon as possible after the necessary ratifications 
are in. I told Cadogan in confidence of our position regarding the 
location. He indicated a preference for Europe believing that the 
US and specifically San Francisco was not sufficiently accessible. He 
prefers Geneva but agreed that if the Russians would not accept Ge- 

%ie., since the arrival of Mr. Stettinius in London. 
* British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
" British Permanent Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and British 

Alternate Representative on the Preparatory Commission.
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neva as a practical matter there is no other place in Europe at this 
time. Cadogan felt that it was important that the Foreign Minis- 
ters attend the meetings of the Security Council when important sub- 
jects were to be discussed and that therefore headquarters should be 
located in Europe. : 

I told Cadogan that the Russians and Chinese and certain coun- 
tries had expressed a desire for the location in the US. I told him 
of my conversation with Gromyko in San Francisco. He said that 
Molotov ** had a private conversation with him at Potsdam and had 
stated his definite opinion that the location should be the US and spe- 
cifically San Francisco. “We discussed the possibility if no agreement 
appears to be possible in the near future of postponing the final de- 
cision on this question until the first plenary session of the Assembly 
which might meet in San Francisco, for example, next spring. In 
such case the various councils and the secretariat could meet in San 
Francisco in January. Cadogan appeared to like this suggestion. 

I had a talk with Gladwyn Jebb ® and he also thought well of the 
idea of holding an early organization meeting of the Assembly in 

London this fall. 
Mr. Bianchi, the Chilean delegate to the Executive Committee, and 

Mr. Freitas Valle, the delegate from Brazil, called on me separately. 
They both expressed the hope that I would do all in my power to 
speed things along. I told them of our program for holding an or- 
ganization meeting this fall and explained our view in some detail. I 
said that I planned to make this proposal at the next meeting of the 
Executive Committee. They agreed entirely with this program and 
said that they would back me up. 

As to the permanent site of the organization, the first choice of each 
was Geneva. They did not believe the Russians would retreat from 
their opposition to Geneva and said their second choice was San 
Francisco. 

In discussion at luncheon today with Prime Minister Attlee he 
stated that there was nothing more important in his mind at the 
present time than for us to speed along with the organization of the 

United Nations and particularly the establishment of the Security 
Council so it could start functioning early next year. The Prime 
Minister stated that he had given the matter of permanent location 
a great deal of thought and that he felt definitely that the headquarters 

should be in Europe and that he thought Copenhagen would be a good 
choice. 

Tam having dinner with Ambassador Koo tomorrow evening. 

* 'V.M. Molotov, Soviet People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs. 
Counsellor, British Foreign Office.
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(6) Don’t believe we are going to have any difficulty in getting 
the Executive Committee to accept our proposed time schedule and 
the majority of the delegates will welcome our leadership. 

. [Srerrrnius | 

500. CC(PC) /9—745 : Telegram 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
: (Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 4 

| | | Lonpon, September 7, 1945—11 p. m. 
[Received September 7—8:45 p. m.} 

9207. Copre 70. Ambassador Gromyko called on me September 5 
to discuss the work of the Executive Committee. I proposed that we 
should speed up the work of the Executive Committee and outlined 
to him our proposal for holding an organizing meeting. of the Assem- 

bly around the middle of November. | 
The Ambassador’s reaction was favorable. He thought the work 

here had dragged and that the committees were attempting to go into 
too much detail. He felt there was no reason why the work could not 
be speeded up and finished in a few weeks and that the Preparatory 
Commission should take no longer than 5 or 6 days. Se 
He did not commit himself regarding a meeting of the Assembly 

immediately following the Preparatory Commission. He agreed to 
the idea of an organizing meeting of the Assembly. He also agreed 
that the Security Council should get to work in January and that a 
full dress plenary session of the Assembly should be held next spring. 

He stated that his Govt had not changed their position re- 
garding the permanent location and that if we proposed that it 
should be in the US, the Soviet Union would endorse our proposal. 

I explained to him that we were not seeking the site within the US 
but that if the majority of the United Nations desired it to be there 
we were ready to extend an invitation. He felt sure that the majority 
of the United Nations would prefer to settle in the US and highly 
praised San Francisco. I attempted to find out whether the Soviets 
would object to returning to Geneva. The Ambassador avoided any 
definite statement but he implied that the Soviets did not favor 
Geneva. - | 0 

He was concerned that there have been no 5 power conversations 
here. I told him I had discussed this with Bevin and Noel-Baker and. 
that they now agreed that informal exchanges of views among the 
Big Five would be satisfactory from time to time. He was pleased. 

Ambassador Koo and I had dinner together on Sept. 6. I explained 
to him in some detail our proposed program for holding an organizing 
meeting of the General Assembly and a full dress plenary meeting next
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spring. He agreed wholeheartedly with the proposal and said he 
would back me up in the Executive Committee. He thought that if 
we decided to have only an organizing meeting of the Assembly this 

fall there should be no difficulty in speéding up the work of the Execu- 
tive Committee and the Preparatory Commission so that we should 
be ready by the middle of November. On the matter of permanent 
location he said that, his Govt ‘was strongly in favor of the US and 
would. be very pleased if San Francisco were chosen. | 
re _.. [Sterrrntvs] 

500 CC (PC) /9-1845 : Telegram, Se | _ | —— a 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
—  - (Stettinius) ‘to the Acting Secretary .of State: 

7 : | | Lonpon, September 138, 1945. 
| : , [Received September 13—4: 38 p. m.]} 

9400. Copre 91. For Hiss. 1. At ExCom meeting today I intro- 
duced the following resolution, a revision of a preliminary draft that 
we introduced and that was informally discussed at the previous meet- 
ing of ExCom. | | : = 

“The Executive Committee of the Preparatory Commission of the 
United Nations convinced of the urgent need for permanent machinery 
through which the nations of the world can solve their international 
problems peacefully and in the common interest recognizing that such 
machinery is within their reach in the Charter of the United Nations 
and believing that no time should now be lost in establishing the 
United Nations hereby agree: : | 

(1) To urge those signatories of the Charter that have not yet de- 
posited their ratifications with the Government of the United States 
of jAmerica to take promptly whatever steps are necessary to this 
end; - 

( 3) To conclude the work of the Executive Committee by Octo- 
ber 15 if possible and not later than November 1. 

(3) To convoke the Preparatory Commission on or about Novem- 
ber 1 and not later than November 12 provided the necessary ratifica- 
tions have been deposited as required by the Charter. 7 

(4) To recommend to the Preparatory Commission that the General 
Assembly should be convoked in London in its first meeting as soon 
as possible after the meeting of the Preparatory Commission and if 
possible not later than December 1. 

(5) To propose that the first meeting of the General Assembly 
should be primarily organizational in character but prepared to refer 
urgent world problems to the organs of the United Nations established 
at this first meeting of the General Assembly... a 

_ (6) To propose that the organs of the United Nations proceed 
promptly to organize themselves and undertake their respective tasks. 

(7) To propose that the first annual plenary meeting of the As- 
sembly should be convened as early in 1946 as the organization and 
work of the several organs of the United Nations permit.”
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9. Discussion of paragraph 4 was postponed until a later meeting. 
Discussion centered on paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 for which the following 
revision developed in the course of discussion chiefly on the initiative 
of Nervt [Nervo?] *° and Reid: 72 

“To recommend to the Preparatory Commission (a) that the first 
session be divided into two parts (6) that the first part should be 
primarily organizational in character but prepared to refer urgent 
world problems to the organs of the United Nations which shall have 
been established during this first part of the session of the General 
Assembly (c) that the Assembly would then adjourn in order to 
allow the organs of the United Nations to proceed promptly to or- 
ganize themselves and undertake their respective tasks (d) that the 
second part of the first session of the General Assembly should be 
convened as early in 1946 as the organization and work of the several 
organs of the United Nations permit.” 

The sense of the discussion was that “organs of the United Nations” 
in paragraph 5(6) includes committees or commissions of the General 
Assembly. We are prepared to vote for this revision. Gromyko 
proposed that a statement be added to establish that temporary com- 
mittees and commissions of General Assembly would carry out dur- 
ing the period of adjournment only work which they would normally 
carry out in the course of any General Assembly meeting. He is 
apparently afraid that a General Assembly committee might assume 
functions properly within the scope of the sub-committee. It was 
agreed that a small sub-committee on which we will serve will attempt 
to prepare a draft statement satisfactory to Gromyko but that in any 
case a vote on the revised paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 will take place at the 
beginning of the next meeting of ExCom on Monday. 

Committee 2 sub-committee and Committee 4 TrustCo will begin 
work tomorrow. Committee 7 Budget will probably begin work 

early next week. 
[Srerrrntus | 

500 CC(PC) /9-1445 : Telegram . | 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

' Lonpon, September 14, 1945—8 p. m. 
| [Received 11:40 p. m.] 

9437. Copre 97. It was evident after the ExCom meeting on Mon- 
day that no agreement would be reached on the time and place of the 
first meeting of the General Assembly unless urgent steps were taken. 
I called in Ambassadors Koo and Gromyko and spoke to Massigli 
and Noel-Baker separately in an effort to reach agreement between 

Tuis Padilla Nervo, Mexican Representative on the Preparatory Commission. 
a Escott Reid, Canadian Alternate Representative on the Preparatory Com- 

mission, at this time.
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ourselves before the ExCom meeting yesterday. It was clear Mon- 

day at ExCom meeting that Noel-Baker was stalling on this question. 
He has told me that he was not sure the British could hold the con- 
stituent meeting in London, and that he was anxious to hold a final 
meeting of the League Assembly in Geneva during December and the 
first meeting of the General Assembly of United Nations Organiza- 
tion in January, also in Geneva. 

T do not believe it is possible to hold a meeting of the General As- 
sembly in December except in London. We therefore have had to 
consider the possibility of postponing the meeting of the General 
Assembly until January at some location other than London. 

I reviewed this matter with Koo and Gromyko together and wé 
agree that there were only two acceptable alternatives: 1, that the 
General Assembly should meet around December 1st in London: or 2, 
that it should meet early in January in the United States. Koo and I 
preferred the former, Gromyko preferred the latter, but seemed ready 

to withdraw his objection to London, if urged. 
Noel-Baker advised me that he would not be prepared to reach a 

decision between these two alternatives for 2 weeks. I told him this 
was not satisfactory and later asked Massigli to postpone the meeting 
of ExCom arranged for yesterday morning and to call instead an 
informal meeting of the Big Five to thrash out this problem in a frank 
discussion. Noel-Baker strongly resisted in a Big Five meeting on 
the grounds that he had not been able to get a decision from Mr. Bevin, 
and I finally gave.in on the understanding that he would be prepared 
to reach a decision on these two questions within 3 or 4 days. 

At the ExCom meeting yesterday, by agreement, we postponed 
until Monday discussion of the time and place of the first’ meeting 
of the General Assembly (reference our Copre 91). 

We feel that Noel-Baker’s plan for a full dress final meeting of the 
League in December in Geneva, followed within 2 or 3 weeks by the 
first meeting of the General Assembly also in Geneva, would be a 
mistake. In preliminary discussions, I have, without formally ob- 
jecting to it, indicated this view. I would prefer to see the League 
pass away quietly and with dignity, and doubt that any apology for 
the expulsion of the Soviet Union would make them more amenable 
to Geneva. A highly publicized full dress final meeting of the 
League in Geneva would detract from United Nations Organization 
and if followed by the first meeting of the General Assembly in 
Geneva might invite cynical comment and do United Nations Orga- 
nization positive injury at home. | 

I discussed this matter with Secretary Byrnes” who agreed with 
this view generally. I propose therefore in future discussions to try 

“The Secretary of State was in London at this time, attending the meetings 
of the Council of Foreign Ministers. 

7236816795
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to prevail on the members of the League to avoid this policy. I also 
propose, in case it is not agreeable to hold the organizing meeting 
on United Nations Organization in London in December, to work 
against Geneva and toward holding the meeting in the United 
States in January. In such case, it probably would be desirable to 
hold the full dress meeting of the General Assembly at the same 
place and for the permanent organs to remain there during the in- 
terval. I do not plan to urge openly the United States as the loca- 
tion at present. Secretary Byrnes agrees with this plan. I expect 
to have the support of at least the Chinese, the Russians and the 
Australians in this. If the Russians, as I expect them to, take a 
strong position against Geneva, I expect almost unanimous agree- 
ment to hold the first meeting in the United States, without prejudice 
to the final determination of the permanent headquarters. 

There has been some talk of not attempting to settle finally the 
permanent headquarters until the spring meeting of the General 
Assembly. I am not opposed to this decision, but favor reaching it 
as a compromise after we have discussed the question sufficiently to 
get a clear idea of what the issues are and how the countries probably 

will line up. 
We would welcome any comment you may have on the above.’* 

STETTINIUS 

500.CC(PC) /9—1245 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Representative on 
the Preparatory Commission (Stettinius) 

WasuHineaton, September 18, 1945—1 p. m. 
8081. Preco 80. Reurtel paragraph 2, your 9353, Copre 77, Sep- 

tember 12.74 | 
1. Our approach to the problem of the selection of SyG and the 

determination of his tenure of office is based upon our strong convic- 
tion that SyG should be a national of a middle or small power. 

2. We attach great importance to securing for the position a man 
of highest ability who will be wholeheartedly devoted to his service 
as the chief administrative official of the United Nations and the 
head of its international secretariat. The position of SyG should be 
considered one of such importance and dignity and prestige as to 
attract an outstanding man. 

*In telegram 8064 (Preco 82), September 17, 7 p. m., the Acting Secretary of 
State indicated that the Department agreéd “generally” with the points made 
in this telegram, while cautioning against pressing the British “unduly” with 
regard to a meeting of the General Assembly in London, in light of the “material 
difficulties” confronting them (500.CC (PC) /9-1445). 

* Not printed. . .
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8. Different individuals of the type we want are likely to have 
different preferences as to tenure. One man might be willing to 
interrupt his national career for only a minimum term of office; he 
might be the best man available and he might be very definitely needed 
for such minimum term. Another man might be willing or prefer 
to make a life career of the job and would presumably find a longer 
term more attractive. We believe subcommittee should bear in mind 
that provisions being prepared now for submission to GA will be 
merely regulations of GA and as such will be subject to future amend- 
ment by the Assembly in the light of experience. We are inclined 
to believe that a term of 3, 4, or 5 years would best meet these opposing 
considerations and somewhat prefer 4-year term. Having in mind 
continuity of administration, we believe no limit should be placed 
on reelection. However, reurtel paragraph 1, 94382, Copre 95, Sep- 
tember 14,?° we would be willing to accept the 5-year term renewable 
for 5 years as recommended by Committee 6 if, in your judgment, 
our preferred position would not be generally acceptable. 

4. In view of our position that SyG should be a national of a middle 
or small power, we do not attach importance to having provision im- 
posing disability to resume national office in his own country. With 
this in mind you should oppose such a provision. It is assumed that 
a retiring SyG would thus be free to use his own judgment concern- 
ing the propriety of assuming any particular position in his own gov- 
ernment after the end of his term as SyG. Pension provisions should 
be adequate to prevent financial need from being a necessarily deter- 
mining consideration in his decision. If the basic assumption con- 
cerning the nationality of SyG should subsequently be changed, the 
above position regarding a disability provision would have to be re- 
considered since we would consider the imposition of such a disability 
essential if SyG were a national of a great power. 

5. In your discretion you may in further committee discussions 
state the above position on this whole matter. 

ACHESON 

500.CC (PC) /9-1945 : Telegram 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State " 

Lonpon, September 19, 1945—2 p. m. 
| . [Received September 20—9:40 a. m.] 

9652. Copre 119. I invited the representatives of the Big Five to 
tea on Monday for an informal] discussion of several of the important 

* Not printed.
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problems which lie ahead of us. At the meeting Noel-Baker renewed 
previous expressions of disapproval of preliminary efforts to reach 

Big Five agreement. Although not opposed to informal talks, he 

took position that other states would resist and resent Big Five direc- 
tion; that final decisions must be made in the organs of UNO and that 

the other states did not want to be bound by any previous Big Five 

agreements. I believe we overcame some of his doubts and that he 

will agree to further meetings on a discussion basis. I placed before 

the group the following list of 9 questions with the statement that 

these were questions which I thought we might want to discuss among 
ourselves at an early date. 

1. Presidency of PreCo. 
2. Presidency of GA (General Assembly). 
3. Selection of non-permanent members of SC (Security Council). 
4. Selection of members of EcoSoC (Economic and Social Council). 
5. Method of selection of president of SC (Security Council). — 
6. SyG (Secretary General). 
7. Admission of new members at the organized [organizing?| 

meeting. | 
8. Organization of MSC (Military Staff Committee). 
9. Permanent headquarters of the organization. 

We had a preliminary discussion on the first six of these items 
without attempting to go into any detail or to reach conclusions. The 

main points of interest were as follows: Item 1. There seemed to be 

agreement that the representative of one of the smaller nations should 

be chosen, probably one of the nations represented on ExCom 

(Executive Committee). Item 2. Noel-Baker stated that the choice 
should be based on qualification as presiding officer rather than na- 

tionality. Items 3 and 4. There was general agreement that an effort 

should be made to avoid seating smaller nations on both Councils at 

the same time, and on the criteria for choosing members of these two 

Councils along the lines discussed with you in Washington before we 
left. Item 5. There was general agreement that the presidency must 

rotate at specified intervals. There was no discussion of whether the 

rotation should be among the five or among alleleven. Item 6. It was 
generally agreed that the Big Five must choose their nominee for SyG 
(Secretary General) several weeks before the GA (General Assembly) 
meeting so that there would be an opportunity to sound him out to 

be sure he was available. Also that we should avoid if possible any 

debate and therefore should attempt to assure general agreement 

beforehand by informal discussions. 

STETTINIUS
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500.CC (PC) /9-2045 : Telegram 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, September 20, 1945—11 a. m. 
[Received 9:05 p. m.| 

9702. Copre 126. Please transmit the following message to the 
President as from me: 

In accordance with your instructions I have succeeded in getting 

the Executive Committee of the Preparatory Commission of the 

United Nations to approve our proposed time schedule for speeding 
up its preparatory work and bringing the United Nations into being 

in 1945. Executive Committee has set October 15 as target date 

to complete its work. Preparatory Commission will be called after 

interval of two weeks and not later than November 15. Organizing 
meetings of General Assembly, Security Council and Economic and 
Social Council will be held for practical reasons in London shortly 

after Preparatory Commission completes its work and not later than 

December 4. Plan is to complete organization work in December 

and adjourn Assembly before Christmas to meet again in the spring. 

I am urging that Councils and Secretariat should move in January 

to permanent headquarters to start work and prepare for spring 

Assembly meeting there. I am not certain that the Russians and 

British will wholeheartedly cooperate in driving through to meet 

this time schedule. The Russians were opposed to meeting in London 
preferring that the Assembly should meet in the United States in 

January. There were indications that the British preferred a meet- 

ing in January in Geneva which would have the added advantage 

from their point of view of permitting the League of Nations to 
hold a full dress final meeting in Geneva in December without any 
competition. They both consented to our proposal reluctantly. 

I believe our leadership on the time schedule has been valuable 

and has put new life into the work of the Executive Committee. 

With good will I believe we shall be able to meet this schedule. 
I have had preliminary discussions regarding the permanent head- 

quarters of the organization. The Russians, Chinese and Australians 

are strongly in favor of the United States. There are indications 

that the British may make a fight for Geneva or at least for some 

place in Europe. If the Russians strongly resist Geneva as I suspect 

they will I believe there will be a general swing towards the United 

States. This is the biggest political question for most of the dele- 
gations here.
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I plan to return home around October 15 for consultations during 
the two-week interval before the Preparatory Commission meets.”® 

STETTINIUS 

500.CC (PC) /9-2845 : Telegram 

The Umted States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, September 28, 1945—8 p. m. 
[Received September 28—6: 15 p. m.] 

10109. Copre 169. We held our second informal meeting of the 
Big Five at Ambassador Gromyko’s apartment on Sept. 26 at which 
time several matters were discussed. 

1. The British stated a preference for the President of the Security 
Council to be selected for competence and ability with right of re- 
election rather than rotation. After some discussion all the others 
except Noel-Baker favored rotation. There was difference of opinion 
on interval: Noel-Baker urging 6 months, Massigli 3 months and 
Gromyko and I, 1 month. No agreement was reached. Gromyko 
agreed to rotation among all eleven members and this was accepted 
by the others except Noel-Baker with suggestion that first President 
be selected by lot. 

2. Gromyko urged that the Secretariat be set up to parallel the 
permanent organs rather than on the functional basis which is being 
discussed in Committee 6. This will be taken up in the Committee. 

3. It was generally agreed that in the selection of Secretary General 
competence and ability should be the primary criteria. I urged that 
Secretary General should not be a national of the country chosen 
as the site and this was generally agreed. Noel-Baker urged that 
the first Secretary General be a national of one of the great powers 
preferably the United States. 

4. We had long and frank discussion of the permanent headquarters. 
Noel-Baker made an emphatic statement of the advantages of Geneva 

saying it would be the preference of his Govt. He suggested post- 
poning the final decision and reaching an agreement on Geneva as 
temporary headquarters for this coming winter and the spring meet- 
ing. He referred to its excellent facilities, pointed out that Swiss 
politics would not influence United Nations Organization, that al- 

** The following message from President Truman was cabled to Mr. Stettinius 
in telegram 8711, October 2, 7 p. m.: “I am pleased to see from your message of 
September 20 that you have succeeded in persuading the Executive Committee 
of the Preparatory Commission of the desirability of early organization meetings 
of the principal organs of the United Nations. I agree that it will be helpful 
for you to return home around October 15 for consultations with me and the 
Department.” (500.CC (PC) /9-2045)
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though they would probably not come into United Nations Organi- 
zation soon they were anxious to reestablish cordial relations with the 
Soviets and would probably be prepared to make good arrangements 
regarding immunities. 
Ambassador Koo said Geneva invoked many unhappy memories 

of the League which had disappointed the hopes of the Chinese people 
and the world. He felt that prevailing consideration must be that 
we are setting up a new world order and that it should start in the 
new world. San Francisco would be entirely acceptable, he said. 

Massigli strongly favored Europe as it will be the source of economic 
and social trouble for a long time. He objected to the site being in 
the territory of a great power. He mentioned the difficulty of dollar 
exchange shortage if the United States were chosen. He suggested 
a site in Europe on the line between east and west perhaps Copen- 

hagen or Vienna. 
Gromyko stated that he was “definitely negative towards Geneva” 

(he told me privately afterwards that this remark applied to Europe 
as well). He said the Soviets prefer the United States which is 
located between Europe and Asia. | 

I stated again that we were not seeking the headquarters but were 
ready to extend an invitation if the majority of the United Nations 
sodesire. I suggested that we should reach a decision soon as to where 
the Councils should go to work in January and at my request it was 
agreed to hold a special executive session of ExCom on Saturday 
morning to discuss this entire matter.?” 

[Srerrrnius | 

§00.CC (PC) / 10-345 : Telegram 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to President Truman and the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 3, 1945. 
[ Received October 8—2: 45 p. m.] 

10304. At meeting this afternoon which lasted 4 hours the Executive 
Committee agreed to recommend to the Preparatory Commission of the 
United Nations that the permanent headquarters of the organization 
should be located in the United States. The vote was 9 to 3 with 
Canada and the United States abstaining. The three negative votes 
were United Kingdom, France and Netherlands. Those in favor were 

For statement regarding this meeting, released to the press by the Prepara- 
iy ee on September 29, see Department of State Bulletin, October 14,
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Australia, Brazil, Chile, China, Czechoslovakia, Iran, Mexico, USSR 
and Yugoslavia. It was not necessary for me to go beyond our agreed 
formula that the United States was not seeking the headquarters 
but would. be willing that it be located in the United States if the 

United Nations so desired. I abstained for obvious reasons. 
There was considerable sentiment in favor of San Francisco led 

by Australia and China. I pointed out there were other available 
locations in the United States. Specific place will be discussed further. 

Full report will be sent later. 
STETTINIUS 

500.CC (PC) /10—545 : Telegram 

The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to President Truman and the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 5, 1945—6 p. m. 
[Received October 5—4: 15 p. m.] 

10393. Copre 199. Have sent Department full report on Wednes- 
day’s meeting of the Executive Committee of Preparatory Commission 
at which recommendation of US for permanent site was decided upon. 
Executive Committee will meet soon to discuss particular city in US 
but I doubt if discussion will produce a final decision at this time. 

I think it is important that I be authorized to state that it is up 
to the United Nations themselves to decide the specific location in the 
United States they will choose as their permanent headquarters. While 
the suggestion has been made that it should be left largely to 
the US, I feel that the majority of the United Nations would want to 
make the decision themselves and that it might be embarrassing for 
us to attempt to contro] the decision. I presume you would prefer 
to place responsibility on the United Nations in any case in order to 
avoid political difficulties for yourself. You may also consider it 
advisable to make a statement to this effect in Washington.” 

Unless you have other views I propose to steer discussion at such 
meeting away from choice of a particular city with a view to leaving 
that decision to the General Assembly in December. I propose also 
to suggest that the US will gladly furnish to the Preparatory Com- 
mission and the General Assembly full information on any places 
which they care to consider. I propose furthermore to support a 

proposal that the Executive Committee send a subcommittee to the 

8 In telegram 9027 (Preco 185), October 11, 4 p. m., Mr. Stettinius was informed 
that he was fully authorized to make such a statement. He was further in- 
formed that the President had made statements regarding the question of loca- 
B45) at his press conferences on September 26 and October 3. (500.CC(PC) /10—
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US soon to consider proposals from the interested cities and places. 
In our consideration of permanent location in US, we must bear in 
mind that organization should move to temporary quarters in Janu- 
ary pending availability of suitable facilities at permanent site. Such 
temporary quarters should be in same location as permanent location 

if possible. 
We are making splendid headway in our work. It is now likely 

that we will complete work of Executive Committee within 2 weeks 
and I shall immediately return to Washington for a period of con- 
sultation with you, planning, of course, to return to London in Novem- 
ber for the full meeting of the Preparatory Commission and remain- 
ing in London for the constituent meeting of the Assembly in 
December. 

STETTINIUS 

500.CC (PC) /10-945 : Telegram | 
The United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission 

(Stettinius) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 9, 1945—8 p. m. 
[Received 11:58 p. m.] 

10541. Copre 223. Representatives of the Big Five met at my 
apartment at my request yesterday afternoon primarily to discuss 
candidates for Secretary General. 

1. I urged that we begin to consider specific candidates among the 
Big Five immediately. It was necessary for the Five to agree before 
the Security Council could act. I stated that as a practical matter 
it was essential to prepare the ground carefully between now and De- 
cember 4 in order that the United Nations choice of Secretary General 
might be ready to take up his duties immediately. I said that I was 
prepared to discuss specific names and hoped that the others were. I 
then put forward the names of Parra Perez,?? Pearson,®° Casey,** 
Robertson,” and Van Royen ® for consideration and discussion. I 
stated that these were all men from middle or small powers and that 
as I previously had told them my Government felt that it was prefer- 
able if possible to adhere to that principle. 

None of the other representatives present was prepared to discuss 
individuals in any way. The French and the British Representatives 

” Caracciolo Parra-Perez, Venezuelan Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* Lester B. Pearson, Canadian Ambassador to the United States. 
* Richard G. Casey, formerly Australian Minister to the United States and at 

this time Governor of Bengal. 
A ee orman A. Robertson, Canadian Under Secretary of State for External 

® J. A. van Royen, Netherlands Minister of State.
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connected this question up with the final decision on the location in 
the US or Europe and suggested nothing could be done until that was 
finally decided. I urged that we could not wait until General As- 
sembly settled this issue. We had to appoint a Secretary General in. 
December. I urged that we might narrow down the choice to two 
or three men on the assumption that the location would be in US and 
another two or three men on the assumption that the location would 
be in Europe. When PreCo (Preparatory Committee [Commission]) 
reached an agreement on location we would then be in a position to move 
ahead. on Secretary General. I received little encouragement from the 
British and French on this proposal. The Chinese and Russian Repre- 
sentatives agreed generally that we should move forward on this matter 
in the near future and should try to obtain agreement among the 

United Nations on a candidate so that he might be available in De- 
cember. They were not prepared to discuss individuals. I urged 
that we have another discussion of this matter before the end of 
ExCom (Executive Committee) but am somewhat dubious of reach- 
ing any conclusions. 

2. I also mentioned that we should if possible agree among our- 

‘selves on the president of PreCo (Preparatory Committee) and sug- 
gested the name of the delegate of the Netherlands who would prob- 
ably be Van Royen or Van Kleffens as representing one of the smaller 
European powers sitting on ExCom (Executive Committee). 

3. I also raised the question as to what was the next step on the 
matter of the permanent site. I stated that the position of the US 
Government was that assuming the UN agreed with the recommenda- 
tions of ExCom (Executive Committee) to settle in US it was up to 
the United Nations themselves to choose the particular location. We 
would provide any information they desired. The British and the 
French indicated they did not feel it was necessary to take any fur- 
ther step until PreCo (Preparatory Committee) considered the recom- 
mendations of ExCom (Executive Committee). I said there was a 
good deal of material on specific locations which had been prepared. by 
various cities and localities which it might be useful to analyze. Am- 
bassador Koo suggested that a subcommittee be appointed to review 
this material and any other which might be available and report to 
PreCo (Preparatory Committee). He suggested that it might be ad- 
visable that this subcommittee go to the US to obtain further informa- 
tion and perhaps to look at possible sites. I stated that this would 
be entirely agreeable and my Government would assist in every way. 

The British and French did not appear to favor it and suggested that 

the Committee might also consider sites in Europe. There was dis- 

agreement as to whether ExCom (Executive Committee) could do this 
in view of its recommendation. No decision was reached but I believe
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Ambassador Koo may make his proposal regarding a subcommittee 
in ExCom (Executive Committee) within the next few days. 

STETTINIUS 

500.CC (PC) /10-1145 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Leo Pasvolsky, Special 

Assistant to the Secretary of State 

[WasHineron,| October 11, 1945. 

Mr. Gore-Booth * came in to see me for a general talk about the 
work of the Executive Committee. He told me that he has been 
transferred to London and, in addition to his duties at the Foreign 

Office, has been made Secretary of the British Delegation to the 
Executive Committee. In reply to my question he said that he and 
the British group are well satisfied with the work of the committee 
although they are rather appalled by the pressure of speed. He 1s 
quite sure that the Executive Committee will finish its work on the 
18th of this month and that the Preparatory Commission could well 
assemble on the 8th of November. He is not so sure, however, as to 
whether it will be possible for the General Assembly to meet as sched- 
uled on the 4th of December. I said that, in view of the fact that 
there is a period of four weeks between November 8 and December 
4, there should be no objection to having the preparations for the 
Assembly go forward even if the Preparatory Commission should 
take more than, say, two weeks to complete its job. In fact, I said, 
the Preparatory Commission can work clear up to the time that the 
Assembly meets. 

He asked me whether I thought, with regard to the seat of the 
organization, that the Commission would select the site or whether 
the United States Government would do that. I said that so far we 
have been thinking in terms of leaving the choice to the Commission 
and the Assembly and that, in fact, the Secretary made a statement 
to that effect in his press conference yesterday. I asked him how 
strong was the feeling of the British Government on the subject of 
location and he replied that while the British feel quite definitely 
that the organization should be in Europe, they are not going to 

sabotage the decision made and, in fact, Noel-Baker, who is per- 
sonally particularly wedded to the idea of the European location, 
merely reserved the right to raise the question again. They are 
beginning to be somewhat worried for fear that their position might 
be interpreted as being anti-American when, in reality, they merely 
think that they have a very good case on general grounds for the 
position which they have taken in favor of the European location. 

* Paul Gore-Booth, First Secretary of the British Embassy.
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In reply to his question as to what my impressions were of the 
work in London, I said that I thought that remarkable progress has 
been made and that the one thing that somewhat disturbed me was 
the difficulties of consultations among the future five permanent mem- 
bers of the Security Council. I said that in my judgment that type 
of consultation proved to be very useful at San Francisco and will 
certainly have to continue in the organization itself. He said that 
the objection to such consultation is, in large measure, a personal 
matter with Noel-Baker but he thought that the difficulty is not really 

a continuing one and will undoubtedly take care of itself when the 
Security Council begins operating. 

500.CC(P.C.) /10-1245 : Telegram . 

The United States Representatiwe on the Preparatory Commission 
(Stettinius) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 12, 1946—noon. 
[Received October 12—10: 20 a. m. | 

10659. Copre 231. Ambassador Massigli, who has recently re- 
turned from a short visit to Paris, told me Tuesday that he thought 
I was pressing too hard for speed in holding the organizing meeting 

of UN (United Nations) in December of this year. He pointed to 
the suspension of the work of the Council of Foreign Ministers * and 
suggested that until the Big Five could really get on a footing of com- 
plete collaboration, it would be very risky to hold the organizing meet- 
ing of UN. He indicated that he thought it would be wise to postpone 
temporarily the first meeting until January or later. He urged as 
an additional reason for postponement that it would be unwise to 
bring UN into being until the way was prepared for several other 
Kuropean countries to be admitted as new members at the first meet- 
ing. He mentioned specifically Portugal and Sweden. 

I told him that our recent difficulties with the Russians in con- 
nection with the meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers did not 
in my opinion provide a reason for postponing UN, on the contrary 
it made it even more necessary to bring UN into being immediately. 
It is my understanding from my conversation with you before you 
left that this also is your view. I would appreciate confirmation of 
this fact, as this matter may well come up again before the end of 
ExCom (Executive Committee) and I would like to feel certain 

that the position I have taken has your full support. 
STETTINIUS 

* For documentation regarding the meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers 
at London, September 11—October 2, 1945, see vol. m1, pp. 99 ff.
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[On advice of physicians, Mr. Stettinius returned to the United 
States on October 16 for hospitalization. At the first meeting of the 
Executive Committee following, on October 18, Adlai E. Stevenson, 
Deputy United States Representative on the Preparatory Commission, 
assumed Mr. Stettinius’ place. ] 

501.AD/10-2445 

Memorandum of Conversation 

. [Uncorrected Notes] 

[Wasuineton,| October 24, 1945. 

Subject: Site of United Nations Organization. .. . 

Participants: Secretary of State 
The British Ambassador, The Right Honorable ‘the 

Earl of Halifax 
The British Minister of State, The Right Honorable 

| Philip John Noel-Baker 

, The three exchange greetings. | 

Hauirax: He (Noel-Baker) has just come down from Quebec and 
one of the things he has got on his mind, if he may develop it, would . 
be the thing they have been discussing in London, where the site of 
the United Nations is to be. 

Byrnes: I can’t help you very much with that because our position 
about it is that it should be left entirely to the governments represented 
on the committee to determine it. The President’s view was when 
Stettinius first went to London that this government would not seek 
its location here and would not extend any invitation, and if the 
nations expressed the desire to come here that we would of course say 
that we would be glad to welcome them. Those were our instructions 
to Mr. Stettinius and the committee voted in our position. As to the 

cities in this country, neither the President nor I would express an 

opinion as to where it should be located, that it would be left entirely to 

the committee and I have a form letter which states that the State 

Department has no interest in it, in the location of one site as against 
another, and will not express any opinion toward the committee nor 

will it express any view to Mr. Stettinius, and I have told him since he 

returned a few days ago that that was our position. 

This morning I declined to see a delegation which was led by two 
senators on that ground that I just have so many things that I am 

called upon to decide that I would not give time to a city of Phila- 
delphia or Chicago or San Francisco or Miami when no matter what 
the representation would be my answer must be the same at the end
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of the representation. I had to go to see the President and they were 
over there seeing him. I told him it was enough for him to have to 
waste time to talk about it because he was going to make the same 
statement. | 
Noeu-Baxer: Mr. Secretary, our original position was in favor of 

Europe and we still think that the case for having the seat in Europe 
is a very strong one, but the vote went the other way. We want to do 
what is going to be the best long term plan. We do feel it is the best 
long term plan to get the decision confirmed by the Preparatory Com- 
mission on having the site in the United States and have a subsidiary 
center in Europe. Wecan do that I think where we would have some 
Kuropean mutual things. There are many things that are purely 
European interest. | 

Byrnes: Our position on it was just as I have told you. In the 
State Department it is, I think, the dominant opinion that it should 
be located in Europe. It was a matter, however, that we were advised 
that many governments wished to have it located here and we were not 
in position to tell them that we would not receive them here. Wecould 

not do that and the committee has voted upon it. As to confirming it, 
we really do not intend to take any position about it. I have been 
asked whether we would be interested in having a review of it, our 
position being as I described it that we did not seek it, that we are not 
in position to say to other governments who have voted to come here 
that we would not welcome them. Therefore, we could not participate 
in any efforts to reconsider. _ 

Hauirax: It won’t break your heart if other influences lead to a 
reconsideration ? 

Byrnes: No. We believe it is entirely for the governments to 
determine, having in mind the fact that we did not start it. 

Noret-Baxer: Mr. Stettinius never said a word about it at the 
meetings. : 

Byrnes: He talked to me in London and I reiterated our position. 
Nort-Baxer: Oh, yes, he was very good all the way through. 
Byrnes: I can see both the advantages and the disadvantages in 

having it here. 
Nort-Baxer: In the beginning we thought it would not be a good 

plan to have it in the country of any great power. 
Byrnes: I knew your position. I could see lots of arguments toward 

it. As I have said, the majority of the people in the State Depart- 
ment who are charged with the duty of considering it were of the 
opinion that it might be better for the organization should it be es- 
tablished in Europe, but the United States was not then in the posi- 
tion to say it did not want it here and the United States could not now 
say it. Therefore, I have told some of my people in the Department 
that they might as well forget it when they have so many things that
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have got to be decided they can’t spend time bothering with things that 
have already been decided. That is the answer to our question as to’ 
whether we would cry about it. —_ 

Nort-Baxer: May I speak only for myself—my own personal 
opinion? Because I haven’t had time to talk to Bevin. As soon as’ 
he disposed of the House of Commons he went away for a week. He 
only came back the day after I left. So I have not really had a chance 
to talk properly with him—to talk about this, so what I say now is 
personal to me. 
We have felt that such discussions as we have had, that on the 

Secretary-General, that the British had it after the last war for 
fourteen years, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. We 
were followed by the French. It didn’t end up very happily. We 
don’t feel very strongly now that it ought to be British or French 
and quite honestly, we want to do our best thinking in our delega- 
tion work. We are very very short of the right people now. You 
can’t have a Russian or a Chinese and we don’t find any outstanding 
small power people, which leaves us with the prospect of having an 
American as Secréetary-General. But supposing it were an American 
and everyone agreed, would the Americans feel we were putting one 
over on them, first, by having the seat here, and then putting an Ameri- 
can in as Secretary-General ? | 7 
-Byrwzs: Somewhere in the world there should be found a capable, 

competent person and if the organization is located here, my common 
sense would tell me you should not have an American, but I do not 
know anything about it. I have not had time to make a selection. 
I would just say on general principles it does not sound reasonable 
to me and those who are charged with the duty I think should be 
able to find someone. I do not think it should be an organization of 
the United States. It ought to be the United Nations. 

Noex-Baxker: Yes. That is really the difficulty about it. 
Byrnes: When Stettinius came to see me I told him what I told 

you about the site and I told him the same thing about the official. 
[Here follows discussion of other matters. | 

500.CC (Charter) /10-2445: Circular telegram 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Representatives ** 

Wasuineron, October 24, 1945. 

Please inform FonMin that UN Charter is now in force, the follow- 
ing 29 instruments of ratification having been deposited with this 

* Addressed to the Chiefs of Mission accredited to the governments constituting 
the membership of the United Nations.
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Government: China, France, USSR, UK, US, Argentina, Brazil, 
Byelorussian SSR, Chile, Cuba, Czecho, Denmark, Dominican Re- 
public, Egypt, El Salvador, Haiti, Iran, Lebanon, Luxembourg, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Philippine Commonwealth, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, Yugo, and that I 
today signed Protocol of Deposit of Ratification, as provided 

under Article 110 of Charter, copy of which Dept is transmitting to 
all Missions of Signatory States in Washington. 

BYRNES 

500.CC (PC) /10—-2745 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Lonvon, October 27, 1945. 
[Received October 27—6: 37 p. m.] 

11291. Copre 321. ExCom completed review of its report’ to- 
night and agreed on November 23 for convening of PreCo and on 
period between January 2-7 as time to be recommended to PreCo for 
convening of first part of first session of General Assembly. All but 
one member spoke for some postponement of PreCo after November 12 
and a large majority suggested a date between November 19 to 28. 
A large majority also felt that under present circumstances General 
Assembly could not be convened before early January. Australia 
proposed longer postponement for both PreCo and General Assembly 
than Gromyko had originally suggested. Atmosphere of entire dis- 
cussion was excellent. Full telegram follows tomorrow. Gromyko 
told me he is proceeding promptly to Moscow. 

: STEVENSON 

500.CC(PC) /11-1045 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 

Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, November 10, 1945—7 p. m. 

a [Received 10:16 p. m.] 

11858. This is Copre 359. The following is text of memorandum 
forwarded to you by special Navy courier on November 3 (reference 
Copre 340 and Preco 262%), 

" See Preparatory Commission document PC/EX/113/Res. 1: Report by the 
Executive Committee to the Preparatory Commission of the United Nations, 
November 12, 1945. 

*° Neither printed. .
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_ “November 1, 1945. ' 
| MeEmorANDUM 

To: The Secretary of State 
From: Adlai E. Stevenson, Acting US Delegate to Preparatory 

Commission of United Nations 
Subject: Synopsis of principal issues developed during Executive 

Committee of the Preparatory Commission. 

General Assembly. 

General Committee. 
_ Gromyko took the position in the Executive Committee that the 
question of the composition of the General Committee of the Assembly 
should be left open at this time for further study and decision post- 
poned until the meeting of the General Assembly. Since the ques-. 
tion of the number of Vice Presidents was connected with the problem. 
of the composition of the General Committee he opposed the recom- 

mendation for seven Vice Presidents. Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia 
joined on these two positions. 

The reservation on this question as worded by the Soviet Delegation: 
reads ‘the Soviet Delegation agreed to the principle of the establish- 
ment of a General Committee of the General Assembly but proposed! 
that a decision on the question of the composition of the committee be 
postponed believing that further study of the issues involved is. 
necessary.’ 

The Soviet Delegation made it perfectly clear that they agreed 
with the proposal to establish a General Committee with functions 
similar to those recommended by the Executive Committee. In dis- 
cussion of the composition of such a committee Gromyko indicated 
that he would be willing to say that the General Committee should 
be established ‘on the basis of the representativeness of the states mem- 
bers of UNO’. In private conversations I expressed my confidence to 
Gromyko that if there were seven Vice Presidents of the General As- 
sembly and the President was always from a smaller country the ‘Big 
Five’ would all be elected as Vice Presidents as long as they deserved 
to be and that therefore the Soviet as well as the rest of us were reason- 
ably assured of membership in the General Committee. I had a feel- 
ing that he personally agreed but evidently his instructions gave him 
no latitude. 

From his occasional references to the Executive Committee of the 
San Francisco Conference it appears that he is thinking not of a 
Bureau of the Assembly in the usual sense of the term but of an 
Executive Committee composed of the Five Powers and perhaps nine 
additional members. This position was not argued by the Soviet 
representative in Committee One where the idea of a Bureau was sup- 

7236816796
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ported by the Soviet, Czechoslovak and Yugoslav representatives. 
Apparently instructions were received at the last minute to postpone 
committing the Soviet Government to a General Committee that would 
not insure the inclusion of the Soviet Union. . 

It is apparent also that the emphasis placed by several delegations 
particularly the British on the factor of personal competence as the 
primary consideration in selecting the chairmen. of the main com- 
mittees aroused Soviet concern. Remarks of Gromyko in the Exec- 
utive Committee suggested apprehension that the criterion of personal 
competence might be used to prevent the choice of representatives 
from certain states in particular the Soviet Union itself and other 
states in eastern Europe for such chairmenships. The Soviet repre- 
sentative pointed out for example that the criterion of personal com- 
petence was far less objective than that of geographical distribution 
and that lack of experience in international negotiations might be 
used as evidence of personal incompetence when this conclusion was 
not justified. The Soviet representative even in Committee One 
urged that the principle of equitable geographic representation should 
be the primary consideration in the choice of members of the General 
Committee. Presumably in this way the Soviet representative hoped 
to assure representation on the General Committee not only of itself 
but also of other eastern European states. 

As finally adopted, however, the factor of personal competence was 
emphasized in the selection of the Chairmen of the Main Committees 
who would constitute over half the membership of the General Com- 
mittee if the committee is composed as recommended, i.e., of the 
President, the seven Vice Presidents and the Chairmen of the 
Committees. 

Throughout the discussions on the General Committee the Soviet 
representative expressed his concern that the General Committee 
should be as ‘authoritative and efficient as possible’ and my impression 
is that they intend this committee to keep firm hands on the direction 

of the General Assembly and always to include the Soviet Union 
and as many of the satellites as possible. 

The vote to sustain the recommendations of Committee One on the 
General Committee was carried by a vote of 9 to 3 with China and 
France abstaining. China and France abstained not because they 
disagreed with the recommendation on the composition of the General 
Committee, but to avoid, I presume, a solid front of the Four Powers 
against the Soviet on an issue to which the latter attached such 
importance. 

Nominations Committee. | 
Originally in Committee One the Soviet representative urged a 

Nominations Committee with responsibility for nominating not only
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the Vice Presidents and the Chairmen of the Main Committees of 
the Assembly but also the states for membership on the Security 
Council, the Economic and Social Council and the Trusteeship Coun- 
cil. Committee One, however, decided to leave the nomination of 
states to membership on the Councils to the General Assembly itself 
and to use the Nominations Committee only for the nomination of 
members on the General Committee—the Vice Presidents and the 

Chairmen of the Main Committees of the General Assembly. 
With the change in the position of the Soviet Union on the General 

Committee they also opposed the Nominations Committee as recom- 
mended by Committee One. In the Executive Committee Ambas- 
sador Gromyko said that it would be better to leave General Assembly 
free to nominate ‘without interference’ the Vice Presidents and Chair- 
men of the Main Committees. 

The vote on the Nominations Committee was carried by a majority 
of 8 to 6, the 6 in opposition including Australia, Czechoslovakia, 
Mexico, USSR and Yugoslavia, Iran abstaining. - : 

The Soviet hope evidently is to establish the General Committee 
on the basis of ‘equitable geographic representation’ including the 
Five Powers and presumably nine additional states along the lines 
of the Executive Committee of the San Francisco Conference. The 
Vice Presidents and the Chairmen of the Main Committees according 
to the Soviet conception would not serve on the General Committee 
but would act in an advisory capacity. - 

As proposed by Committee One the factor of personal competence 
was emphasized as a criterion to guide the Nominations Committee 
in nominating the Chairmen of the Main Committees of the Assembly: 
The Soviet objection to this criterion as indicated in the comments 
under the General Committee above, no doubt also influenced the So- 
viet objection to the Nominations Committee in the form proposed 
by Committee One. | 

In short when the Nominations Committee no longer had power to 
nominate members of the Councils the Soviet began to lose interest 
in it and when their approval of the proposed composition of the 
General Committee was reversed they energetically opposed any Nom- 
inations Committee. The reason for this may be that they are fear- 
ful that a Nominating Committee designated by the President of 
the General Assembly himself from a smaller country and approved 
by a General Assembly controlled by the smaller states might be more 
difficult to influence than the General Assembly itself in which the 
USSR and US would have a large voting influence particularly if 
the proposed composition of the General Committee (President, seven 
Vice Presidents and Committee Chairmen) remains unchanged over 
their opposition. Should the General Committee be revised along
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the lines. of the present Executive Committee it might be that’ they 
would no longer oppose a Nominations Committee. | 

But I feel confident that their attitude on a Nominating Committee 
will be conditioned by three factors: How their influence can be most 
effectively exerted to (a) further the principle of ‘geographical rep- 
resentativeness’, (6) to influence the selection of committee chairmen 
to which they attach the greatest importance, and (¢) to insure ade- 
quate representation of the Soviet Union and its satellites on whatever 

General Committee is finally agreed upon. 
The Australian Delegate arrived at the same conclusion by contrary 

reasoning and supported the elimination of the Nominations Com- 
mittee, he told me, for the reason, among others, that he felt such a 
committee would be too susceptible to influence from the large powers. 

Security Council. 

While the report on the Security Council was accepted unanimously 
two issues arose during its discussion in the Executive Committee 
worthy of mention: | 

(1). As the report came before the Executive Committee it recom- 
mended that with a view to assisting the Security Council in complet- 
ing its initial organization with the least possible loss of time the 
Preparatory Commission should draw to the attention. of the Security 
Council certain questions of organization and procedure. Seven 
such questions were listed in an annex, all of them of an organizational 
character. 

(2). The draft report also recommended that the ‘Preparatory 
Commission invite the Security Council formally to mark its assump- 
tion of powers and duties under the Charter by an early discussion of 
the means best calculated to discharge its responsibilities for the main- 
tenance of international peace and security’. 
Gromyko objected to both these recommendations on the ground. 

that the Security Council should be left free to decide without pres- 
sure from the Preparatory Commission, its organization, its own 
procedures and the methods for discharging its responsibilities. In. 
opposition to the first recommendation his main argument was that: 
the interim arrangements authorized the Preparatory Commission: 
to make recommendations only with respect to items for the first 
meeting of the Security Council and that therefore the preparation 
of a list of general questions was not within the competence of the 
Preparatory Commission. I took the position that a recommenda-. 
tion bringing these questions to the attention of the Security Council 
was not outside the competence of the Preparatory Commission but: 
that we did not feel that it was necessary to bring them to the atten- 
tion of the Security Council with the force of a recommendation. Im



U.N. PREPARATORY COMMISSION 1467 

view of the divided opinion and strong feeling of some of the smaller 
states that the Security Council was not ‘sacrosanct’ a vote finally 
became necessary on the omission of this recommendation. Brazil, 
Chile, China, Czechoslovakia, Mexico, Soviet Union, USA, Yugo- 
slavia were in favor of omission; opposed to omission were Canada, 
Australia, Iran, The Netherlands, UK and France abstained. 

With respect to the second recommendation, Gromyko argued that 
it, was wrong to treat the Security Council as a child that needed 
to be instructed on its first movements and that the substance of this 
recommendation was covered in the terms of the Charter and need 

not be repeated in this form. The only solution that proved gen- 
erally acceptable was to omit the recommendation to which Gromyko 
objected, and rephrase the preamble to meet the desire of the smaller 
states to express the hope that the Security Council would promptly 
begin its work. 

Tt was clear throughout the discussion that Gromyko was suspicious 
of any effort by the smaller states through the Preparatory Commis- 
sion to affect the organization and procedures of the Security Council 

beyond its first meeting. 
While they accepted their defeat in good spirit the Australian 

representative made it clear that he would press in the Preparatory 
Commission for more detailed recommendations for the guidance of 
the Security Council. His position like that of the Canadian repre- 
sentative was consistently that the Security Council under the interim 
arrangements should be treated like any other organ for which the 
Preparatory Commission should make recommendations. The Aus- 
tralian Hasluck argued in the Executive Committee that in view of 
the very general nature of the provisions of the Charter and of the 
agreement on interim arrangements it would be more helpful to the 
Security Council if a complete set of rules of procedure and other de- 
tailed guidance were prepared for the benefit of the Security Council. 

I believe this conflict of opinion regarding the responsibility of the 
Preparatory Commission for the Security Council will be revived 
again in the discussions of the Preparatory Commission and that 
Australia with the added strength of a number of smaller states may 
be able to gather support for restoring in the report recommendations 
comparable to those omitted in the Executive Committee as a result 
of the Soviet opposition. 

E'conomic and Social Council. 

Specialized Agencies. 
The most significant reservation on the Economic and Social part 

of the Executive Committee’s report relates to the Soviet attitude on 
the problem of relations with specialized agencies. The Soviet repre-
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sentative objected to the entire report of the Sub-Committee though 
ultimately it voted for the transmission of the report without approval 
or disapproval of its contents. The Soviet followed through by secur- 
ing the deletion of a recommendation that a Negotiating Committee 
be set up by the Economic and Social Council to negotiate agreements 
with specialized agencies. It likewise obtained the elimination of 
a recommendation for a Coordination Commission as one of the stand- 
ing commissions of the Council. The Soviet also secured a redraft of 
a section of the report of the Sub-Committee relating to common fiscal 
services for the United Nations and the specialized agencies. The 
redraft merely suggests that it would be desirable to study the subject 
of common fiscal services. 

In conjunction with the foregoing, it should be borne in mind that 
the Soviet has decided, for the time being, not to join the FAO, and 
that it is apparently not going to participate in the Educational 
and Cultural Conference. 

The reasons for these delaying tactics on the question of relations 
with the specialized agencies are not clear. It is usually suggested 
that the Russian attitude on the ILO is sufficient to explain its negative 
attitude towards the various recommendations for pushing ahead 
rapidly with a program of bringing the specialized agencies into re- 
lationship. Some of their specific objections to the various recom- 
mendations made by the technical committees could be interpreted in 
this light but it is entirely possible that the Soviet has broader con- 
siderations in mind. Precisely what these are is not clear from the 
history of the Executive Committee and we are reduced for the present 
to conjecture. 

One possible explanation is that the Russians are reconsidering 
their entire attitude on the question of methods and forms of inter- 
national economic and social cooperation as defined in Article V of 

the Charter. It has been suggested that they might have become 
alarmed at the rate at which specialized agencies are being projected, 
particularly when this is taken in conjunction with the prevailing 
purpose to bring all such agencies with wide international responsi- 
bilities promptly into more or less close relationship with the United 
Nations Organization through the Economic and Social Council. 
They may feel that under present conditions these agencies or projected 
agencies owe too much to Anglo-American or Western European in- 
spiration and that the ‘spontaneous’ growth of such agencies does 
not give the Soviet satisfactory control or influence in their initial 
development. If this were the basis of their present dilatory attitude 
on questions of relationships of such agencies the Soviet might be 
expected to come forth with proposals that prospective international
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cooperation in certain economic and social fields be delayed until the 
Economic and Social Council is in a position to initiate and guide 
the development. In this way the Soviet might be able to exert 
greater control over the process and apply the brakes more effectively. 
This possible conclusion does not square altogether, however, with 
Krylov’s ® criticism in the Sub-Committee of Noel-Baker’s idea on 
the future organization of international economic and social coopera- 
tion. Noel-Baker contended that we ought not (repeat not) to set 
up any more specialized agencies, but ought instead to develop inter- 
national cooperation in economic and social fields by developing ap- 
propriate integrated machinery directly under the Economic and 
Social Council. In response to this Krylov was quite emphatic that 
the Charter prescribed specialized agencies as the normal method of 
organizing international economic and social cooperation in special 
fields. 

Another and perhaps better explanation (not necessarily incon- 
sistent with the first) may be found in the basic Russian attitude 
towards the United Nations Organization as primarily a security 

organization. They may feel that the mushrooming of specialized 
agencies joined to a quasi-compulsory procedure of bringing such 
agencies subsequently into close relationship with the United Nations 

Organization through the Economic and Social Council, may tend to 
make the Economic and Social Council the real center of the United 
Nations Organization activities rather than the Security Council. 
Their distaste for such a development would be increased by the feel- 
ing—referred to in the preceding paragraph—that the Soviet had too 
little control over the process whereby the United States or other 
‘western’ powers took the initiative in developing future international 
economic and social cooperation by way of specialized agencies and of 
subsequently bringing such agencies into relationship with the United 
Nations, the character of the United Nations might rapidly be changed 
in a direction opposed to the original Russian intention. This might 
particularly be objectionable to them, if, in future, such new agencies: 
were to be brought into a ‘consolidated’ financial relationship with the 
United Nations. The Russians may for the time being be unwilling 
to commit themselves to such a process of ‘infiltration’ of economic 
and social questions in the United Nations. | 

Powers of the President. 
The French Delegate made formal reservation on the question of the 

powers of the President of the Economic and Social Council. Spe- 
cifically it was contended that the powers of the President authorizing 
him to convene meetings of the Council at a date of his own choosing 

* S. B. Krylov, Soviet legal expert.
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‘were too considerable. I had no personal conversation with Massigli 
‘about this and attach no political importance to it. 

Opium Advisory Commission. 
The Chinese Delegation wants the Economic and Social Council to 

‘set up at its first session a standing commission to continue the func- 
tions of the League’s Opium Advisory Commission and will doubtless 
renew this proposal in the Preparatory Commission and General 
Assembly formally if not emplastically. 

Trusteeship Arrangements. 

The Temporary Trusteeship Committee. 
The Soviet Delegation supported by the Czechoslovak and the 

‘Yugoslav Delegations, objected to the establishment of a temporary 
‘Trusteeship Committee in the Executive Committee. : 

The principal reason publicly expressed by Ambassador Gromyko 
‘was that the establishment of such a temporary organ is not authorized 
‘by the Charter and would therefore be unconstitutional. This view 
was maintained in spite of the unanimous opinion of the other Delega- 
tions that Article XXII of the Charter authorizes the Assembly to 

‘establish ‘such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary for the per- 
formance of its functions’. | 

Another reason privately stated but not publicly advanced was 

the Soviet view that the Trusteeship Council could have been imme- 
‘diately established by starting with the five great powers whose 
membership is provided for under Article LXX XVI. Other Dele- 
gations had also thought about this possibility but it was abandoned 
in the early stage of the Sub-Committee’s discussions as being: not 
in the spirit of the Charter nor did it fulfill the balanced conception 
of the Trusteeship Council. 

Another Soviet objection was that the establishment of such a 
committee might actually delay the establishment of the Trusteeship 

Council since it would create a mechanism which might be regarded 
as sufficient for practical working purposes. The US Delegation 
and others as well argued on the contrary that there was even 
reason to urge the earliest possible establishment of the Trusteeship 
Council and that the temporary committee would in fact hasten 
rather than delay its establishment. 

Another objection and perhaps the most important which I elicited 
from Ambassador Gromyko in private conversation was his appre- 
hension that naming present mandatory states to the temporary 
committee might tend to freeze their position as future trustees of 
the same territories and make more difficult later reallocation of terri- 
tories under trust agreements. This consideration together with 

Gromyko’s view that the temporary committee would be used to retard
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the agreements and the establishment of the Trusteeship Council are, 
I am confident, the major basis of the Soviet opposition. 

(In this connection I understand that at San Francisco the United 
States Delegation in discussions with the British and French rather 
gave the impression that it was not their intention to replace the 
mandatory powers unless the new terms of the trust agreements were 
such that these powers would not be willing to continue to act in 
the capacity of trust power.) : 

The Soviet Delegation may also have had objection to the special 
mention of The Netherlands in the plan for the Trusteeship Com- 
mittee. Although this mention was a mere bracketed reference to 
The Netherlands experience as a colonial power thus qualifying her 
for membership it may be that the Soviet did not favor this mention 
although there was no intimation to this effect. 

Court. 

Though the Australian representative on the Sub-Committee helped 
formulate and supported adoption of the resolution authorizing the 
Executive Secretary to issue invitations to nominate by December 15 
the Delegation subsequently reversed its stand. 

In the Sub-Committee Evatt contended (a) that the Executive 
Committee was not competent under the interim arrangements to 
authorize issuance of invitations to nominate judges; (0) that assum- 

mg the Executive Committee was competent, it nevertheless was 

precipitate and also undertook to do something which asa matter 

of policy should have been left to the Preparatory Commission; and 

(c) that the procedure of issuance of invitations used by the Execu- 

tive Secretary did not accord with requirements of the statute, 

Article V. Subsequently in the Sub-Committee the Australian 

representative, Reyouf [Bailey?], ostensibly restating the Australian 

position, omitted repetition of Evatt’s argument on point (a) but 

amplified Evatt’s remarks on points (6) and (c). 

In the opinion of the Sub-Committee and its Chairman, McKinnon 

Wood * (UK) and of the Foreign Office experts, all of Evatt’s argu- 
ments as summarized above are insubstantial. - 

- These technical arguments are, however, probably only a facade. 

What is really wanted by Australia certainly and the UK apparently 

18 a postponement of the elections of the judges until the second part 

of the General Assembly. Evatt made that clear in the Sub-Com- 
mittee and in the Executive Committee on October 6. Evatt argued 

not technicalities but the desirability of having additional time for 

“H. McKinnon Wood, sometime chairman of Committee 5.
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the consideration of nominations which would afford much better 
results and the desirability of giving states like South Africa time 
to ratify the Charter. McKinnon Wood revealed to Reiff ** the im- 
portance the Foreign Office attaches to the arguments on the merits 
and the wisdom of postponing the election of the Judges to the second 
part of the General Assembly. 

Although these arguments on the merits are entitled to serious con- 
sideration there may be other considerations not yet disclosed which 
may be forthcoming at an interview with me which McKinnon Wood 
has requested. 

Secretariat. 

The Soviet delegation supported by the Czechoslovak and Yugo- 
slav delegations, opposed both in Sub-Committee and Executive Com- 
mittee what has been not wholly correctly called the ‘functional basis’ 
of organization. 

The Soviet contention is that each organ should have its own Secre- 
tariat and staff. They contend that this is called for under Article 
CI paragraph 2 which states that ‘appropriate staffs shall be per- 
manently assigned to the Economic and Social Council, the Trustee- 
ship Council, and as required, to other organs of the United Nations. 
These staffs shall form a part of the Secretariat. 

This question was discussed at great length at San Francisco and 
a compromise solution was arrived at which is reflected in part by 
the last sentence quoted above and in part in the Rapporteurs’ report 

at San Francisco which states in effect that while the Secretary Gen- 

eral must supply an appropriate staff for each organ of the United 

Nations he shall be free to move such staff about within the Secretariat 
as a whole as he may deem necessary for the performance of the work 

of the Secretariat. : 
Those who supported the so-called ‘functional’ type of organization 

contended that except perhaps in the highly specialized work relating 
to the Military Staff Committee and to some of the work of the Secu- 
rity Council, there would be unnecessary duplication if separate staffs 

were maintained on a non-interchangeable basis to serve the General 
Assembly and the Economic and Social Council and the various com- 

missions falling under that Council. Similarly there would be an un- 
natural and unnecessary duplication if one technical staff of the Sec- 
retariat could not serve the General Assembly when it deals with 
questions affecting the maintenance of peace and security as well as 

the Security Council when it is concerned with the same questions 

“Henry Reiff, a technical adviser on the United States delegation.
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even though the Security Council has the exclusive responsibility for 
action in this field. 
Moreover the Secretariat cannot actually be organized wholly on a 

‘functional’ or an ‘organizational’ basis and these terms have been 
given meanings which are not wholly descriptive of the way in which 
the Secretariat will actually function in any case. 

But these arguments were not convincing to the Soviets. From 
private conversations with Gromyko on this subject I get the impres- 
sion that he is wholly concerned with the Secretariat staff of the 
Security Council and I detected an underlying apprehension that 
interchangeability might impair not alone the efficiency and security 
of the work of the Secretarial staff assigned to the Security Council 
but also the preeminent position of the Security Council. He talked 
about the international character of the Secretariat and said it was 
human nature that individual members of the Secretariat would be 
more interested in what interested their countries; that most countries 
would be more interested in the economic and social aspects than the 
political and security aspects of the organization’s work. He also 
suggested facetiously that under a fluid scheme of organization, Hai- 
tians, Liberians, etc., might be working for the Security Council. 

Since it seems likely that the Secretarial staffs connected with the 
Security Council, the Military Staff Committee and the Trusteeship 
Council, will be very largely attached to those organs, a formula 
could perhaps be found which could give the Soviets satisfaction on 

these points. On the other hand in the whole field of economic and 

social activity of the organization it would appear to be very doubt- 
ful whether the expert staffs serving in these fields could be exclusively 

attached to any one organ. 

Liquidation of League. 

With respect to the liquidation of the League of Nations, the Soviet 

view appears to be that there should be no implication that the United 

Nations organization is ‘succeeding’ to the League of Nations. They 

rely upon a narrow interpretation of Article IV (C) of the interim 

arrangements, insisting that in the course of development of the work 
of several organs of the United Nations Organization, those organs 
should decide, item by item, which of the functions, activities and 
assets of the League should be taken over. Meanwhile, from their 
point of view, the League can stay in being until the picking and 

choosing has been completed or can liquidate itself, arranging for 

the preservation of its assets in such way as it chooses. While agree- 

ing that speed in the liquidation of the League is essential, the Soviet, 

view is opposed to performance of the task of liquidation by the
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United Nations, which they argue is the effect of adopting the en 
bloc method of transfer. They prefer the League to liquidate itself. 

In the Executive Committee on October 12 while discussing the 
proposed transfer of technical functions Gromyko repeated the argu- 
ment made by Yunin in the Sub-Committee, that ‘there was no exact 
dividing line between economic and political activities’. While in 
theory this may be true, under the scheme outlined in the report of 
Sub-Committee, the United Nations organs would have complete lib- 
erty to alter, adapt, or discontinue any function or activity transferred 
if anything connected therewith were inconsistent with the plans or 
policies of the organ involved. 

Something else may underlie the Soviet objection on these theoreti- 
cal grounds. Yunin may have furnished a club [clwe?] in the Sub- 
Committee when he argued that a technical economic function could 
be used for sanctions purposes. This objection may relate to resent- 
ment toward the League for its expulsion of the USSR. 

In advocating that the United Nations ‘consider the question of 
continuation of some functions similar to those of the League of 
Nations’, Gromyko’s remarks in the Executive Committee at least im- 
plied that there be no transfer of functions at all, and that such tech- 

nical functions as the League has could die with the League. Similar 
functions could be duplicated in the United Nations Organization. 

It may be on further analysis of the problem that what the USSR 
advocates here is what really will be the process, when spelled out in 
detail. The only ‘transfer’ actually taking place would be that of 
the archives, records, ‘know how’, etc., associated with the functions 
as exercised by the League. : 

Finally in the background of the League problem lies the ILO. 
The Soviet representatives in Sub-Committee made no reference to 
the ILO when discussing the League liquidation, nor did Gromyko 
in. the Executive Committee when discussing the report of the Sub- 
Committee. As long as constitutional or budgetary ties exist. between 
the ILO and the League it may be that hostility to the ILO may in- 
fluence Soviet views on the liquidation of the League. , 

General. 

One further thing may be worth comment. In private talks with 
Gromyko he has on several occasions said to me that in their view 
the Soviet representatives on Sub-Committees are single [s¢mply?] 
‘technical people’ without political authority or responsibility and it is 
only he who can make the final decisions for his government on policy. 
He confirmed my conclusion that he would not and could not be bound 

by any position taken by a technical expert in a Sub-Committee.” 
STEVENSON
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RSC Files : Lot 122, Box 13148 

Secretary’s Staff Committee Working Paper (SC-171/8) # 

| November 15, 1945. 

Tentative Unirep States SLATES FOR SECRETARY-GENERAL AND 
MempBeErRS AND OFFICERS OF THE SECURITY CoUNCIL, THE Economic 
AND SociaL CouNcIL, THE TRUSTEESHIP COMMITTEE, THE PREPARA- 
ToRY CoMMISSION, AND THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

There follows a tabulation of the countries which the United States 
will propose as candidates for the several elective posts in the Prepara- 
tory Commission and in the principal organs of the United Nations. 

The negotiations with respect to nominations will be completed for 
all practical purposes during the meeting of the Preparatory 
Commission. 

The tabulation below has been the basis of our negotiations to date. 
It has been prepared upon the basis of continuing consultation among 
the several geographic and economic offices, the Office of Public In- 
formation, and the Office of Special Political Affairs. 

The general guiding principles of the selection have been (1) the 
capacity of the state to fulfill the duties of the position, (2) wide 
distribution of responsibilities among the member states, and (3) ade- 
quate representation of geographical and political groupings. 

The tabulation is acompanied by memoranda stating the basis of 
selection in each case. 

I, THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
Basis of Selection 

Article 23 of the Charter required the General Assembly to elect six 
non-permanent members of the Security Council, “due regard being 
specially paid, in the first instance to the contribution of Members 
of the United Nations to the maintenance of international peace and 
security and to the other purposes of the Organization, and also to 
equitable geographical distribution.” 

It is considered desirable, subject to thé condition that the country 
elected is capable of making an important contribution to the main- 

tenance of international peace, to adopt the general practice of in- 

cluding among the non-permanent members of the Security Council 

one member of the British Commonwealth, one country from Eastern 

and Central Europe, one country from Western, Northern, and 

Southern Europe, two countries from the other American republics, 

® This memorandum was transmitted in toto to the Acting United States Repre- 
sentative in telegram 10053, Preco 289, November 16, 6 p. m., “for your general 
guidance in negotiations during PreCo”.
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and one country from the Near East and Africa. The question of Far 
Eastern representation is not of current importance because the only 
eligible Far Eastern member of the United Nations is the Philippine 
Commonwealth. 

Security Council Slate 

Non-permanent members: 

First Election Second Election Third Hiection 

Brazil (2 yrs) wee ee eee ee ee e©~=©6©Peru 
Canada (2 yrs) tee eee eee eee =©Australia 
Netherlands (2 yrs) ............. Belgium 
Poland (1 yr) Czechoslovakia ran 
Egypt (1 yr) Turkey See ee eee ee ee 
Mexico (1 yr) Colombia re 

II. ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 

Basis of Selection 

The Charter provides for an Economic and Social Council of 
“eighteen Members of the United Nations elected by the General 
Assembly”. In addition to equitable distribution in the light of other 
important positions in UNO, the basis of the proposed slate is that 
the Economic and Social Council should always include: 

(1) The five major powers. 
(2) Canada or India, alternating. 
(3) Australia, New Zealand or South Africa, in rotation. 
4) Belgium or the Netherlands, alternating. 
5} Brazil, Mexico, or eventually, Argentina, in rotation. 
(6) Three additional eastern European countries. 
(7) Three additional Latin countries (early consideration being 

given to Chile). 
(8) One of the five Arab states. 
(9) Two other countries (early consideration being given to the 

Philippines). 

Some rearrangement of the above distribution may be necessary as 
new states are admitted to UNO. 

It is recommended that the five major powers be assigned three, two 
and one-year terms at the initial election on a purely alphabetical 
basis, three-year terms being given to China and France, two-year 
terms to U.S.S.R. and United Kingdom, and a one-year term to the 

United States. The election of all five major powers for the initial 
three-year term would also be acceptable, but it is anticipated that 
this would probably be objected to on the ground that their re-election 
every three years would leave only one vacancy for a new member and 
would thus make a satisfactory system of rotation more difficult to 
achieve. 

It is recommended that commitments for support of specific nations 
be not made more than a few months before future elections for the fol-
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lowing reasons: (1) changes in the type of government of a particular 
country to which a commitment has been made may cause embarrass- 
ment; (2) it is impossible to foresee accurately what countries will 
be elected both to this Council and other important UNO positions, 
and if the first elections do not go as expected, our slate for subse- 
quent elections will have to be revised in order to achieve appropriate 
distribution and rotation; (3) the admission of new members may 
require reduction of the number of seats allocated to a particular 
geographic area, such as reduction of Latin American representation 
from 4 to 3; (4) although a promise of future support makes it easy 
to decline support for the first election, the situation will become more 
difficult when all available positions have already been promised. It 
would be appropriate, however, to point out that the United States is 
in favor of rotation on the general basis of the principles described 
above. | 

E’conomic and Social Council Slate 
Three-Year Term Two-Year Term One-Year Term 

China United Kingdom United States 
France U.S.S.R. Uruguay 
Cuba Mexico Peru 
Denmark Ukraine Australia 
Iraq Canada or India Czechoslovakia 
Greece Belgium Turkey 

[Here follows discussion of the Temporary Trusteeship Committee 
slate; this Committee was never established. | 

IV. THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

Basis of Selection | 

It is felt that 1t would be difficult if not impossible to reach agree- 
ment among the major powers to have a national of one of them 
in the position of Secretary-General. Accordingly, it appears that: 
he should be a national of a middle or small state. 

In a peculiar way. the selection of the Secretary-General should be 
made with primary consideration being given to the person rather 
than to a country since so much depends upon the ability of the 

Secretary-General. He should be a man of recognized prestige and 
competence in the field of foreign affairs, should be between 45 and 
55 years of age, and should have a fluent command of both the English 
and the French languages. | | | 

Furthermore it is likely that there would be considerable objection 
to the selection of a candidate from the country where the permanent 

site of the UNO is to be located or even from neighboring countries. 
Although our earlier preference for this post was Norman Robertson. 

of Canada, in view of the fact that the United States is likely to be 
selected as the permanent site of the UNO, it is not advisable for the
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United States Delegation to promote him or any other person from 
the Americas for the post of Secretary-General. No action should be 
taken, however, to oppose the selection of a qualified person from the 
Americas if support for such a candidate should develop. 

Spaak and Van Royen are listed because they seem most nearly 
to satisfy the qualifications set forth above. The fact that they are 
from Europe may assuage the feeling of those who wished to have 
the UNO in Europe. 

Candidates for the Secretary-General 

Other Candidates Acceptable to 
Candidates Proposed by United States the United States 

1) Paul-Henri Spaak (Belgium) 1) Norman A. Robertson 
2) J. H. Van Royen (Nether- (Canada) 

Jands) 2) L. B. Pearson (Canada) 
3) Auguste De Schryver 

(Belgium) — 
4) Stanley Bruce (Australia) — 
5) Jan Masaryk (Czechoslo- 

vakia) 

[Here follows discussion of proposed slate for the Second Meeting 
of the Preparatory Commission. ] 

VIII. PRESIDENT OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Basis of Selection Oo 

Lie of Norway has been suggested as a candidate because he is known 
to be a competent presiding officer and because it is felt that this 
important post should be reserved for a country not slated for non- 
permanent membership on the Security Council or for membership 
on the Economic and Social Council. 

Candidate for President of General Assembly 

Trygve Halvdan Lie (Norway) | 

IX, VICE-PRESIDENTS OF GENERAL ASSEMBLY | 

Statement under VI above applicable.* 

_-X, CHAIRMAN OF GENERAL ASSEMBLY COMMITTEES 

No preference is expressed at this time for chairmanships of the 
committees of the General Assembly since selections for those posi- 

“In an earlier draft of this paper there appears a notation as follows: “The 
British have suggested [Gen. Dwight D.] Eisenhower, [former Governor Harold 
E.] Stassen, and Stettinius.” 

“Section VI, not printed, was titled “Vice-Presidents of Preparatory Commis- 
sion’, and stated that “The United States Delegate was instructed on September 
22 that the Department preferred to leave him with freedom of action in select- 
ing candidates for these posts. It was brought to his attention that the posts 
might he used to give appropriate recognition to members not selected for elec- 
tive posts on Councils or for presiding chairs.’
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tions will undoubtedly be influenced by developments during the 

meetings of the Preparatory Commission. 
[Here follows certain information about the distribution of posts 

as between states. | 

500.CC (PC) /11-2145 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Acting United States Representative on 
the Preparatory Commission (Stevenson), at London 

Wasuineton, November 21, 1945—6 p. m. 

10182. Preco 300. The following message was delivered to the De- 
partment by the British Embassy: 

“Message for the Secretary of State from Mr. Bevin dated No- 
vember 16, 1945. As you know, I have felt from the beginning that 
the site of the United Nations Organization ought to be in Europe. 
After the vote in Executive Committee we thought the matter over 
again very seriously and came to the conclusion that, despite the vote, 
we still held the same view. We, therefore, propose to continue to 
argue it in the Preparatory Commission and to let the other Govern- 
ments know in so far as they are interested that that is our opinion. 
I wanted you to know this before the Commission meets. You will 
believe me when I say that whatever site is finally chosen, we shall be 
acceptable to the decision. It will make no difference to our deter- 
mination that the United Nations shall succeed.” . 

BYRNES 

[The Report by the Executive Committee to the Preparatory Com- 
mission was submitted to the Second Session of the Commission, which 
opened in London on November 24, 1945. The Report was presented 
to the Preparatory Commission at the second meeting of the session, 
on November 26, and it was immediately referred to its eight tech- 
nical committees for study. For the official printed record of the 
Preparatory Commission, see United Nations, Preparatory Commis- 
sion, Journal of the Preparatory Commission, 24 November- 24 De- 
cember 1945; this includes eight supplements containing the summary 
records of Committees 1 to 8.] 

500.CC (PC) /11-2845 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting United States Representative on 
the Preparatory Commission (Stevenson), at London 

WasuineTon, November 28, 1945—6 p. m. 

10333. Preco 324. We have had indications that the British are 
giving the impression that this Government prefers not to have the 
permanent headquarters of the organization located in the United 

723-681—67——97
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States. If these reports are accurate they may be due to the fact that 
the British feel warranted in giving such an impression as a result of 
remarks which I made to Lord Halifax and Noel-Baker on October 24, 

1945. You are familiar with these remarks and you will observe that 
I did not deviate from the official position which we have consistently 
taken that this Government will not seek the location of the head- 
quarters of the organization in the United States but that if the United 
Nations desire to place their headquarters here we will welcome it. I 
also indicated that in view of the vote of the Executive Committee 
I considered the question of location had already been decided. You 
are authorized to deny that this Government does not wish the location 
to be in the United States and to state that our position remains as 
stated in the third sentence of this telegram. 

| BYRNES 

500.CC (PC) /11-2845 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 

Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, November 28, 1945—10 p. m. 
| Received November 29—1:15 a. m.] 

12461. Copre 421. The intensive campaign by the British Gov- 
ernment both in the press and among PreCo delegations, particularly 
delegations from Latin America, in favor of locating the United Na- 
tions headquarters in Europe, has so far had three results. 

First, it has tended to solidify minority sentiment in favor of 
Europe. : 

Second, it has tended to strengthen the trend toward the East 
Coast among Latin American countries. 

*In telegram 12562, Copre 445, December 1, 3 p. m., from London, Mr. Steven- 
son reported, inter alia, “I informed Noel-Baker yesterday of the substance of 
Preco 324. He replied: ‘I have never said anything to anyone that was not 
textually in accord with what Mr. Byrnes said to me, and I hope you will 
assure him that I have always understood and understand now the abso- 
lutely loyal and generous attitude of the United States Govt. But you have seen 
the message from Washington in the Times and I think a number of delegations 
have independently had messages from their govts to the effect that. US opinion 
was by no means unanimous. I am more anxious than I can say that this busi- 
ness should not become a question of being pro or anti-American, and I hope that 
I shall be able to get everybody who takes our view to do everything in their 
power to ensure that this is the chief object they havein view. I will make clear 
to everyone I can reach exactly what Mr. Byrnes said to me. When the vote 
comes, it is, of course, very likely to uphold the Executive Committee’s decision ; 
and if it does, I am extremely anxious that it should be accepted by everybody 
with the fullest goodwill. As for myself, I only say that the happiest times of 
my life have always been in the U.S. So my goodwill will be very keen and 
personal.’ 

“This reply indicates to me that Noel-Baker intends to continue to use his 
memorandum of conversation with the Secretary of Oct. 24.” (500.CC (PC) /12- 

145)
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Third, it has caused some confusion and doubt as to the real attitude 
of the United States. The British seem to be deliberately mis- 
interpreting the expressions of neutrality we have made both in 

Washington and London to the effect that we would perhaps really 
prefer to see the headquarters located in Europe. 

A London 7imes despatch from Washington this morning is typical 

of stories appearing in the London press and inspired by official 
British spokesmen. After referring to “somewhat unfriendly” refer- 
ence in New York Times to “lobbying” by the British for Europe, 
London Zimes correspondent says “in the considered opinion of a 
number of highly competent American citizens, it would be a grave, 
even tragic, error to place these headquarters within the territory of 
any great power, whether the United States or another.” London 
Times further suggests many Americans feel that organization would 
be subject to much undesirable lobbying and pressure groups in the 
United States and the probability that America’s welcome would 
change in a few years to widespread criticism, demands for congres- 
sional investigations of UNO, protests against the loss of tax revenues, 

et cetera. 
Other London-inspired stories besides making usual arguments 

for Europe say it would be unfair to make the decision now when 
so many European states are not represented in UNO. 
American correspondents are of course cabling stories on this in- 

tensive British campaign and it is having its effect on the representa- 
tives of American cities here. I am impressed by the apparent 
insensitivity of the British Government to the effect of such stories 
upon American public opinion toward Britain, especially in view of 
the necessity of gaining public support in the United States for the 
contemplated loan to Great Britain ** and for other implementation 
of our economic foreign policy. 

I have formally restated the United States position in the following 
press statement. 

_ “The United States Government has repeatedly made it clear that 
it is not seeking the permanent headquarters of the United Nations, but 
that if the United Nations Organization decides to locate the head- 
quarters in the United States, it will be welcome. 

Representatives of several American cities or states have come to 
London to ask consideration by the Preparatory Commission of var- 
lous cities in the United States for the permanent headquarters of the 
United Nations. 

I wish to make clear that these representatives come to London on 
their own responsibility and their presence is not to be taken as indi- 
cating any desire of the United States Government to influence the 
selection of the headquarters of the United Nations. 

“For documentation regarding this subject, see vol. v1, pp. 1 ff.
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If the United Nations do choose the United States, the United 
States Government will take no position as between different localities 
within the United States. That is a choice which will be left entirely 
to the other United Nations and the United States Government will 
not seek to influence the decision in any way.” 

We are also taking steps informally to make clear to other delega- 

tions in accordance with your instructions (Preco 305 47) that the 
United States position on the headquarters is unchanged. 

The deputy delegate of Chile told us today that British efforts have 
not yet made any converts to Europe among Latin American delega- 
tions. He said he was almost certain that every Latin American dele- 
gate would vote in favor of the United States but made the reservation 
that he did not know the Uruguayan attitude. He felt, however, that 
a majority of the East Coast republics would vote for a location in the 
eastern part of the United States and said that the remoteness of 
San Francisco impressed many delegations adversely. He mentioned 
in passing, however, that the Colombian delegate had specific instruc- 
tions to vote only for San Francisco. He also stated with reference to 
Preco 322 [321] #8 that British Chiefs of Mission in all Latin Ameri- 

can capitals had been instructed to make the démarche described 
therein. 
AP poll on U.S. versus Europe confirms this information conveyed 

by Chilean, though indicating a possible weakening; of 14 Latin 
American countries reached, 11 stated preference for U.S. but 
Uruguay, Ecuador and Venezuela said they were not ready to indicate 
their preference. In this connection MacKachen,*® who had been 
originally proposed by Latin Americans as a desirable choice for 
chairman of one of the committees, was proposed specifically for 

Committee 8 by the British and nominated by Noel-Baker. 
AP was also informed by Syria that the Arab League would vote 

as a unit and had not yet decided between U.S. and Europe. AP poll 
indicates that if Arab League voted for Europe, outcome of vote now 
might be either just short of a two-thirds majority for the U.S. or 
one or two more than a two-thirds majority. 

“Telegram 10176, November 21, 7 p. m., not printed; it transmitted the text 
of a memorandum entitled, “Comments and Suggestions on ExCom Report for 
Guidance of US Delegation”. Regarding the question of location, as between 
Europe and the United States, the memorandum stated “. .. you should con- 
tinue to maintain neutrality, indicating that if a majority of United Nations so 
desire United States would be glad to have headquarters within its borders but 
is not seeking it. You should abstain from voting on this question.” (500.CC- 
(PC) /11-2145) 
“Telegram 10298, November 27, 7 p. m., not printed. It repeated telegrams 

from Asuncion and Rio de Janeiro, describing approaches made by the British 
to the Governments in those capitals regarding support for the British view on 
the location of the headquarters of the United Nations. (500.CC(PC) /11-2745) 

“R. E. MacEachen, Uruguayan Representative on the Preparatory Commission.
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I believe that British efforts are directed toward three objectives in 

the following order of preference: | 

First, a decision in favor of Europe. This, of course, they recog- 
nize as most unlikely. 

Second, no decision on a permanent headquarters either in PreCo 
or the first assembly. This result would be achieved by building up 
a minority sufficient to prevent a two-thirds vote for the United States. 

Third, a decision in favor of the East Coast of the United States. 

Following is report of first meeting of Committee 8: °° 
After talking privately with me, MacEachen of Uruguay, the chair- 

man of Committee 8, proposed at the opening of today’s meeting that 

a small subcommittee representative of the six continents should be 
appointed to hold hearings at which delegations of American and any 
other cities could present their case. He proposed that at the same 
time the whole committee should proceed with its work and reach 
decisions in the following order: First, on the criteria; second, on the 
continent; third, on the country; and fourth on the city. 

Spaak and Noel-Baker, supported by the Netherlands and Egypt, 
Jed opposition to holding any hearings until the criteria had first. been 
considered and a decision reached. China and Yugoslavia supported 
the proposal of the chairman. I expressed the hope that the commit- 
tee would find it possible to adopt a procedure which would enable 
the various municipal delegations to present their case promptly. I 
pointed out that they came to London in good faith without any en- 
couragement by the United States Government and that they included 
a number of distinguished men with important responsibilities await- 
ing their speedy return to the United States. I also expressed the 

hope that whatever procedure the committee agreed upon, it would 

be one which would enable the Preparatory Commission to make a 

definitive recommendation to the General Assembly on the location of 
the permanent headquarters. 

Canada then proposed as a compromise that the sub-committee be 
appointed immediately, that the general committee consider the cri- 

teria at its meetings Thursday and Friday and that the sub-committee 
begin its hearings on Saturday. This proposal finally received unani- 
mous support and several delegates, including Spaak, expressed the 
opinion that if agreement on the criteria is not reached by then, it 

Committee 8 was the Preparatory Commission’s committee on “General 
Questions”, within whose competence fell the question of determining the perma- 
nent location of the United Nations. For the proceedings in Committee 8 re- 
garding this subject, see Preparatory Commission document, Committee 8: 
General Questions, Summary Record of Meetings 24 November-24 December 
1048, DD. 13 ff.; the verbatim text of proceedings is located in the United Nations
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was made clear that the sub-committee hearings would begin on Sat- 
urday in any case. The hearings will be open to the public. 

Australia, Colombia, Cuba, Egypt, Iran, the Netherlands and Yugo- 
slavia were elected to the sub-committee. 

The general committee then began consideration of section 2 of 
chapter 10 of the Executive Committee report, paragraph by para- 
oraph, but reached no conclusion on the first paragraph in the half 
hour remaining before adjournment. 

STEVENSON 

500.CC (PC) /11-8045 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, November 30, 1945—6 p. m. 
[Received November 30—3: 10 p. m.] 

12526. Copre 422. The situation concerning choice of location of 

UNO as reported in Copre 421, Embassy’s 12461, seems to us likely 
to have a detrimental effect on US public opinion toward British and 
UNO in general. Open leadership of the British in their campaign 
against the US among PreCo delegations and through inspired press 
stories may arouse serious resentment in US press and Congress and 
may hamper favorable action on financial aid to UK and on trade 
program. In view of clear majority opinion among PreCo delega- 
tions in favor of US, it seems to us that British Govt is incurring a 
serious task [risk?] by continuing a Quixotic fight for Europe re- 
garding which there is every indication they will not succeed. 

American press representatives here are keenly interested in ques- 
tion of site and are already publicizing the efforts of British to collect 
votes for Europe. The deputations from American cities are like- 
wise aware of the British position and nature of campaign being waged 
to sell that position to other delegations and their govts. In the 
British press even the weapon of ridicule is being used. 

If, instead of continuing the present campaign, the British repre- 
sentative in PreCo, after a brief face-saving interval during which 
they would support Europe, were then to abandon their fight and 
gracefully accept evident majority in PreCo in favor of US, adverse 
effects on our public opinion would be substantially alleviated. 

In view of the importance of middle and far western public and con- 
gressional opinion with particular reference to economic proposals, 

it would also seem to us unwise for the British to press for the east 
coast of US or too emphatically for any particular city on east coast. 
Noel-Baker has told me personally that Boston would be his first choice 
in US. :
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We submit for your consideration the wisdom of bringing the fore- 
going to attention of Halifax * and the other members of the British 
Financia] and Trade Mission. ‘The debate on site in Committee 
Eight may take place early next week. 

STEVENSON 

500.CC (PC) /12-645 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 6, 1945—8 p. m. 
[Received 10: 58 p. m.] 

12799. Copre 490. The PreCo delegations of the other American 
Republics at a meeting in the Chilean Embassy yesterday agreed to 
vote in favor of the US as UNO site. It had been apparent prior to 
our receipt of Preco 324 that confusion existed among these delega- 
tions as to our attitude, in fact this confusion, as evidenced by some of 
their instructions which they have shown us, was shared by their own 

governments. 

It seems more than likely that Bianchi (Chile), who says he had 
specific instructions to take the lead, assumed the role of whip. A 
number of other delegates, however, particularly Zuleta (Colombia), 
who on his own initiative asked us our position some days ago; and 

Salamanca (Bolivia), whose instructions require him to vote with 
the majority of his Latin American colleagues; and one or two others, 

have wanted us to understand their part in this decision. Our only 
response has been to repeat the statement authorized in the Depart- 

ment’s above-mentioned telegram. The Argentine delegate was care- 

ful last night to stress to us the fact that his original instructions, since 

changed, had been to vote for Europe. 

Furthermore Riaz (Egypt) has in his own fashion led us to under- 

stand that the five Arab votes may be cast for the US. 

STEVENSON 

. The Earl of Halifax, British Ambassador to the United States. 
In his personal telegram 12527, November 30, 6 p. m., to Secretary Byrnes, 

the Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) stated that he had not been 
able to give his concurrence to Mr. Stevenson’s thinking on this point, in light 
of the Department’s position as set forth in telegram 10333, November 28. 
Specifically the Ambassador believed that the question of location of the United 
Nations should not be related to the current negotiations on loan and trade 
agreements. In the Department, Ambassador Winant was backed in this view 
by the Deputy Director of the Office of European Affairs (Hickerson) and the 
Under Secretary of State (Acheson), Mr. Hickerson writing, “I fully concur 
in the Ambassador’s statement that the British have every right to state their 
position see Moreover, I do not see how the Secretary could take this up with 
the British Ambassador in the manner suggested without departing from our 
publicly stated position .. .” (50.CC(PC) /11-3045)
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500.CC (PC) /12~745 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 

Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 7, 1945. 
[Received December 7—7: 04 p. m.] 

12864. Copre 513. I made the following statement at the opening 
of discussion by Committee 8 today of the Executive Committee’s 
recommendation to locate the headquarters in the United States: 

“In order that there may be no misunderstanding it may be helpful 
to the committee if I state again the position of my Government on 
the location of the permanent headquarters of the United Nations. 

Our position remains exactly as it was when the Executive Commit- 
tee voted on this recommendation. 
My Government wishes the members of the United Nations to come 

to their decision—whatever it may be—free from any influence or 
pressure and after the different poimts of view have been fully and 
fairly presented if they decide to confirm the recommendation of the 
Executive Committee to come to the United States we want them to 
make that decision solely in the best interests—both now and in the 
future—of the United Nations Organization as a whole and for no 
other reason. 
My Government has not sought and is not seeking the headquarters. 
Should the United Nations decide however to locate the permanent 

headquarters in the United States the Government of the United 
States and indeed the whole American people will welcome that de- 
cision and gladly undertake the very great responsibilities which this 
honor will entail.” 

STEVENSON 

500.CC (PC) /12-945 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representatwe on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 9, 1945—8 p. m. 
[Received 11:12 p. m.] 

12922. Copre 522. Part I. In conversation Friday night Erwin 
Canham, managing editor of the Christian Science Monitor, told us 
that he was very much disturbed by (a) situation regarding location 
of headquarters as it has been developing over past few days and (0) 
position of the US Government in regard thereto. His views, which 
we feel accurately reflect common viewpoint of all American city 
representatives here, are summarized as follows: 

First : The officially neutral position of the US Government vitiates 
the force of denials that we do not want site in US. In the absence 
of a positive, unequivocal statement that we do want the headquarters, 
damaging rumors continue to circulate.
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Second : It is becoming apparent that there may not be a two-thirds 
majority in favor of the US when vote is put on ExCom recommen- 
dation. This is because of the complete absence of any US leadership 
as contrasted with vigorous British leadership in Europe. Accord- 
ng to Canham, many PreCo delegations are mystified at failure of 
US to take more positive attitude. 

Third: If the vote goes against the US there will be the following 
results: 

(a) An adverse vote will provide ammunition to US nationalists and isola- 
tionists. It will be interpreted as an affront by Europe [to] “the US and will 
encourage trend to hemisphere isolationism in US.” 

(b) An adverse vote will be interpreted by US public opinion as a diplomatic 
defeat of considerable magnitude. All our friends, not only at home but among 
the other governments, will say and sincerely believe that an adverse vote is 
the fault of the State Department and US Government. 

(c) The effect of the foregoing will be a setback for the present US admin- 
istration. Canham expressed some of these views in signed front page article 
in today’s Observer, headlined “UNO H.Q. In Europe Would Shock America”’. 
He did not include criticism of US official attitude which he expressed to us 
but did say “the Truman administration also would receive a rebuff—not a 
good thing at all as President Truman and Secretary Byrnes seek to make up 
their minds on world policies. If President Roosevelt had been still alive there 
would have been no doubt at all.on UNO’s home.” 

The above views are reported because they are widely held here 
and I believe the Department should be aware of them. I do not 
suggest that the US should or could now formally abandon its 
position of not seeking a decision to come to the US, although wel- 
coming such a decision if made without pressure or influence from 

US. 
Part II. The vote at present appears to line up as follows: 
For US: Latin American countries (with Costa Rica and El Salva- 

dor probably absent), China, Australia, Soviet Union, Ukraine, 
Byelo Russia, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Philippines, Liberia. 
Total 27 or 28 votes. For Europe: United Kingdom, Netherlands, 
France, Belgium, Norway, Denmark, Luxembourg, Canada, South 
Africa, Greece, Poland, Turkey, and probably India. Total, 18 votes. 

Uncertain: Arab League, Iran, New Zealand, Ethiopia. 
Arab League now seems most likely to vote for Europe as a unit, 

although possibilities that 1t will split 3 to 2 for Europe, abstain 

entirely or even swing to US as a unit cannot be ruled out. Iran has 

instructions generally favorable to Europe but will probably abstain. 

New Zealand may either abstain or vote for Europe. Therefore, as 

things stand now a vote of about 28 to 18 or 19 with abstentions and 

absentees accounting for the balance would be somewhat more prob- 
able than a two-thirds majority for US. 

Part III. Committee 8 is scheduled to meet this week on Monday 

and Tuesday and again on Thursday, Friday and Saturday. Gen- 
eral debate on substance will probably continue Monday and Tuesday 

and discussion on voting procedure will probably begin on Thursday,
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with vote by end of week. As indicated above, although majority of 
delegations clearly favor US, two-thirds vote may fail by narrow 
margin of 2 or 3 votes. Despite repeated informal denials of rumors 
that US does not want site in US and formal statement made in com- 
mittee on Friday, rumors still recur. Rumor was current yesterday 

that my instructions authorizing me to make this denial were now 
obsolete, that US Government had again changed its position and 
now really wants site in Europe and that position has changed be- 
cause US Government really wants an American as Secretary Gen- 
eral (see also Spaak’s statement below). We had not heard Stet- 
tinius angle before. We shall deny this story vigorously in accord- 
ance with Preco 359 °* just received, both as it applies to Stettinius 
and in general. 

[Here follows Part IV, a summary of the meeting of Committee 8 

on Saturday, December 8. ] 
[Stevenson | 

500.CC (PC) /12-1545 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory — 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 15, 1945—midnight. 
, [Received December 16—4: 20 a. m.] 

13194. Copre 584. Reference Copre 583.55 At the start of Sat- 
urday’s meeting of Committee 8, a proposal to vote by secret ballot 
was defeated on a roll call vote, 26 to 24. I voted against a secret 
ballot and later made the following statement on my vote. 

“At the outset of our meetings a couple of weeks ago, I explained 
the position of the US on the question of the location of the permanent 
headquarters. I said that I would abstain from voting on the loca- 
tion but I also said that I would not abstain on matters of procedure. 
I voted against the secret ballot not on legal grounds and not, I can 

@ For discussion at these sessions, see Committee 8: General Questions, Sum- 
mary Record of Meetings, pp. 22-52. 
“Telegram 10635, December 7, 8 p. m., to London. It concerned a rumor 

which, the Department had been informed by private sources, was said to be 
“all over London”. Mr. Stettinius was said to wish to be Secretary General of 
the Organization, and for that reason the United States Government did not 
want the headquarters to be located in the United States, “as we obviously could 
not then have the Secretary General an American.” The Department advised 
that Mr. Stettinius “is definitely not interested in being Secretary General and 
that he so advised various people in London when the subject was casually raised 
with him.” The Department also stated that if it were questioned about the 
story, a statement in denial would be made, with the reminder that “the United 
States has consistently taken the position that the Secretary General of the 
Organization should not be a national of any of the major powers.” (500.CC- 
(PC) /12-745) 

© Telegram 13198, December 15, from London, not printed.
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assure you, to serve any ulterior motive, but because the US delegation 

believes that secrecy is a bad precedent for the United Nations; be- 
cause we feel that our decisions in so far as possible should in all cases 

and on all issues now and hereafter be made not secretly but openly. 

As Mr. Noel-Baker said the other day, we have spoken frankly on 

this issue. We feel that we should vote openly and frankly in the 

same spirit. I am happy that in its infancy the United Nations has 

not adopted the methods of secrecy.” 

Agreement had been reached during the day between both sides on 
a procedure by which there would have been a ballot either open or 
secret in which each member would name the country of his choice 
for the permanent headquarters, either the US or some European 

country. The European country which received the greatest number 

of votes would then have been proposed as an amendment to Recom- 

mendation No. 1 and voted on. Then the recommendation itself 
would have been brought toa vote. Agreement had not been reached, 
however, on whether these votes should be by secret or open ballot. 

After the Committee voted down the secret ballot, New Zealand, sup- 
ported by the UK, Canada and others, opposed proceeding further 

along the lines that had been agreed upon on the grounds that secrecy 

had been an integral part of this procedure. A move for adjournment 
was also opposed. 

Wilgress of Canada made and then withdrew a motion to recon- 
sider the Canadian voting proposal and moved an immediate vote 
on Recommendation No. 1. Hoo of China called for a vote first on 
amendment to the recommendation substituting Europe for the US 
since the substance of such an amendment had been advocated by 
most of those opposing the recommendation. ‘The chairman pointed 
out that no amendment for Europe had been offered in spite of his 
repeated requests for such an amendment. Noel-Baker supported 

Wilgress and denied that the UK had indulged in delaying tactics, 
or had any ulterior motives. 

Manuilsky of the Ukraine declared a most painful impression 
was being created by the attempt of those in favor of Europe to 
avoid the regular procedure which should have been to embody their 
convictions in an amendment for Europe which would then be put 
to a vote. If the amendment were defeated the Committee would 

then vote on the recommendation itself. That was the orderly and 
regular way to proceed. 

Gromyko supported Manuilsky and suggested that, since the sup- 

porters of Europe refused to offer an amendment, the chairman or 

some other delegate who had not yet committed himself in the debate 
should offer it. The chairman then declared that Uruguay would 
move an amendment in favor of Europe. Pelt of the Netherlands
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protested against the proposal of such an amendment by the chair 
and. denounced the proceedings as undignified. 

Padilla Nervo of Mexico supported the chairman forcefully and 
declared the whole difficulty arose because the countries supporting 
Europe refused to follow the standard procedure followed in all the 
committees of PreCo and in all international conferences. They said 
their refusal was because they did not want to embarrass the US by 
voting for Europe. If the US were to be embarrassed he said, that 
would have resulted from the debate in which everyone expressed his 
sentiments freely and frankly and not from the act of voting in ac- 
cordance with these sentiments. He declared the chairman had done 
the honorable thing in proposing an amendment which the states in 
favor of Europe should have done for themselves. 

Colombia then seconded the chairman’s motion and declared that 
it would vote for Europe. Iran declared it would vote for Europe 
on the first ballot but would reserve its position if the amendment 
for Europe did not carry. The chairman said Uruguay took the 
same position. Poland also declared itself in this sense. 

The amendment to substitute Europe for the US was then put to 
a roll call vote. The following voted “yes”: Belgium, Canada, Colom- 
bia, Denmark, Ethiopia, France, Greece, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, 

Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, UK and 
Uruguay. The following voted “no”: Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Byelo-Russia, Chile, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dominican 
Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Soviet Union, 
Ukraine, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. The following abstained: 
Ecuador and US. The amendment was defeated 25 to 23 with two 
abstentions. 
Recommendation No. 1 was then put toa vote. The following voted 

“ves”: Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Byelo-Russia, Chile, 

China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Salva- 
dor, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Mexico, Nicaragua, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Soviet Union, Turkey, 

Ukraine, Uruguay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. The following voted 
“no”: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Greece, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Saudi Arabia, Union 
of South Africa and the UK. The following abstained: Colombia, 
Ecuador, Ethiopia, New Zealand, Syria and the US. The recom- 
mendation was adopted 30 to 14 with 6 abstentions. 

Wilgress of Canada then moved that the vote be made unanimous, 
Noel-Baker seconded the motion, pledging the UK to work loyally
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and closely with its great friend and ally, the US, and to do every- 
thing in its power to make the United Nations successful. There was 
prolonged applause and the chairman declared the motion carried by 

acclamation. 
I then made a statement on behalf of the US which was also greeted 

with prolonged applause. It was an historic moment and in some 
ways a bitter one for the countries of Europe for by this action the 
United Nations definitely and finally recognized that the center of 
international actions after being for centuries in Europe, had moved 
to the west. I think that explains the embarrassing persistence of 
the UK and its European supporters in refusing to agree to the regular 
course of procedure on this whole question right to the bitter end. 
Once the final vote had been taken however the atmosphere changed 
and the meeting broke up in a general spirit of goodwill. 

Zuleta is anxious that the Dept of State should understand that 
Colombia was in favor of the US and voted for Europe on the first 
ballot only because that was made necessary by the refusal of the 
British and their supporters to propose an amendment in this sense. 
I may say that Zuleta has been a leader among the Latin American 
delegates in opposing attempts to delay and confuse the issue through- 
out the proceedings of Committee 8. 

| Here follows text of Mr. Stevenson’s remarks, For a summary of 
this statement, see Committee 8: General Questions, Summary Record 
of Meetings, page 51.] 

STEVENSON 

500.CC (PC) /12-1745 : Telegram : 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 17, 1945—5 p. m. 
[Received December 17—8:40 a. m.] 

18212. Copre 590. Gromyko called on me this morning to suggest 

that he would like to discuss the Secretary General. He commenced 

by saying that the Soviet Union had supported the US in the matter 
of the site of the permanent headquarters and wished now to have our 

views on Stanoje Simic, Yugoslav Ambassador at Washington as 

Secretary General. 
He said he was uncertain as to whether he would return to Moscow 

between the Preparatory Commission and the General Assembly but 
that if he did he would want to leave promptly at the conclusion of the 
Preparatory Commission and thought some five power discussion of
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the Secretary General and the non-permanent members of the Security 
Council in the course of this week was desirable. / 
We tentatively agreed to arrange if possible a five power meeting 

on Thursday December 20. 
He was entirely noncommittal with respect to second choices. I 

suggested that I had heard some discussion latterly of Van Kleffens °° 
but he was not responsive and gave us no indication of any interest in 
anyone except Simic. He suggested that any five power meeting be 
deferred until after I had received the Dept’s views on Simic. | 

I have had no discussions of Secretary General here during the 
Preparatory Commission except one brief talk with Wellington Koo 
on his initiative. He felt that an American should not be excluded 
from consideration if the US was chosen for the site but agreed that 
it might not be wise to urge this point of view. I gathered that he 
was interested in hearing the names uppermost in our consideration 
and I remarked that Van Kleffens, Spaak or Pearson had all been 
mentioned to me by other delegates and seemed to us worthy of con- 
sideration; he discouraged any talk of himself as a possibility. 

I suspect that Simic is advanced for trading purposes to enable 
Gromyko to make an important concession to unanimity among the 
five and to US in particular in order to get sympathetic consideration 
of his candidates for General Assembly positions. I would prefer if 
possible to have Simic eliminated from consideration by the other 
powers. Perhaps you should wire me that the Dept is willing to 
consider the qualifications of all candidates including Simic and 
withhold any final position for the present and also send me your 
views about him personally and any up to date suggestions and in- 
structions on the whole subject of the Secretary General. 

- [Stevenson ] 

500.CC (PC) /12—1945 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting United States Repre- 
sentative on the Preparatory Commission (Stevenson) 

| Wasuineton, December 19, 1945—8 p. m. 

10926. Preco 424. Reference Copre 590 December 17. | 

1. If you feel a useful purpose would be served we suggest you 
inform Gromyko that although grateful for the vote and support 
of the Soviet Union we do not feel that we are under obligation to 
any country by reason of the fact that it may have endeavored to 

place the site of UNO in the US since we did not seek the site. 

“ , N. van Kleffens, Netherlands Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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2. As you know our preference is for Spaak or Van Royen for 

SyG. We suggest you may wish to inform Gromyko that our pref- 
erence is based upon our judgment of their competence and the 
probable reaction of other countries to their candidacies, and not 
upon the fact that they are from a particular geographical area. 
Our preference for Spaak or Van Royen, however, should not be 
construed to mean that we would oppose other competent candidates 
who might be proposed. : 

3. Although we have stated that we do not feel we could push any 
candidate from the Americas in view of the fact that the site is in 
the United States (Preco 2895"), we would not oppose a candidate 
from the Americas merely because he was from this geographical 
area. We should endeavor to judge such a candidate upon his merits. 

We feel it would be unfortunate if the position of SyG should 
devolve upon some individual because he was from a particular 
geographical area rather than because of his competence. 

4. We feel that the time has come to discuss candidates for SyG 
upon a five power basis rather than upon the basis of negotiations 
between only two powers and approve your arrangement for a five 
power meeting Thursday.*® 

| ACHESON 

500.CC(PC)/12-2345 : Telegram , 

The Acting United States Representatwe on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

| _ Lonpon, December 23, 1945. 
[Received December 23—3: 56 p. m.]| 

13454. Copre 654. The Preparatory Commission concluded its 
work and adjourned at 5 p. m. today after approving remaining 
committee reports and other portions of final report2® The final 
meetings were concluded speedily and the atmosphere was cordial and 
optimistic. - 

| | STEVENSON 

™ See footnote 42, p. 1475. a ; | 
No record has been found in Department files of a Five-Power meeting on 

December 20. " 
See Preparatory Commission document PC/20: Report of the Preparatory 

Commission of the United Nations, December 23, 1945. :
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500.CC (PC) /12-2345 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representatwe on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 23, 1945. 
[ Received December 24, 1945—2: 50 a. m.] 

13453. Copre 652. Statement follows of main changes made by 
PreCo in ExCom report for use in preparations of US delegation to 
GA: | 

Main CHANGES BY PREPARATORY COMMISSION IN EXECUTIVE 
CommitTer Report 

I. General Assembly 

A. New items . 
1. Agenda—addition to provisional agenda of items: “Items of 

urgent importance including the problem of refugees.” 
Proposed by Committee 8, opposed by USSR, strongly supported 

by UK and Australia, and not opposed by US. . 
2. Rule on calling of international conferences by EcoSoc— 

additional supplementary rule was adopted providing that EcoSoc 
may call international conferences on matters within its competence, 
including trade and employment, and health, in accordance with 

Article 62, Paragraph 4. Proposed by US, opposed by UK and 
USSR, and supported by great majority. AJ] states were unanimous 
that some rule was necessary, but issue was whether to itemize health 
and trade and employment. 

3. Expert Committee on Contributions—addition of provisions in 
rules of procedure and paper on committee structure for an expert 
committee on contributions comprising 7 members selected on the basis 
of broad geographical representation and experience and serving for 
a period of 3 years, members retiring by rotation and eligible for 
re-election. 

Proposed as result of ExCom discussions in committee on adminis- 
trative and budgetary questions and unanimously supported. 

B. Modifications 
1. General Committee, including the 6 committee chairmen, reduced 

from 15 to 14 by omission of chairman of Credentials Committee, 
with provision that it shall be constituted to ensure its representative 
character and that chairmen of committees shall be elected on the 

basis of equitable geographical distribution, experience and personal 
competence. 

Originally opposed by USSR, who did not wish to include com- 
mittee chairmen, but finally supported unanimously (except Ecuador). 

2. Nominations Committee is omitted altogether.
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USSR opposed Nominations Committee in ExCom. All other 
states finally voted against this committee except Brazil, Canada and 
US, but we did not consider it a vital matter. 

3. Two committees in economic and social field—definite decision 
was reached to establish two main committees in economic and social 
field: (1) An economic and financial committee and (2) a social, 
humanitarian, and cultural committee, instead of one overall com- 
mittee to initiate and coordinate economic and social policy as pro- 
posed by US. 

This decision, strongly supported by UK, was carried by just a 
two-thirds vote. We opposed it but are agreeable to experimenting 
with two committees instead of one. 

4, Language provisions in rules of procedure, in place of modified 
San Francisco language rules for GA worked out by ExCom the 
rules as adopted at San Francisco will prevail “unless otherwise de- 
cided.” ‘Decision generally supported in view of suggestion raised by 
Ecuadoran Delegate that 5 working languages might be desirable. 
Decision on working languages is therefore postponed until later. 

II. Security Council 

A. New items 
None. 
B. Modifications : 
1. Period of notice for agenda—a blank space, to be filled in by SC 

was substituted in Rule 5 of the provisional rules of procedure for 
the 48 hour rule proposed by ExCom. This rule has reference to the 
period of notice required for the agenda of regular meetings of SC. 

Proposed by Mexico as a substitute for USSR proposal to fix in- 
terim at 7 days. Accepted unanimously. 

2. Invitation for assistance by SC—Rule 1 of footnote on page 42 
of ExCom report was incorporated as Rule 17 in the provisional 
rules. It provides: “The Security Council may invite members of 
the Secretariat or any person, whom it considers competent for the 
purpose to supply it with information or to give their assistance in 
examining matters coming within its competence.” 

Its adoption was proposed by Syria. The US opposed. 
3. Language provisions in rules of procedure—the section of the 

provisional rules dealing with languages was deleted and the follow- 

ing rule (Rule 18) substituted: “The rules adopted at the San Fran- 
cisco Conference regarding languages shall prevail until otherwise 
decided.” 

Ecuador proposed that reference to English and French as working 

languages be dropped. The United Kingdom proposed the compro- 

mise which was accepted and which the US supported. 

723-681—67 98
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4, Records of meeting—the second sentence of Rule 31 of the pro- 
visional rules recommended by the Executive Committee was revised 
to read: “This record shall be kept by the Secretary-General and the 
representatives of states who have taken part in the meeting may have 

corrections made in their own speeches within a period of 10 days.” 
The effect. of this is to open the records of private meetings to non- 

members of the Council who have participated in discussions of the 

Council under Articles 31 and 32 of the Charter. 
Proposed by Canada and accepted without objection. 

5. Records of meetings—the last sentence of Rule 31 of the pro- 
visional rules as recommended by ExCom providing that representa- 

tives of members who have taken part in a private meeting shall have 
the right to consult the records was deleted. | 

Syria proposed that the records in question be open to all members 
of the United Nations. This was opposed by the United States. The 

deletion of the last sentence was a compromise proposed by Australia 

and was supported by the US. 

III. Lconomic and Social Council 

A. New items | 
1. Commission on Narcotic Drugs—added as the fifth commission 

recommended for immediate establishment by EcoSoC. 
Proposed by China supported by US, UK and the Netherlands; 

adopted unanimously by Committee 3. 
B. Modifications . 
1. Fiscal Commission—included as third commission recommended 

for consideration as to desirability of establishment at an early date, 
possibly at first session of EcoSoC. 

Proposed for immediate establishment by Canada; supported by 
UK; opposed by USSR and others; failed of adoption; US proposal 

to put Fiscal Commission in category described in preceding para- 
graph adopted. | | 

2. Coordination Commission—recommended that EcoSoC consider 
at first session advisability of establishing such a commission. 

Proposal in foregoing sense by USSR accepted by Belgium (origi- 
nally in favor of recommendation for immediate establishment) as 
compromise; adopted almost unanimously. a 

8. Refugees—mentioned specifically in agenda Item 10 (11 of 

agenda in ExCom report) : “Discussion of the problem of refugees 
and of such other urgent problems,” etc. As in ExCom report; rec- 

ommended for specific mention in agenda for GA (see Section I of 
this memorandum). 

' Proposed by UK (after discussion indicated clearly that UK pro- 
posal to recommend immediate establishment of a Refugee Commis-
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sion would not be accepted) ; supported by Union of South Africa; 
adopted by 15 votes to 6 (USSR, Byelo-Russia, Czechoslovakia, Po- 
land, Ukraine, and Yugoslavia). | 

4, Relationships with specialized agencies—the section of the re- 
port on this subject (Chapter VITI of ExCom report; Section 5 of 
Chapter ITI of PreCo report) submitted to GA as observations de- 
signed to serve as a guide to EcoSoC in its negotiations with special- 

ized agencies. 
Proposed by UK; supported by the Netherlands; adopted unani- 

mously. | 

IV. The Trusteeship System : 

A. New rtems 
1. Draft resolution—all of Chapter IV, except provisional rules 

of procedure for TrustCo to be replaced by single draft resolution 

which states that 

(a) The GA calls on the mandatory powers to undertake the prac- 
tical steps, in concert with the other states directly concerned, for the 
conclusion of trusteeship agreements for approval preferably not 
later than the second part of the first session of the GA and that 

(6) Those trusteeship matters which will be taken up by the GA 
at the first part of its first session will be considered by the Trustee- 
ship Committee, using the methods which the GA considers most 
appropriate for the further consideration of these matters. 

The proposal of ExCom for the establishment of a temporary Trust- 
eeship Committee was strongly opposed by the Soviet bloc and the 
Arab League, which favored a simple invitation to mandatory powers 
to negotiate agreements immediately; draft resolution, based on a 
Yugoslav proposal, was prepared by a subcommittee consisting of 
Yugoslavia, USA, UK, USSR, Belgium and Syria; the phrase “in 
concert with the other states directly concerned” was inserted at sug- 
gestion of USA after other members refused to agree to invitation 
to “the states directly concerned, including the mandatory power”; 
last paragraph was added to original Yugoslav draft resolution at 
insistence of USA, supported by UK; resolution was adopted by vote 

of 28-0, many members reserving right to propose changes in the GA. 
2. Provisional rules of procedure—Rule 58: Following sentence in- 

serted between first and second sentences: “During such surveys the 
Trusteeship Council is empowered to use various methods to insure 

the fullest possible expression of the wishes of the local population, 

such as the voice of the representative organs if they exist, the hold- 

ing of public elections of spokesmen, consultation with the national 

organizations, popular referendum, direct contact by the special rep- 
resentatives of the Trusteeship Council with the people of the terri-
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tory, and other methods appropriate to the progressive state of politi- 
cal development of the people.” 

Original amendment proposed by Philippines and referred to a 
subcommittee, which presented majority recommendation and two 
minority recommendations; present amendment proposed by Ukraine 
and adopted, 20-4, without discussion; USA, UK, China and South 
Africa opposed, USA because amendment did not state that Trustee- 
ship Council should exercise these powers “in conformity with the 
respective trusteeship agreements.” 

B. Modification 
1. Provisional rules of procedure for Trusteeship Council—Rule 1. 

Semi-annual meetings substituted for annual meetings. 
Proposed by USSR. 
Rule 6. Following sentence added: “A member of the United 

Nations which has proposed an item on the agenda of the Trusteeship 
Council is entitled to be present and heard when such item is being 

discussed.” 
Proposed by Syria. 
Rule 7 and 9. Semi-annual elections substituted for annual elections. 
Proposed by USSR. 
Rule 24. Restrictions on publicity were revised so that all meet- 

ings of Trusteeship Council and subsidiary bodies will be public unless 
in exceptional circumstances it is decided otherwise. 

Rule 30. Following phrase added to first sentence “including ques- 
tions on the activity of and measures taken by the administering 
authority to that end.” 

Proposed by Syria. 
Rule 38. Entire second sentence, regarding rejection of petitions, 

deleted after USA and other delegations proposed amendment of 
individual clauses. 

Rule 39. Last 11 words of first sentence and entire second sentence 
deleted. 

Proposed by USA. 
Rule 40. Phrase “are permitted” in last sentence changed to “are 

not prohibited.” | 
Rule 41. Deleted on motion of Egypt. 

Rule 44. Deleted on motion of Liberia. 

V. International Court of Justice 

A. New wems 

None. 

B. Modifications 
1. Dissolution of P.C.L.J.
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Deletion from Section 2 of Chapter V of report of the following: 

(1) The whole of the “resolution to be moved in the Assembly of 
the League of Nations”; and 

(2) The reference to that text which is made in the remaining 
portion of that section. (See PC/LEG/31). 

Suggested by Belgium and approved without opposition or vote. 

VI. Facilities, Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations 

A. New items 
1. A draft general convention on privileges and immunities trans- 

mitted as a working paper toGA. /PC/LEG/42/. 
Proposed by the Canadian Delegation in Committee 5, vigorously 

supported by UK and Belgian delegations, no opposition to draft 
convention as such but general reservations and exceptions made by 
all delegations including US. General insistence that present draft 
have only working paper status. 

2. Recognition that certain specialized agencies, in some cases, by 
reason of their particular functions, may require privileges of a spe- 
cial nature which are not required by the United Nations. Language 
in this sense introduced by Committee 5 in excerpted Paragraph 5 of 
Chapter V of report of Executive Committee which appears in 
PC/LEG/42, Page 2. 

VIL. The Secretariat 

A. New items 
1. An International Civil Service Commission to be established 

by the Secretary-General, in consultation with the heads of the 
specialized agencies, to advise on methods of recruitment and means 

to achieve the adoption of common standards of recruitment in the 

Secretariat and in the specialized agencies brought into relationship 

with the United Nations. 

Original proposals by the US, UK and Canada were reconciled in 

a compromise, including major points of US amendment. Nether- 
lands, Brazil, US, USSR and New Zealand supported appointment 

of members by Secretary-General in consultation with the heads of 
specialized agencies. UK, France, Belgium, Mexico, Argentina and 

Chile supported Assembly appointment. 
2. An information policy statement prepared by the special Ad- 

visory Committee on Information was approved, in principle, and 
attached as an annex to the report for the guidance of the Assembly 

and the Secretary-General. 
3. Temporary classification and compensation schedules are to be 

prepared by the advisory group of experts.
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Proposed by France and agreed by US as a result of debate on 
striking of detailed grading schedules from the report. (See Modi- 
fication 2 below.) 

B. Modifications: 
1. The staff regulations were condensed to a statement of general. 

principles, leaving details to be promulgated as rules by the Secretary- 

General. : 
Proposed by US, generally supported after initial opposition by 

Belgium and France. 
2. The detailed classification and compensation grading schedules 

were stricken from the report, except for statement of general 

principles to be followed by the Secretary-General and the advisory 
group of experts. 

Proposed by US, supported by USSR. Strongly opposed by 
Belgium and France. 

3. Permanent tenure was substituted for the ExCom 5-year con- 
tract for all positions except Secretary-General, Assistant Secretaries- 
General, Directors and such other higher positions as Secretary- 
General may designate, for which a 5-year term will be retained. 

Proposed in different form by Belgium, Canada and US. General 
support obtained for recommendation based on compromise U.S. 
amendment. After initial opposition by Netherlands, Greece and 

Soviets, unanimity was reached on the proposals. | 
4, Assistant Secretaries-General. The ExCom recommendation 

that Assistant Secretaries-General be the heads of departments was 
modified to leave the Secretary-General latitude in placing one or 
more departments under a single Assistant Secretary-General. 

Sponsored by US originally to leave Secretary-General free to 
utilize assistants as he saw fit. Opposed by UK, Netherlands, Chile 
and Canada. Final compromise embodies most of US views. 

5. The status of the report was modified by forwarding Section 2 
of the report and staff rules for the guidarce of the Secretary-General 
in lieu of requiring detailed conformation to the detailed plans and 
policies. 

Sponsored by the US, supported by UK and USSR. Opposed by 
Netherlands, Belgium and France. 

6. The Department of Security Council Affairs was substituted 
for the “Department for the Maintenance of International Peace and 
Security” and the descriptive sections of the report were modified 
as a solution to the “semantics” difficulty between those delegations 
supporting organization by functions and those supporting one by 

organs. 
Compromise on US, Canadian, USSR and ExCom proposals was 

initiated by US and supported by USSR, UK, Canada, Greece, US, 
Mexico, Brazil and the Netherlands. Opposed by Chile and Belgium.
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7. Conference and General Services and Administrative and Finan- 
cial Services were substituted for the Central Bureau, Treasury De- 
partment, and Administrative Services and Personnel Department 
proposed in ExCom. OS : 

The US proposed the substitution of several staff offices for the de- 
partment proposed in the ExCom report. After substantial modifica- 
tion to provide two groups of services with independent offices, thus 
incorporating most of US views and with an Assistant Secretary- 
General as the principal staff aide to the Secretary-General, the pro- 
posal was accepted by the UK, USSR, Belgium and Canada. 

8. The organizational latitude provided the Secretary-General in 
the ExCom report was widened to give the Secretary-General com- 
plete freedom in the distribution of work between the departments 
and services and the rearrangement of the initial organization recom- 
mended for the Secretariat. | 

Proposed by the US and USSR. Generally supported after initial 
opposition by the UK, Netherlands, Belgium and France. 

9. The coordination of economic and social departments is left to 
the Secretary-General and he is free to utilize any organizational 
method short of a single department. The ExCom report had pro- 
vided for separate department heads and no coordination work. 

The US proposed that both departments be under a single Assistant 
Secretary-General. The compromise language suggested by Poland 
was accepted in preference to a certain defeat on the original US pro- 
posal, as it still leaves the Secretary-General free to place the two 
departments under a single Assistant Secretary-General if he finds 
it necessary. 

10. The proposed salary of the Secretary-General and salaries of 
the staff were stricken from the report. 

US proposal recommended by the advisory group of experts. Op- 
posed by France. | 

VIII. Financial Arrangements | 
A. New item 
1. Draft provisional financial regulations prepared by the advisory 

group of experts together with US amendments, were referred to GA 
as a working paper for its consideration. 

The US was able to obtain agreement on amending these regulations 
to strike the provision for submission of the budget by the SyG to the 
members in advance of presentation to GA. The paper was trans- 
mitted as a working document rather than as a recommendation at 
the suggestion of the USSR. _ 

B. Modifications 

1. The title “Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budg- 
etary Questions” was submitted for “Supervisory Committee on Ad-
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ministrative and Budgetary Questions”. The statement of functions 
of this committee and of its relationships was modified to limit the 
committee to advice for GA and the Administrative and Budgetary 
Committee, and to avoid implication that the committee supervises or 
controls in any way the Secyt or the SyG. The text of the report 
was revised so as to leave open the question of the time at which the 

budget was to be submitted to the committee and the member states 
by the SyG. 

The original US proposal, which would have established the com- 
mittee as the staff for the Advisory Committee on Administrative and 
Budgetary Questions, met with very strong opposition from the UK, 

Venezuela, Czechoslovakia, China, the Netherlands, Australia and the 
USSR, the other members of the subcommittee appointed to consider 
the proposal. The compromise modifications, as adopted, embody the 
major points in the US proposal. 

2. Payment of travel expenses of delegates to the GA was advanced 
to the status of a definite recommendation as against the general ap- 
proval of the principle in the ExCom report. 

Sponsored by the UK and generally supported. At US request, 
the UK sponsored an amendment to make it impossible for members 
in default to obtain cash payments for travel of their delegates. 

3. The financial year was changed from January 1 to December 381. 
Sponsored by the US and formally proposed by the advisory group of 
experts. 

4. The working capital fund advances are to be calculated on 
straight FAO formula rather than on a floor of $5,000 and FAO for- 
mula for nine countries. 

Based on advisory group of experts recommendation the US took 
hand in securing unanimous support for a definite recommendation as 
the working capital fund and system of advances after a number of 
countries, including Brazil, USSR, Mexico and Chile had proposed 
transmittal of the proposal as a working paper. 

IX. Permanent Headquarters of UNO 

A. New items 

1. Decision on east of US for site—a recommendation was adopted 
that the site of the permanent headquarters should be in the east of 
the USA. Initiated by Freitas-Valle * and strongly supported by 
the UK, most of the European states and many of the Latin Ameri- 
can states, the vote on this proposal was 25 to 5 with 10 abstentions 
including US. 

2. Interim Committee—appointment of an interim committee to 
make recommendations during the first part of the GA on the exact 
location of the permanent headquarters of UNO within the US. This 

* Cyro de Freitas-Valle of Brazil.
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committee was created because insufficient: time remained after the 
decision to locate the headquarters in the US for the PreCo to ex- 
amine the mass of data already submitted on various proposed sites. 
The Interim Committee will also carry on work on a draft agreement 
with the host state on the basis of the principles embodied in a draft 
which the PreCo will forward to the GA for information but not as a 
recommendation. 

X. The League of Nations . 

A. Modifications 
The purposes of Chapter IX of the Executive Committee report 

are achieved in substance, but with a change in procedure, by means 
of 3 recommendations set forth in PC/11 and PC/12, which aban- 
doned the formal concept of en bloc transfer. 

1. Treaty functions entrusted to the League. The draft resolution 
dealing with this subject (Section 2. Ch. IX, report) is simply re- 
peated in PC/12, Section 1, with the substitution of the term “assume” 
for the term “take over” in the text. 

2. Non-political functions and activities of the League other than 
those entrusted under treaties. Recommendations in Section 2 of 

PC/12 provide: 

(1) For a survey of such functions by the Economic and Social 
Council prior to assumption of any of them by the United Nations, 
but pending completion of the survey, it is recommended that the 
League work in the economic, financial and transit department and 
health and opium sections should be assumed and continued on a pro- 
visional basis when the League is dissolved ; 

(2) That provisions be made for taking over and maintaining in 
operation the library and archives and for completing the League of 
Nations treaty series; : 

(3) That experienced League personnel be used for the purposes in 
(1) and (2) above on a conditioned basis. Paragraph 4 of Section 2 
of PC/12 states that “the Preparatory Commission believes that the 
foregoing recommendations cover all parts of the report by the Execu- 
tive Committee relating to the transfer of functions, powers, and ac- 
tivities of the League of Nations with the exception of Paragraph 
9...” 

3. League supervised loans. Paragraph 4 of Section 2 of PC/12 

refers to Paragraph 9 of Chapter [IX of ExCom report, and says “the 

Preparatory Commission makes no recommendation on this subject; 
it considers that it can be brought by any interested government be- 

fore the EcoSoc.” 
4. Assets of the League. PC/11 contains a recommendation pro- 

viding for: 
(1) A committee of 8 persons to be designated by 8 named states, 

including the United States, to confer with the League Supervisory
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Committee for the purpose of bringing in a plan for the transfer of 
the assets of the League to the United Nations. 

(2) The committee should consult with the ILO on questions con- 
nected with this transfer which affect that organization. 

(3) The committee is to have regard to the views expressed in the 
report. ‘Ch. TX, Section 3, Parts B and D, which deal with assets. 

_ (4) The contemplated plan is subject to approval by the GA. It 
should be ready in time to be considered during the first part of the 
first session of the Assembly. 

5. Disposition of Part [IX of ExCom report. 7 
Section 2 is preserved, as indicated above, in PC/12, Section 1. 

Sections 1 and 3 are replaced by the new recommendations embodied in 
PC/12, Section 2, and PC/11, except as so preserved or incorporated 
by reference. Sections 1 and 3 of the ExCom report are not trans- 
mitted to the GA. 

‘The above complex modification of the scheme envisaged in Chapter 
IX of the report is the result of a compromise put forth by the Polish 
Delegation and elaborated in a small drafting committee composed 
of the delegates of UK, USSR, Poland and Egypt, China, France, 
Australia and other important League members supported it and no 

opposition toward it was manifested in Committee 7. The US re- 
served on valuation of the League property, but supported the above 
solution. — 

STEVENSON 

500.CC (PC) /12—2445 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 

Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

| Lonpon, December 24, 1945—4 p. m. 
[Received 9:40 p. m.] 

13562. This is Copre 665. Individual talks in last few days dis- 
close Koo’s preferences for Secretary General are Pearson, Van 
Kleffens and Spaak in that order. Noel-Baker strongly favors Pear- 
son. Gromyko expressed “great disappointment” that our prelimi- 
nary reaction to Simic was unfavorable and foresaw “difficulties”. No 
affirmative response to Van Royen but I will continue to keep his name 
and Spaak’s in the discussions. Names of Sir John Anderson © and 
Aghnides * have been added to Mudaliar @ in the gossip but not among 
the five. : 

Formerly British Chancellor of the Exchequer (in the Churchill wartime 
coalition government). 

7 Thanassis Aghnides, Greek Representative on the Preparatory Commission. 
@Sir A. Ramaswami Mudaliar, Indian Representative on the Preparatory 

Commission. |
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Gromyko expressed doubt as to inclusion of Mexico on the Security 
Council and questioned four Western Hemisphere states. I presume 
he will press later for elimination of Mexico and inclusion of another 
Eastern European. He also questioned Egypt and suggested Syria 
as “less British”. He also implied that Belgium might be a more ac- 
ceptable choice than the Netherlands. Noel-Baker strongly favors 
Spaak for President of GA. His second choice if necessary to satisfy 
Russian objections, would be Masaryk and Lie would be his third 
choice. His objection to Lie is on personal qualification grounds in 

contrast to Spaak’s ability and elocution. 
[Here follows discussion of other subjects. ] 

STEVENSON 

500.CC (PC) 12-2445 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 24, 1945—9 p. m. 
[Received December 25—6: 50 p. m. | 

13583. This is Copre 670. 
a. Following is summary report of conversations concerning slates 

and related matters during the last few days in addition to conver- 

sations reported in Copre 665. 
[Here follows Mr. Stevenson’s discussion of his conversations 

with several heads of delegations from Near Eastern, British Com- 
monwealth, and Latin American countries.] — 

6. Following are preliminary observations concerning presidency 
of GA and SyG: 

1. There seems to be very little interest in a Norwegian as presi- 
dent of the GA. There is even some concern that a Norwegian presi- 
dent might be in a somewhat embarrassing position with regard to 
Soviet Union. Apart from the support for Evatt mentioned above 
among the Latin American delegations, sentiment seems rather 
strongly to favor Spaak as president. He is known to be favored 
by the British. The view is now infrequently expressed, however, 

“H. V. Evatt, Australian Minister of State for External Affairs and Australian 
Representative on the Preparatory Commission. Mr. Stevenson had reported 
as follows: “With regard to the presidency of the GA, Zuleta [Eduardo Zuleta 
Angel, of Colombia, President of the Preparatory Commission] confirmed that 
there is general support among all Latin American delegations for Evatt. He 
said that he personally as well as his Govt shares this view. He then talked at 
length about Evatt as a leader of smaller countries at San Francisco and the 
profound impression he had made upon all of the Latin American countries in 
this sense. For the same reason he said he thought Evatt would have a great 
deal of support among the smaller European countries. Zuleta went out of his 
way to emphasize that Latin American support for Evatt was not directed against 
the US but rather to prevent domination by the Soviet Union. Zuleta did not 
feel that the candidacy of a Norwegian would be very warmly received if Evatt’s 
candidacy were not practicable. He said he thought the Latin American coun- 
tries would favor Spaak if Evatt were not available.”
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that because of his political record he might be unacceptable -to the 
Soviet Govt. Gromyko was certainly lukewarm, to say the least; 
concerning the possibility that Spaak might be elected president of 
the GA. It is felt that Spaak might accept the presidency since it 
would presumably permit him to continue his political and admuinis- 
trative career in Belgium. — 

9. There is virtually no favorable reaction to Spaak as a possibility 
for SyG. It is doubted whether Spaak would be willing to give up 
his national career; it is believed that Soviet opposition would be far 
stronger against Spaak as SyG than it would be against him as 
president of GA; it is recognized that Spaak’s command of English 
is very poor and that fluent command of English will be essential 
since headquarters will be in US. There is very little enthusiasm 
for Van Kleffens or Van Royen. The latter is thought of as a very 
high-minded gentle person of considerable intellectual capacity but, 
on the other hand, he is considered to be somewhat aesthetic and not 
tough enough for the job as SyG. Soundings we have taken without, 
of course, specific reference to Gromyko’s proposal of Simic, indi- 
cate there would be strong opposition to an Eastern European as SyG. 
This opposition would be notably strong among Latin American 
countries, and might be somewhat embarrassing because, although 
not in any way inspired by US, the Soviet delegation would undoubt- 
edly believe that it had been. 

c. We shall continue consultations so far as possible over the holi- 
days with other members of the five and other delegations as circum- 

stances permit. Because of pressure of other work on all delega- 

tions and reluctance of most delegations to discuss slates before this 

week, it has not been possible for us to make as much progress as we 

should have liked during PreCo period. We anticipate it will be 

possible to commence active discussions of these matters by about 

January 8 and we feel quite certain that the remaining time before the 

GA convenes on the tenth will be more than fully occupied with these 

negotiations. 

STEVENSON 

500.CC (PC) /12-2445 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonvon, December 24, 1945—9 p. m. 
[Received December 25—2 p. m. | 

13582. This is Copre 671. I met today in Gromyko’s room with 
Gromyko, Victor [Hoo,] ** Koo and Webster. Yunin®™ of 

** Minutes of the meeting indicate that both Wellington Koo and Victor Hoo 
were present. . 

“*M. M. Yunin, Adviser on the Soviet delegation to the Preparatory Commission.



U.N. PREPARATORY COMMISSION 1507 

USSR was also present. Massigli was absent because of his return 
to Paris today. Meeting was result of my private arrangement with 

Gromyko. : 
Discussion covered SyG, non-permanent members of SC and mem- 

bers of EcoSoC with brief reference to presidency of GA. 
With regard to SyG I mentioned a number of names which had 

come to my attention during the PreCo to wit: Spaak, Van Royen, 
Sir John Anderson, Aghnides, Mudaliar, Bruce, Pearson, Monnet, 
Van Kleffens and finally Simic who had been suggested to me by 
Gromyko. I explained that these were merely names with respect to 
which only Spaak and Van Royen had received any formal and ap- 
proving consideration by my Government. 

The question arose as to whether we should proceed with a discus- 
sion of names or principles. Koo suggested that we should first 
determine whether a US citizen was excluded, second, whether a 
North American could be considered and, third, whether one of the 
great powers could be considered. 

Gromyko suggested that it should not be a North American. Web- 
ster indicated that no one should be excluded and that the sole criterion 
should be the best man. In response to Gromyko’s inquiry about 

Simic, Webster said he was not sufficiently experienced and could not 
in his judgement compare with Spaak on grounds of competence, ex- 
perience or favorable reaction among others. Gromyko did not press 
hard on Simic and I think he was following instructions with full 
realization of the futility but with the expectation that his bargaining 

position would be improved. Webster indicated that his Govt’s 
first choice was still General Eisenhower in spite of the fact that he 
was from the US. Gromyko asked if he had second and third choices 
to which he did not respond. Koo indicated that his preference on 
the ground of the principles which he felt should prevail were Spaak, 
Pearson, Masaryk and Van Kleffens. He felt that first the general 
principles should be established and then the possible candidates 
eliminated by comparison with these principles. 

Gromyko expressed agreement in principle with this position. I 
suggested that perhaps we could approach the problem obliquely by 
finding out if there were any other Big Five candidates except Eisen- 
hower. There were no names suggested except Tsing of China for- 
merly Ambassador to Moscow who was suggested casually by Webster. 
I was requested by Webster to determine definitely if Eisenhower 
would be available and agreed to do so.** If he were eliminated there 

“In telegram 11124, Preco 452, December 29, 3 p. m., to London, the Depart- 
ment stated that “Webster’s inquiry ... has been informally referred to the 
War Department. In response it has been suggested that you endeavor in- 
formally to discourage further proposal of General Eisenhower’s name for the 
post of Secretary General.” (500.CC (PC) /12-2945)
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seemed to be general if tacit agreement to proceeding with the con-— 

sideration of other names as no other US citizen seemed to be under 

consideration. Both Webster and Gromyko quickly eliminated dis- 

cussion of Van Royen. Webster and Koo expressed a warm regard 
for Pearson in which I concurred explaining that as he was a North 

American we were reluctant to take any initiative in regard to him. 
Sir John Anderson was discussed but briefly and eliminated by 

Webster on the ground of age. I explained that I was reluctant to 
dismiss consideration of all Big Five possibilities until we had can- 
vassed all possible names and Gromyko remarked that Professor 
Webster had not “mentioned anyone officially”. The professor re- 
plied that he had mentioned Spaak and Pearson though he could not 
commit his Govt and was reluctant to mention anyone from the UK. 
Gromyko then changed the subject [to] the non-permanent members 

of SC and Webster said that he thought something like Brazil, Can- 
ada, Netherlands, Poland or Czechoslovakia, an Arab state and a 
Latin American state—Colombia or Mexico—would be about right. 
Gromyko asked if Belgium would not be preferable to the Nether- 
lands and the professor indicated that the Netherlands in his opinion 
was a much greater power. Koo suggested that another Asiatic state 
should be considered and Gromyko said that that meant only Iran or 
India. Gromyko said Iran should be included among the Arab states. 

I presented our slate merely for discussion for EcoSoC explaining 
that some changes would probably be made among the Latin Ameri- 
cans. Gromyko seemed to be particularly interested in how long the 
terms were for each of the states proposed. 

The subject of the President of the GA was then discussed briefly 
and I indicated a preference for Norway. Professor Webster pre- 
ferred Spaak and felt that that did not exclude him from considera- 
tion for SyG. Gromyko raised the question of officers for the first 
and second parts of the Assembly and seemed somewhat surprised that 
the same officers would serve in both parts of the First Assembly. He 
added that he felt therefore, that the consideration of officers for the 
First Assembly was connected with the consideration of officers for 
the Second Assembly. No one was ready to discuss officers for the 
Second Assembly. But Koo indicated that he was ready to support 
Norway for the first and Eastern Europe for the second. Gromyko 
added that he likewise would look with favor on Norway for Presi- 
dent of the GA but did not say for which session. 

| STEVENSON
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500.CC (PC) /12-2745 : Telegram 

The Acting United States Representative on the Preparatory 
Commission (Stevenson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Lonpon, December 27, 1945—7 p. m. 
| [Received December 27—6 p. m.] 

13620. Copre 677. Through Ambassador Colban of Norway I have 
made inquiries as to Lie’s availability for President of the General 
Assembly and Colban has informed me today that Lie would be re- 

ceptive should any movement toward his election be started. 
Should there develop a contest between Evatt and Spaak, it is not 

impossible that it might be resolved by a compromise on Lie whom the 

Russians would favor. 
STEVENSON



PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED STATES IN THE ESTAB- 
LISHMENT OF THE UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, 

SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION} 

800.42 /4~1145 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
(Winant) 

No. 5825 Wasuineton, April 11, 1945. 

The Secretary of State refers to the Department’s telegram no. 1712 

of March 6, 1945, 7:00 p. m.,? concerning the draft constitution for 
a United Nations educational and cultural organization. ‘The Depart- 
ment has practically completed its study of this draft and has decided 
to propose the establishment of a permanent international educational 

and cultural agency. 
Attached is the revised draft constitution * approved by the United 

States Government as its proposal for an international organization 
for education and cultural cooperation. The draft may still be 
slightly modified to emphasize somewhat more the cultural as distinct 
from the educational functions, but the main lines are fixed. The 
draft is being explained to the Conference of Allied Ministers of 
Education in London at its meeting on April 11, 1945. The Officer 
in Charge should immediately submit this draft to the authorities 
of the British Government for their information and reactions. 
Similar instructions are being sent to the Officers in Charge of the 
American Missions in France, Russia, and China. 

[ Byrnss | 

[Telegram 2994, April 17, to London, authorized the presentation 
of the American draft to the Drafting Committee of the Conference of 
Allied Ministers of Education on April 18 “but only as a confidential 
document for their information and use. No reactions have yet been 
received from Moscow, Paris, or Chungking.” (800.42/4-1245) ] 

*For previous documentation, see section entitled “Participation of United 
States in the Conference of Allied Ministers of Education, London, April 5-29, 
1944, and the Proposed Establishment of a United Nations Organization for 
Educational and Cultural Reconstruction”, Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 

Not printed. 
* For text, see Department of State, Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation, 1939- 

1945, p. 649. 
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800.42/4-2445 : Telegram . say! oe | 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
BS 0 Of State 

BF ~ ‘ Lonxpon, April 24, 1945—5 p. m. 
re [Received 10:40 p. m.] 

4165. For Anderson® from Kefauver.* Drafting Committee yes- 
terday came much closer to complete acceptance of American draft, 
approving all main features.’ Revisions they have made are minor.’ 

Voting arrangement and national commission approved without 
modification. Science returned to position in original US proposal. 

Shall send airmail draft with all changes by Conference after Execu- 
tive Bureau meeting tomorrow. _ 

- Richardson ® yesterday made a Drafting Committee approved pro- 
posal that Conference and US Government jointly present revised 
statement of proposals for consideration by Governments and by the 
international conference to be called after the San Francisco meetings.® 
This proposal will go to the Executive Bureau tomorrow. In view 
of this suggestion and the full use of the US draft it is recommended 
that this procedure be approved by the Department. Appreciate 
difficulty of getting consideration of the procedure with staff in. San 
Francisco meetings but prompt action is needed inasmuch as Confer- 
ence is held up until reaction is received from Department. 

British would like to have Conference print proposals for constitu- 
tion and make them available to educational and cultural groups and 
to the public so that there can be discussion prior to the international 
meeting. Such a step would require.action at the plenary session of 
the Conference on May 16. If publication of joint proposals by Con- 
ference is approved suggest that they be published in State Depart- 
ment Bulletin at same time for circulation in US. Recommend 
approval of this step with publication after San Francisco meetings. 
Department reaction desired but there 1s not the same urgency for this 
as there is for item in preceding paragraph. | : 
Immensely pleased with the spirit of the discussions and the agree- 

ment reached. The US document stood up very well under analysis 

* Hugene N. Anderson, Assistant Chief, Division of Cultural Cooperation. 
° Grayson N. Kefauver, of the Division of Cultural Cooperation; United States 

delegate to the Conference of Allied Ministers of Education. 
"The Embassy had reported in telegram 4017, April 19, 9 p. m. (800.42/4-1945), 

that on April 18 the Drafting Committee of the Conference decided to drop its 
draft proposal for a constitution and to use the United States draft as a basis 
for formulating working proposals to be presented by the Conference to the Gov- 
ernments concerned and to the international conference to be called later. 

*W. R. Richardson, Acting Assistant Secretary in the British Ministry of 
Education. - :- | 7 | : 

*For documentation on the United Nations Conference on International Orga- 
nization, San Francisco, April 25—-June 26, see pp. 1 ff. 

723-681—67-99
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and as the discussions advanced, there was a growing respect for the 
US formulation. It isa high tribute to these men that they acknowl: 
edged the higher quality of the US document accepting it as the basis 
of, operation and modified their position on a considerable number 
of important points without irritation or resistance. [Kefauver.] 

ee WINANT 

800.42 /6—-1245 : Telegram Ly | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
: Kingdom (Winant) 

WasuHineron, June. 12, 1945—7 p. m. 

. 4728. “Urtel 5626.1° Unfortunate Conference can not immediately 
publish draft constitution. May be necessary to publish American 
draft here without amendments proposed by Executive Bureau of 
Conference. It is hoped that date of Conference Plenary Session 
can be advanced from July 11, 1945 to earliest possible date. 

Dept suggests that you, in your judgment, informally express view 
of the US Govt that it would be glad to have the Govt of UK call the 
international conference to establish an international organization 

for education and cultural cooperation. This would ensure the logical 
evolution of the long and thoughtful work of the Conference of Allied 
Ministers of Education, in which this Govt has actively collaborated. 
Specifically, it would ensure that the draft constitution as developed 
by the Conference of Allied Ministers of Education would become 
the basic working proposals in the international conference to 
establish an international organization for education and cultural 
cooperation. : _ | 

Events in San Francisco have made it clear that all govts repre- 
sented there want an organization formed in. this field as soon as 
possible. Both Houses of the American Congress have so expressed 
themselves in identical resolutions unanimously adopted.4* At San. 
Francisco, the French Delegation, particularly interested in the Paris 
Institute for Intellectual Cooperation, announced “France will prob- 
ably take the initiative in calling this Conference in agreement with 
the interested govts and especially with the Brit Govt since it was in 
London, at the beginning of this war, that the ministers of National 
education of a certain number of Allied countries held their first. 
conference”. | , - 

2 June 4,6 p. m., not printed. | 
“ House Resolution 215 urging the “creation of an international educational 

and cultural organization.” For text and amendments agreed to on May 22, 
1945, see Congressional Record, vol. 91, pt. 4, p. 4899. For agreement to Senate 
Resolution 122 and title amendment, May 24, 1945, see ibid., p. 4966.
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This Govt does not object in principle to a conference called by 
France. But before France, or any other govt, should issue such a 
call, it is considered vitally important that it accept as a kind of Dum- 
barton Oaks plan for the conference the present draft of a proposed 
constitution developed by the Conference of Allied Ministers of 
Education. Ifthe UK would promptly call the conference this would 
be assured. | 

| GREW 

800.42/7-1345 : Telegram st 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
of State — 

Lonpon, July 18, 1945—4 p. m. 
[Received July 183—2:14 p.m.] 

7074, Kefauver to Anderson. Conference yesterday approved draft 
constitution as basis for agenda of United Nations Educational and 
Cultural Conference, authorized immediate circulation to Govern- 
ments and publication and general release in different countries on 
August Ist. I pressed for earlier release but members of Conference 
considered that much time required to ensure delivery draft constitu- 
tion to all Governments before general release. Conference will pub- 
lish on August 1st. Recommend Department publish for release 
same date.7” 

[Here follows account of other Conference matters. | 
[ Kefauver | 

WINANT 

800.42/7-1345 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
of State . 

| Lonpon, July 13, 1945—7 p. m. 
| [Received 8:45 p. m.] 

7085. Kefauver to Anderson. British Minister of Education issued 
following news release yesterday on behalf of Conference Allied Min- 
isters Education without consultation with Johnson or Kefauver and 
without discussion at meeting of Conference: | 

“A conference is to be held in London on Nov 1 next to consider 
the establishment of a United Nations educational and cultural orga- 
nization. So 

‘The Conference of Allied Ministers of Education under the chair- 
manship of Mr. Richard Law, Minister of Education, at a meeting 

2 See Department of State Bulletin, August 5, 1945, p. 168.
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in London today unanimously agreed that. the UK Govt be asked to 
invite on its behalf the Govts of all the United Nations to send dele- 
gates to this conference. | 

“A working committee will be set up in London to make prepara- 
tions for the conference and to assemble and collate opinions and 
proposals as to the scope and methods of operation of the organization. 
. “Draft proposals for the constitution of the organization prepared 
by the Conference of Allied Ministers of Education will be issued 
shortly and will form the basis of discussion at the forthcoming 
conference.” 

Kefauver has expressed informally dissatisfaction with this action 
without preliminary discussions and failure to indicate in last para- 
graph that draft constitution was prepared by Conference in coop- 
eration with US Govt. [Kefauver. | 

WINANT 

501.PA/8—745 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United 
Kingdom (Winant) 

- ~ Wasuineton, September 29, 1945—9 a. m. 

8632. Referring to Enclosure Number 1 to your despatch Number 
24672 of August 7, 1945,** please communicate to Foreign Office the 
following observations of the Department upon the Draft Proposals 
for an Educational and Cultural Organization of the United Nations. 
It should be emphasized these observations are offered for discussion 
before the November Conference and will not necessarily be this Gov- 
ernment’s final position in the Conference. Our comment is directed 
toward the draft published on August 1, 1945 by the Conference of 
Allied Ministers of Education which we assume will be the basic docu- 
ment for consideration at the November Conference. | 

Two substantive changes in the draft are suggested. First that 
Article V, Section C be amended to assign one vote to each member 
state on questions of structure, organization and budget. For all other 
Conference decisions each delegate would have one vote. Second, 
substantive proposal is that status of Executive Board clearly be 
that of the governing body of the Organization between Conference 
sessions and responsible to the Conference for its actions. Therefore 
we would suggest substituting for present Article VI, Section B, para- 
graph 1 the following text: “The Executive Board shall be the gov- 

% Not printed. This despatch transmitted an invitation from the British Gov- 
ernment to the Government of the United States to be represented at the confer- 
ence being called to consider the creation of an Educational and Cultural Or- 
ganization of the United Nations. In airgram 2351, September 12, the 
Ambassador was instructed to accept the invitation on behalf of the United 
States (501.PA/8-745).



ESTABLISHMENT OF UNESCO 1515 

erning body of the Organization between sessions 9f.the Conference”. 
Also suggest making President of Conference ex officto member Execu- 
tive Board and entitling Chairmen of standing committees of the 
Conference to attend Executive Board sessions, without right to vote, 
when matters of immediate concern to their committees are under 
consideration. Further suggest specifying Director-General, is re- 
sponsible to the Conference. | 

Besides substantive changes the following suggestions are offered 
to spell out certain matters implicit in present draft. First, role of 
scientists, scientific collaboration and interchange of scientific know]- 
edge should be emphasized and made more explicit. This suggestion 
obviously has no bearing’ on scientific research for military purposes, 
which has always been carefully guarded without preventing exten- 
sive cooperation and exchange of information among scientists. 
Second, the possible relationship of this Organization with non- 
governmental international associations in educational, scientific and 
cultural fields could well be spelled out more clearly. One useful 
provision would be for appointment of advisory committees to the 
Organization composed of representatives of such associations. _ 

In addition to these four suggestions there should ‘be textual changes 
to make this Constitution conform more closely to the United Nations 
Charter. This matter will inevitably come up in the Conference and 
the proposals of the United States Delegation will be presented at 
that time, together with possible additional suggestions which the 
United States Delegation may wish to offer at the Conference. __ 

| mo ACHESON 

501.PA/10-1045 : Telegram oo 

The Chargé in the United. Kingdom. (Gallman) to the Secretary 
| | ; of State | | 

Oo ae ~-  Ponpon, October 10, 1945—7 p. m. 
[Received 8 p. m.] 

10571. ReDeptel 8568, Sept. 28 and Embtel 10250, Oct.2.4 Follow- 
ing is text of letter sent to Foreign Office Sept 80 by Soviet Ambas- 
sador Gusev: _ en : : 

“In answer to your notes of the 8rd Aug and 10th Sept, of this year, 
T have the honour to inform you that in the opinion of Soviet Govt. 
measures for the preparation and creation of an organization for 
matters of enlightenment and ‘culture, as also measures for the calling 
of a conference for the establishment of such an organization should 
be taken by the Social-Economic Council of the Organization of the 

Neither printed.
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United Nations after the formation of such council in the forthcoming 
first session of the General Assembly. | | 

“Such procedure would be in complete accord with article 59 of 
constitution of the International Organization according to which 
initiative in the matter of the creation of international intergovern- 
ment organizations should issue from the International Organization 
of the United Nations.” 

It will be noted that arguments Soviets advance for postponement 

Conference are identical with those originally proposed by French 

when they argued British alone should not convene Conference. For- 

eign Office does not propose to reply to Soviet letter but will make 
statement at meeting of working committee Oct 12 defending pro- 

priety of British Govt and French Govt convening Conference and 

urging that present time table be followed. 
- Foreign Office informed us this morning that Bolivia, Egypt and 
Poland have now accepted invitation to Conference in addition to 
countries listed Embtel 10276, Oct. 3.5 We were also told, however, 
that previous list supplied to us was in error in one respect since Syria 

has not yet formally accepted. Number of countries which have 

formally accepted, therefore, now stands at twenty-five, but Foreign 
Office is confident that Canada, India, Greece, Netherlands, Belgium 
and Syria will also accept and possibly several additional Latin 
American States. | 

| GALLMAN 

501.PA/10-1645 : Telegram 7 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in the United Kingdom 

(Gallman) 

oS | Wasuinaron, October 16, 1945—6 p. m. 
9166. For Kefauver from Hovde.?* List of commissions decided 

upon by Working Committee transmitted your 10713 of October 13 *” 
most useful, : 

5 Not printed; the countries listed were Australia, Brazil, Chile, China, Co- 
lombia, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, France, Iran, Lebanon, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Peru, El Salvador, Syria, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, and the United States. 

** Bryn J. Hovde, Chief, Division of Cultural Cooperation. - 
77 Not printed; this telegram reported that the Working Committee had taken 

action on October 12 to have five commissions dealing with (1) title, preamble, 
purposes and principal functions; (2) general structure of organization, includ- 
ing Conference, Executive Board, National Commissions; (3) Secretariat and 
Finance; (4) relations with United Nations and other organizations, and loca- 
tion; (5) Interim Commission; and, in addition, a Drafting Committee and an 
Executive or Steering Committee composed of President of Conference, five 
Vice Presidents, and Chairmen of Commissions. (501.PA/10-1345) -



ESTABLISHMENT OF UNESCO 1517 

_ Concerning basic document for discussion at Conference, it has 
always been. view of the Department that this would be the CAME "8 
draft as transmitted with British invitation. You were right in posi- 
tion taken in working committee on reference in agenda to French 
draft.° The proposed amendments telegraphed to you September 29 
were directed toward Conference draft, though French was considered 
in preparing them. The Department believes the French draft should 
be treated with the complete respect it deserves when the Conference 
convenes. But it would very much confuse and retard deliberations 
to present the Conference with two official drafts. Let the French 
propose theirs as a substitute when the Conference adopts the agenda, 
if they wish. It is our hope that they will not do so, but rather seek 
amendment of the CAME draft, which should be the basic working 
document unless the Conference makes a different decision. 

If this seems unlikely of achievement you should suggest that Inter- 
national Secretariat fix a deadline three or four days after opening 

of conference up to which proposals for amendment or new proposals 
(such as the French) will be accepted and after which all that has 
been proposed, including the CAME draft, goes before the appropriate 
Commissions for consideration. ) ee 

Action taken by Working Committee to refer reconstruction matters 
to Interim Commission is very good. Still trying here té get formu- 
lation of an American policy on thispoint. [Hovde] ~. — 

: BYRNES 

§01.PA/11—545 : Telegram : MS a 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 
of State 

: | : _ Lonpon, November 5, 1945—midnight. 
| | [Received November 5—11:10 p. m.] 

11611. For Acheson from MacLeish.?? US Delegation is unan- 
imously in favor of taking initiative whereby educational and cultural 
problems in non-self-governing territories may be given suitable 
attention by UNESCO.?* There is considerable pressure in the Con- 
ference for some action of this kind and we think this proposal is the 
hest way to handle it. Toward this end the following proposal has 

*® Conference of Allied Ministers of Education. 
* Kefauver opposed the reference to the French draft, emphasizing the im- 

portance of adhering to the terms of invitation and the importance of having a 
basic working paper in the Conference. 

* Archibald MacLeish, Assistant Secretary of State for Public and Cultural 
Relations, Chairman of United States delegation. 

_* United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. |
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been drafted for possible submission to Commission Five of the 
Conference: St a | 

_ “Acting upon the conviction that the ideas and purposes expressed 
in the preamble to the draft proposals for an edticational, scientific 
and cultural organization of the United Nations and in articles 1 
and 2 of these proposals are of paramount coneern to the non-self- 
governing peoples of the world and, | | 

In accordance with the obligations accepted in articles 73 and 91 
of the Charter of the United Nations to ensure the educational ad- 
vancement of non-self-governing peoples with due respect for their 
culture, } | : 
~The US Delegation hereby submit to Commission Five the follow- 
ing proposals for consideration and appropriate action: (1) That 
UNESCO convene at an early date a conference on educational and 
cultural problems of the peoples in non-self-governing territories. 
(2) That special consideration be given in such a conference to ways 
and means whereby the peoples of these territories will be enabled 
effectively to participate in the work of UNESCO. (3) That the 
Interim Commission in formulating recommendations for the agenda 
of the first meeting of the conference of UNESCO give special 
attention tothisitem.” | | 

Item 2 in the above proposal ties in with similar action taken on 
dependent territory representation at the Paris International Labor 
Conference.”4 | ms, | Ce 7 

Department’s views urgently requested. [MacLeish.] - 
oe WINANT 

501.PA/11-—545 : Telegram Ct 

The Secretary of State: to the Ambassador in. the Soviet Union 
(Harriman) 

| | oo. os + Wasuineron, November 5, 1945—3 p. m. 

2280. Benton ?? to Harriman. Following cable dated October 31, 
1945 received from London: . . : 

“Foreign Office official ‘directly concerned with ECO (Educational 
and Cultural Organization) Conference told us this morning that 
British and French Embassy in Moscow approached Soviet Foreign 
Office yesterday and suggested that Russians might wish to reconsider 
their previous decision and to send delegation to conference. He had 
no information re Russian reply but will inform us when received. 
This information will be passed on to MacLeish. Winant.” 

Suggest you speak Soviet Foreign Office to same effect if you think 
advisable. [Benton.] , 

ee . oo : . BYRNES 

= See International Labour Conference, 27th Session, Paris, 1945, Record of 
Proceedings, (Geneva, International Labour Office, 1946), pp. 401-487; for text 
of resolution, see ibid., p. 469. 

* William Benton, Assistant Secretary of State.
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501.PA/11-845 ; Telegram | - | 

‘The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom 
| (Winant) | 

| | Wasuineton, November 8, 1945—7 p. m. 

9811. For MacLeish., ReEmbtel 1161 [71611], November 5, mid- 
night. Dept thinks your proposal of conference to consider educa- 
tional and cultural problems of non-self-governing territories excel- 
lent for future when UNESCO is definitely established and when po- 
litical affairs in colonial areas have sufficiently quieted down so that 
such a conference could actually devote its attention to education and 
culture without fear of diversion to political questions. — | 

This govt cannot propose such a conference at present without 
creating suspicion on part of colonial‘ governments that our real pur- 
pose is to encourage political agitation. Such a suspicion would 
make difficult our cooperation with those governments not only in 
day by day political relations mvolving colonies but in work of 
UNESCO itself. It might hamper negotiations of trusteeship agree- 
ments and establishment of trusteeship system:- = =...» ; 

If proposal ‘for conference on, education and culture in non-self- 

governing areas is made by any other delegation, you may support it 

on understanding that it will not take place until after establishment 
ef UNESCO and that its terms of reference shall be carefully defined. 

| oo BS , _ . BYRNES 

501.PA/10-2445 an a So 

The Department of State to the British Embassy —— 

| ,  Arpe-Mémome | : 

- The Government of the United States has carefully noted the 
contents of the Aide-Mémoire (Ref: 2214/58/45) *8 presented by His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom, expressing the view 
that “the most economical and efficient method of creating the pro- 
posed United Nations Educational and Cultural Organization would 
be by resolution of the Assembly of the United Nations rather than 
by seeking independent ratification of the draft of the constitution of 
the organization by every nation severally.” , 

- The Government of the United States sympathizes with the objec- 
tives which His Majesty’s Government seeks to realize by this pro- 
cedure but feels unable to subscribe to it for the following reasons: ‘ 

1. The Government of the United Statés is committed in hearings 
before both Houses of the United States Congress to submit to that 

*™ Not found in Department files.
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body for review the constitution to be prepared at the forthcoming 
Conference. | : 

2. Since other specialized agencies have been brought into existence 
through ratification by the signatory states, it would seem desirable to 
follow this practice with regard to the proposed Educational and 
Cultural Organization which would have wide international respon- 
sibilities. The laudable objective of saving time could, however, be 
advanced by providing in the organization’s constitution that it shall 
become effective upon mere signature of the states parties thereto, 
except for such signatories as choose to be bound only upon acceptance 
of the document in accordance with their own constitutional processes. 

38. The Government of the United States suggests that for the 

General Assembly to bring into existence a specialized agency, espe- 

cially one with the powers contemplated for the Economie and Cul- 

tural Organization, might raise serious legal questions. It is noted 

that the Charter contemplates the establishment of specialized agen- 
cles “by intergovernmental agreement” (Article 57), and authorizes 
the General Assembly “to initiate negotiations among the-states con- 
cerned for the creation of any new specialized agencies” (Article 59). 

Article 22 authorizes the General Assembly to establish subsidiary 
organs and Article 68 provides for the establishment of commissions 

by the Economic and Social Council; but there is no provision in the 

Charter expressly authorizing the General Assembly to establish 

specialized agencies. Therefore, the establishment of the Educational 

and Cultural Organization by a resolution of the General Assembly 

might well result in uncertainty as to its status. _ 

4, The Government of the United States believes that the Educa- 
tional and Cultural Organization should, by agreement with the Eco- 
nomic and Social Council, be brought into relationship with the United 

Nations Organization, as provided in Article 63 of the United Nations 

Charter; and that this agreement should provide for the closest pos- 

sible integration of function. Whether the budget of the Educa- 

tional and Cultural Organization should be amalgamated with that 
of the United Nations Organization seems best left open to discussion 

and perhaps to experience. The negotiation of the agreement be- 
tween the Educational and Cultural Organization and the United 
Nations Organization should, however, be the first duty of the Interim 

Commission to be established at the forthcoming Conference in 
London. .— oo | 

Wasuineton, November 9, 1945.
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501.PA/11-—1345 : Telegram 

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

Moscow, November 13, 1945—5 p. m. 
_ [Received November 18—4: 30 p. m.] 

8838. ReDeptel 2280, November 5, Benton to Harriman, repeating 
cable from London of October 31. Educational and Cultural Or- 
ganization. I do not believe it advisable to approach Foreign Office 
on this question. British did approach Vyshinski again in letter 

dated November 2, to which they have had as yet no reply, and I can- 

not believe (reEmbs 3489, October 3, repeated London as 490 and 

3507, October 10, repeated London as 513 **) that anything we might 

say at this date would have any effect on Soviet decision and may 

cause annoyance that here again we would be needling them obviously 
at the request of the British. 

Sent Dept; repeated London as 575. 
| HARRIMAN 

§01.PA/11-1545 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary 

of State 

Lonpon, November 15, 1945. 
[Received November 16—9: 15 a. m.] 

12087. MacLeish to Benton. This cable covers November 14 and 
1575 at the UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization) Conference in London. It is now possible to 
report that all articles in the final constitution have been reported to 
the plenary sessions and have been approved. There remains for 
tomorrow only the final adoption of the whole document and the 
Final Act. 

At the last session of Commission IV but one, on November 14, a 
considerable controversy arose over the manner in which the location 
to [of?] the organization in Paris should be specified. The United 
Kingdom proposed that it be specified as Paris for a period of 5 
years, thereupon to be reviewed for possible resolution. To this 

** Neither printed. 
* A report on the Conference, sent to the Department as telegram 11875, No- 

vember 138, is incorporated in the report printed in the Department of State 
Bulletin, November 18, 1945, pp. 798-800.
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the French naturally objected and after protracted debate and nego- 
tiation, it was finally decided this morning, November 15, that the 
location should be specified in the Final Act as Paris but that nothing 
in this provision “shall in any way affect the right of the General 
‘Conference to make decisions in regard to this matter by a two-thirds 
majority”. The French delegation regards the delegation of the 
United States as having won for it a most important point and the 
British delegation regards that of the United States as having suc- 
cessfully resolved a difficult situation between it and the French 
delegation. oo 

In the Executive Committee today the point of view of the United 
States delegation, that the Preparatory Commission should go into 
session immediately upon the adjournment of the Conference, was 
presented and accepted with certain modifications; the American dele- 
gation sought in its proposal to go farther than the Executive Com- 
mittee proved willing to go in establishing a timetable of operations 
for the Preparatory Commission. The American suggestions were 
quite specific with respect to the action that ought to be taken by the 

Preparatory Commission on the choice of Executive Committee and 

the appointment of an Interim Secretariat as well as a Technical Com- 

mittee to consider problems of educational and cultural reconstruction 
and the steps that should be taken to prepare for the first regular 

meeting of the Conference of the organization. The Executive Com- 
mittee of this Conference preferred merely to specify the first meeting 

of the Preparatory Commission to be Friday, November 16, im- 

mediately after the final plenary session, and to permit the Prepara- 

tory Commission then to develop its own timetable and procedure. 
~The Executive Committee further considered and decided to refer 

to the Preparatory Commission the following resolutions proposed by 
the United States Delegation: con 

(1) Regarding adult education, | 
(2) Plans for a working arrangement between UNESCO and the 

International Council of Scientific Unions, 
(8) Regarding inter-librarians,. | 

_ (4) Regarding media of mass communication and their place in 
UNESCO, and > 

(5) A resolution supporting an item in certain recommendations 
presented by the Czechoslovakian Delegation on arrangements be- 
tween UNESCO and UNO on education in dependent areas. 

'. These resolutions do not have standing as parts of the UNESCO 
Constitution but are meant to serve as directives to the Preparatory 
Commission in the performance of its work.
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Quite probably the UNESCO Conference will be concluded tomor- 
row, November 16, by the adoption of the constitution as a whole and 
the acceptance and signature of the Final Act.* [MacLeish.] 

| WINANT 

501.PA/12-545 : 7 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Benton) to the 
Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,| December 5, 1945. 

Tue Secretary: I do not expect you to do more than glance through 
the attached memo because I know that you do not expect a detailed 
report on the UNESCO Conference in London. I am sending it to 
you in lieu of a verbal report. 

I am following through, with Mr. Acheson and Eddie Miller,?’ on 
the legislative implications. an 

I have reported to you that Mr. MacLeish served most effectively 

as chairman, winning not only the confidence of the American dele- 
gation but the respect of the delegations of the other forty-three 
countries. The American delegation itself was outstanding at the 
Conference and did us much credit. It worked hard and it worked 
harmoniously. Senator Murray and others:on the delegation were 
enthusiastic in their reports to me. The only comparable delegation 
was that of the French. The British magazines ran severe criticisms 
of the bungling of their own Government in the appointment of a 
delegation obviously inferior to ours in reputation and stature. Our 
delegation took the lead in injecting into the conference an emphasis 
on the mass media.of communication—notably broadcasting and the 
movies—in contrast to the functions of the old Institute of Intellec- 
tual Cooperation, which operated under the League of Nations largely 

under the influence of the French. 7 | 

Mr. MacLeish used a good metaphor in describing UNESCO. He 
referred to a kite lying flat on the ground. He said that, to give the 
UNESCO charter vitality, 1t now requires some wind to lift it and 

carry it into the air. 

The charter is good and provides an excellent framework but. 
UNESCO will amount to very little, and will fall: far short of the. 

* For text of the Final Act of the United Nations Conference for the Establish-- 
ment of an. Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization and for the text of 
the Constitution of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Or- 
ganization, see Department of State Bulletin, November 18, 1945, pp. 801 and 
802, respectively; the Constitution of the Organization is also printed as De- 
partment of State Treaties and Other International Acts Series No. 1580, 61 
Stat. (pt. 3) 2495. | i 

*7 Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of State.



1524 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

high hopes many groups in this country have for it, unless it is 
backed by men and by money. Perhaps the more important of the 
two isthe men. Ifthe men who go in as leaders are up to the oppor- 
tunity, they will see to it that the money is forthcoming. 

The United States has asked for nothing thus far. The Prepara- 
tory Commission is located in London. The executive secretary is an 
Englishman. The headquarters of UNESCO are to be in Paris. 
It is generally understood that the United States Government can 
nominate the permanent secretary-general if it so desires. The 
choice of this man is crucial. I know you will agree with me that, 
unless we turn up with a candidate of stature and capacity, we do not 
want to press for an American in this role. I shall submit recom- 

mendations to you subsequently on this. 
I am attaching a summary report which reviews the London Con- 

ference. Mr. MacLeish is writing a report on behalf of the dele- 
gation, to be signed by the delegates. He plans a preface of about 
2500 words and a report that may run to 20,000 words. This report 
will come to me and I shall forward it to you. This report should 
be printed for distribution throughout the country. It will provide 
the background for the presentation to Congress and other interested 
groups, from almost every major city in the country, who are clamor- 
ing for information. A speaking tour is now being arranged for 
Dr. Kefauver, our representative in London on the Preparatory Com- 
mission. The delegates and advisers in London are prepared to write 
articles and make speeches and, in fact, nothing can stop them. The 
Department is providing guidance and direction here. 

I believe it would be a mistake for us in the Department to mini- 
mize the potential significance of UNESCO. True, it may not reach 
the stratosphere. But the hopes of millions of people are centered in it. 
Many believe that it is the principal instrument through which the 
world may hope to achieve better understanding and thus minimize 
the risks of future wars. 

Witit1am Brenton 

[Enclosure] _ 

Summary Report on the UNESCO Conference : 

/ DECEMBER 38, 1945. 

| _ "Tas Lonpon Conrerence, Novemper 1 to 16, 1945 

The United Nations Conference on Educational, Scientific and Cul- 
tural Organization convened in London on November ist under the 
Chairmanship of Miss Ellen Wilkinson, Minister of Education in
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the British Government. ‘The Associate President was M. Léon Blum, 
Chief Delegate of France. The Conference adjourned on Novem- 
ber 16 after adopting the Final Act which recorded approval of a 
Constitution for the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization, an Instrument establishing a Preparatory 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Commission, and a Resolution 
that the seat of the Organization shall be in Paris. . The Conference 
met in plenary session on six of the sixteen days (three at the begin- 
ning, and three at the end) and during the remainder of the time the 
draft texts of various parts of the Constitution and the Instrument 
for the Preparatory Commission were agreed to in five Technical 
Commissions. . Forty-four Nations were represented, and invited Ob- 
servers were present from the following International Organizations: 

International Labour Organisation | . 
League of Nations Secretariat : 

. League of Nations Committee on Intellectual Co-operation 
International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation _ 
Pan-American Union 
United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration 

(U.N.R.R.A.) | 7 
International Bureau of Education . : 

The Conference had before it, and adopted as its basis of discus- 
‘sion, a draft constitution prepared by the Conference of Allied Min- 
isters of Education and submitted to the Governments of the United 
‘Nations on August 1, 1945, together with the invitation to the Con- 
ference. A draft constitution prepared by the French Government and 
‘a number of proposals for amendment of various portions of the text 
were also before the Conference. 

‘The Delegation of the United States, under the Chairmanship of 
Mr. MacLeish, came together for the first time on October 25th in 
Washington. After three days of intensive review of the draft pro- 
posals which had been submitted by the Conference of Allied Minis- 
ters of Education, the Delegation embarked for London, most of the 
members arriving there on the evening of October 31. During the 
Conference, the Delegation met at least once a day and had a second 
meeting almost every day. The members of the Delegation worked 
together effectively with the common purpose to obtain the adoption 
of a Constitution for the projected organization in harmony with the 
‘Charter of the United Nations. | 

Tue Constirution or THE Untrep Nations Epucationat, ScrenTIFIC 
AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION 

While the text of the Constitution, as adopted by the Conference, 
‘differs ‘at many points from the language of the draft which was the
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basis of discussion, there is, in fact, a considerable improvement over 
the earlier text. It does not differ from it markedly in any important 
principles. To some extent, the text of the Constitution spells out 
in greater detail the principles which were implicit in the draft. 
This is especially true with respect to the Preamble and Article I, 
Purposes and Functions. The Preamble was rewritten so as to take 
account of a wide-spread desire for a statement which would in- 
corporate the highest aspirations of the peoples of the United Nations 
and would evoke a ready response from all who believe in the dignity 
of man and the validity of his striving toward knowledge and his 
search for truth, — | 

The most important issues involved in the drafting of the Con- 
stitution were: (1) the explicit recognition of science and the inter- 
change of scientific knowledge as a part of the program of the 
Organization; (2) the method of giving adequate representation to 
and relationship with the educational, scientific and cultural groups 
in all countries while retaining the essential responsibility of govern- 
ments for developing and supporting the program of the Organiza- 
tion; (3) the relationship of the UNESCO to non-governmental 
international organizations; and (4) the relationship of UNESCO 
as a specialized agency to the United Nations Organization. 
(1) There was no controversy about the importance of adding the 

word “Scientific” to the title and mentioning science and scientific 
cooperation throughout the text. The change was supported, whole- 
heartedly by all the Delegations. | 

(2) The scheme of representation in the General Conference and 
the cooperation of the governments with their national educational, 
scientific and cultural groups were dealt with by adoption of the fol- 
lowing texts: , 

Article IV, A, 1 | / 
The General Conference shall consist of the representatives of the 

States Members of the Organisation. -The Government of each Mem- 
ber State shall appoint not more than five delegates, who shall be 
selected after consultation with the National Commission, if estab- 
lished, or with educational, scientific and cultural bodies. 

Article VII, 1 | 7 
Kach Member State shall make such arrangements as suit its par- 

ticular conditions for the purpose of associating its principal bodies 
interested in educational, scientific, and cultural matters with the work 
of the Organisation, preferably by the formation of a National 
Commission broadly representative of the Government and such 
bodies. 

(3) The French Delegation urged that the United Nations provide 
for membership in the Organization by non-governmental interna- 
tional associations whose aims and purposes are similar to those of 
UNESCO. There was little support for the proposal, and although
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the French Delegation modified it considerably to surround such a 
membership with many conditions, the proposal was finally defeated 
by a considerable vote. There was a consensus of opinion that this 
Organization must work in close cooperation with non-governmental 
bodies, and provision was made at several points in the Constitution 
for the development of close working relationships, including espe- 
cially the formation of advisory committees and the presence of 

invited observers at the sessions of UNESCO. 
(4) The draft submitted by the Conference of Allied Ministers of 

Education had stated that this Organization should be brought into 
relationship with the United Nations Organization by an agreement 

_ to be negotiated between the appropriate organs of the two bodies. 
The statement of this principle has been expanded considerably in 
the Constitution. It is made specific with respect to membership 
and budget, and the way is left open for the negotiation of an agree- 
ment which will provide for very close working relationships. There 
was some support for the immediate consolidation of the budget of 
UNESCO with that of UNO. It was finally decided that the wiser 
course would be to leave the way open for the closest budgetary rela- 
tionships but not to attempt, at this time, to anticipate the extent to 
which the governments of the United Nations may wish to go in con- 
solidating the budgets of the specialized agencies with UNO. 

The Delegation of thé United Kingdom proposed that the Con- 
stitution of UNESCO be brought into operation by a resolution of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations. The American Dele- 
gation opposed this suggestion on the grounds (a) that such method 
of acceptance would not’ be valid for the United ‘States Government 
which must have the approval of the Congress for adherence to an 
international organization, and (0) that the incorporation of such 
a provision in the Constitution of a specialized agency before the 
‘United Nations Organization itself is in full operation would be an 
attempt to legislate for the United Nations Organization. When 
the vote was taken, seven delegations supported the British -pro- 
posal. The others agreed with the position of the United States and 
preferred not to attempt to anticipate the extent to which the Gen- 
eral Assembly of UNO might wish to exercise authority over the 
constitutional existence of the specialized agencies. ) 

Tuer PRrepaRAToRY EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL 

7 CoMMISSION , 

The necessity of setting up a Preparatory Commission for 
UNESCO was readily agreed to by all delegations. It was felt that 
the Organization would come into operation with more vigor if in 
the meantime an interim body had made preliminary studies of items 
to be placed on the agenda of the first General Conference. The 

723—681—67——_100
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United States Delegation proposed that an Interim Executive Com- 
mittee be set up by the London Conference, but there was wide- 
spread desire for a Preparatory Commission with one representative 
from each of the governments which took part in the constituent Con- 
ference. Therefore, the framework of the Preparatory Commission 
is similar to that of the Preparatory Commission of the United 

Nations. 
The Preparatory Commission met immediately after the last ple- 

nary session of the constituent Conference on November 16 and again 
on November 19. However, many of the Delegations did not have 
sufficient authority to represent their Governments in the Preparatory 
Commission, and it is now agreed that the Preparatory Commission 
must hold a regular meeting on February 1, 1946. Meanwhile the 
group which met on November 16 and 19 elected an Executive Com- 
mittee of fifteen governments, and a Secretariat has been set up with 
Sir Alfred Zimmern, who was Secretary-General of the Conference, 
as Executive Secretary. Mr. Walter Kotschnig, Associate Chief of 
the Division of International Organization Affairs, U.S. Department 
of State, has been detailed to serve as Deputy Executive Secretary 
until February 15, in order to get the work of the Preparatory Com- 
mission well under way. The Executive Committee is meeting De- 
cember 3 and on December 4 there is a meeting of a Technical 

Subcommittee on Educational Reconstruction representing seventeen 
governments. The acts of the group which met November 16 and 
19, as well as those of the Executive Committee are considered pre- 
liminary and are subject to confirmation and approval by the Prepar- 
atory Commission when it meets on February 1. 

- One of the most urgent problems before the Preparatory Commis- 
sion 1s one which caused considerable controversy during the Con- 
ference, namely the extent to which and the methods by which this 
body can assist in the rehabilitation of educational systems of the 
countries devastated by the war. In the Conference many delega- 
tions insisted that UNESCO, and especially the Preparatory Com- 
mission, should be given the function of obtaining funds and 
administering them for the rehabilitation of those countries which 
need such assistance. It is probably not too much to say that it was 
only the refusal of the Delegation of the United States to accept this 
view that kept it from being adopted. The position of the United 
States was (1) that the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization and its Preparatory Commission should not 
have their energies turned as completely into short term activities as 
would undoubtedly be the case if the task of educational reconstruc- 
tion were placed directly upon it; and (2) the limitations on the relief 
activities of UNRRA indicated that the Government of the United



ESTABLISHMENT OF UNESCO 1529 

States would not participate in such a program. At the same time, 

the United States Delegation undertook to point out various ways by 
which the governments in need of assistance could obtain it, and it 
was finally agreed that there should be a Technical Subcommittee of 
the Preparatory Commission whose task would be to compile informa- 
tion on the educational needs of the devastated countries, and to pro- 
vide information on the ways in which assistance might be given 
through existing channels. There has already been an effort to rec- 
ommend to the Preparatory Commission that it ask the Governments 
of the United Nations to extend the activities of UNRRA into the 
field of educational] reconstruction. The representative of the United 
States has opposed this suggestion and will continue to do so on in- 
structions from the Department. 

In spite of their opposition to certain of the proposals made for 
educational relief in the devastated countries, the Delegation of the 
United States recognized that the need of assistance is very great. 
The governments of the liberated nations will make strenuous at- 
tempts to rebuild the educational and cultural life of their people 
and they are severely handicapped by the lack of money, equipment 
and trained teachers. Most of the delegates expressed the feeling 
that it would be desirable for a way to be found within the United 
States to encourage widespread interest on the part of the general 
public in this problem, and to develop a system for obtaining con- 
tributions from private sources and not through the machinery of 
the United States Government. This problem will need to be given 
careful consideration. 

Tue Immepiate Program or THE UnNrirep SrTatss 

The most immediate question is how to proceed to obtain acceptance 
of the Constitution of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization by the Congress of the United States. Some 
informal discussions have already been held on this problem, and at 
present it seems wiser to wait until after Christmas for the introduc- 
tion of legislation to authorize the United States to belong to this 
Organization. The dissemination of information about the new Or- 
ganization 1s proceeding, and the Office of Public Affairs is already 
making arrangements for this activity in cooperation with the other 
interested Offices. 

The organization of a National Commission in the United States 
is a subject which will require considerable thought. It will be nec- 
essary to decide whether there is to be a single National Commission 
or several recognized bodies, and if there is to be a single body, how 
it 1s to be organized and what its relationship is to be to the United 
States Government.



PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED STATES IN THE SES- 
SIONS OF THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR CONFERENCE 
AND GOVERNING BODY? 

500.C115/7-1145 

Report by the Chief of the Division of International Labor, Social and 
Health Affairs (Mulliken)? | 

[ WaAsHINGTON, undated. } 

‘Report on tHe 95TH SEssion or THE GovERNING Bopy or THE 
INTERNATIONAL LABoR ORGANIZATION 

. From June 14 to June 27, in the capacity of a representative of the 

Department of State accompanying Mr. Carter Goodrich, United 
States Representative on the Governing Body, I attended the 95th 
Session of the Governing Body of the International Labor Office. I 
also attended meetings of the following committees held in conjunc- 
tion with the session of the Governing Body: the Employment Com- 
mittee, the Constitutional Committee, and the Finance Committee. 
‘The work of these committees resulted primarily in reports to the Gov- 
erning Body which will be described in connection with the meetings 
of the Governing Body. Summaries of the committee meetings are 

appended.* | | | 
Reference is made below to the matters taken up in the meeting 

of the Governing Body which are of special interest to the Department. 

Statement of United States Policy Toward the ILO 

Miss Perkins, then Secretary of Labor, attended the meeting of 
the Governing Body on June 21 and gave an address in which she 
stated the United States position with reference to the ILO. This 
position had received the approval of the President and Mr. Grew.® 
Her statement to the Governing Body was in part as follows: 

+ For previous documentation, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 11, pp. 1007 ff. 
*Sent to the Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs (Clayton) and 

to the Director, Office of International Trade (Wilcox), under cover of a memo- 
randum dated July 11, 1945. 

*For an account of this session held at Quebec, see Department of State, 
Participation of the United States Government in International Conferences, 
July 1, 1941-June 80, 1945 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1947), 
pp. 206-208. 

* Not printed. 
5 Joseph C. Grew, Under Secretary of State. 

1530
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“President Truman has asked me to say to you that the-Government 
of the United States will continue to take full part in the work of the 
ILO and will continue to look to it for information, guidance and 
leadership on the international plane in the improvement’ of labor 
standards and the development of measures to combat poverty 
everywhere. | cos 8 

“The President also hopes that the ILO will be able to pursue its 
activities in cooperative relationship with the proposed general or- 

genization of the United Nations under arrangements providing suf- 
cient autonomy to permit of its putting forth its greatest effort. It 

is the settled policy of the United States Government to seek for the 
ILO a proper place within the framework of the coordinated effort 
of the United Nations.” - 

Directorship | : oe. 

At the 94th Session of the Governing Body in London it had been 
agreed to consider at the next meeting the question of the Director 
of the ILO. Mr. Edward J. Phelan has been Acting Director since 
1941 and there was considerable support, especially on the part of 
the workers group in the Governing Body, to elect him Director. 
After discussions in Washington by representatives of this Department 

and the Department. of Labor and a discussion of the matter by, the 
President, the Secretary of Labor and Mr. Grew, instructions were 
formulated for the United States Representative which called for the 
United States favoring a postponement of the election of a'Director. I 
subsequently, received instructions from the Department to approach 
the representatives of other governments, informing them of the posi- 
tion of the United States. This was done. After a series of informal 
consultations at Quebec the decision was reached not to bring this 
matter formally before the Governing Body. Hence, no definite action 
was taken one way or the other, = =| 

The question of the Directorship of the ILO, however, remains a 
problem which will require action in the future and on which the 
Department. should formulate its views as to. an appropriate .candi- 
date. Mr. Carter Goodrich and Miss Perkins have been considered 

by some as possible candidates for this position. General information 

made available to me at Quebec would suggest that neither of them 
could be elected to the position. There are no other definitely known 
candidates from the United States, and Mr. Bevin, former Minister 
of Labor in the United Kingdom, and Mr. Tixier, Minister of Interior 
in the present Government of France, are the only persons whose 

names have even been mentioned in this connection. | 

Budget for 1946 — re 

The Finance Committee submitted a proposed. budget for: 1946 
which would involve the expenditure of 11,521,510 Swiss. francs as
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compared with the budget of 11,525,505 Swiss francs for 1945. It is 
estimated that this budget will require a contribution on the part of 

the United States of approximately $495,000. It will be recalled that 
the Department is responsible for obtaining this appropriation from 

the Congress. 

Readmission of Italy 

Pursuant to instructions issued by the Department, the United 
States Representative took the lead in recommending that Italy should 
be readmitted to the ILO. The motion to this effect was opposed only 
by the representative of the Government of Greece. Since the Gov- 
erning Body does not recommend specifically to the Conference 

what action it should take, the motion took the form of referring the 
request of Italy for readmittance to the Conference with the expres- 
sion of hope on the part of the Governing Body that the Conference 

would consider the matter favorably. } 

Inter-American Conference of Members of the ILO 

The Mexican Government had extended to the Organization an 
invitation to hold the next Regional Conference of the American 
States in Mexico City in 1946. The Governing Body accepted this 
invitation and agreed upon the following agenda for the Conference: 

1. The Director’s report on social and economic problems of Ameri- 
can countries. This report would discuss amongst other things indus- 
trialization, immigration, the relationship between wages and prices 
and the conditions of life of the indigenous population of the Ameri- 
can countries. | 

2. The following technical subjects: 

a. Vocational training 
6. Labor inspection 
c. Industrial relations 

_ No definite date was established for this Conference but the Mexi- 
can Ambassador to Canada, who was representing the Mexican Gov- 
ernment, suggested March, April, or May of 1946.° 

Date of 27th International Labor Conference 

After extended debate which involved the relations of the ILO to 
the World Federation of Trade Unions, the decision was made to 
convene the 27th International Labor Conference in Paris on Octo- 
ber 10, 1945. 

Invitation to Send Observers 

In connection with the above mentioned Conference, it was decided 

to extend invitations to send observers to all nations not members of 

the ILO who were invited to the United Nations Conference on Inter- 

*The Conference was held April 1-16, 1946.
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national Organization. The interpretation was placed on this invita- 
tion that the observers might include not only representatives of the 
Government but also of workers and employers organizations. 

Finland . 

It will be recalled that the invitation to Finland to attend the 26th 

International Labor Conference’ occasioned unfavorable comment, 
especially on the part of the U.S.S.R. With this in mind, considera- 
tion was given to the question of inviting Finland to attend the Pre- 
paratory Maritime Conference. The Department had instructed the 
United States Representative to favor extending an invitation to Fin- 
land, and this action was taken by the Governing Body. 

Bulgaria and Hungary 

The question arose as to whether invitations to attend the 27th 

Conference should be issued to Bulgaria and Hungary. The view was 
adopted that this should not be done unless there were in those coun- 

tries at the time governments recognized by the major powers. This 
position was consistent with the instructions issued to the United 
States Representative. _ 

Constitutional Committee 

The Constitutional Committee, which had been established at the 
93rd meeting of the Governing Body, presented to the Governing 
Body a report of its Delegation to UNCIO.® This report was simply 
a descriptive account of the relations of the ILO to UNCIO, the 
unsuccessful move by the United Kingdom Delegation to have the 
ILO mentioned in the Charter, and a description of the provisions 
relating to the Economic and Social Council. No definitive action 
was taken by either the Constitutional Committee or by the Governing 
Body on any constitutional question. A report of the Standing 
Orders Committee was accepted but this report simply cited the fact 
that the standing orders were being revised and that this revised text 

would be presented to the Conference. No constitutional questions 
were involved. 

E'mployment Committee 

The report of the Employment Committee was adopted after ex- 
tended discussion of what was alleged to be the failure of the Office 
to give the problem of employment adequate consideration. The re- 

port commented on a study being prepared by the Office on “The 
Training and Employment of Disabled Workers” and recommended 

7 Held at Philadelphia, April 20-May 12, 1944. For documentation ‘on this 
Conference, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. u, pp. 1007 ff. 
*United Nations Conference on International Organization, San Francisco, 

April 25-June 26, 1945; for documentation, see pp. 1 ff.
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the adoption of two draft forms for. reports by governments on the 
Employment (Transition from War to Peace) Recommendation, 1944, 
and the Employment Service Recommendation, 1944. 

Miscellaneous 

The Governing Body voted that the United States Representative 
on the Governing Body should be one of its representatives on the 
Jron and Steel Industrial Committee. A decision was reached to 
reconstitute the Agricultural Committee of the ILO. 

Two facts of possible political significance should be mentioned. 
The relations of the ILO with the USSR were obviously constantly 
in the minds of the members of the Governing Body although no 
definite action was taken on this matter except to make the statement 
in a public session that the USSR had been invited in December, 1943, 
to rejoin the ILO. The Government of Yugoslavia is entitled to have 
a representative on the Governing Body. Although the notifications 
of the meeting were duly sent to the representative of the Yugoslav 
Government in London, no representative appeared. This may be of 
political significance’in connection with the ILO, but on the other 
hand may have been due solely to difficulty in reaching the: Yugoslav 
representative. I was informed that difficulties of this character had 

been experienced in ‘the past. | | 
Lt had numerous consultations and discussions with the United States 

employer and the United States worker representatives at the Govern- 
ing Body. This was a continuation of the policy inaugurated by the 
Department last year under which these representatives are informed 
of the position of the Government on appropriate matters. Pursuant 
to mstructions from the Department, I met Monsieur Jouhaux ® upon 
his arrival in Quebec. | | ra , 

Summary Appraisal of the Governing Body Meeting 

Although the Governing Body transacted some important business 
such as approving the budget, deciding on the date of the 27th Con- 
ference, approving the idea of a Regional Conference for the Ameri- 
can States, and considering favorably the readmittance of Italy, most 
of the other business was of a routine character. There seemed to bea 
general lack of well formulated views on the constitutional problems 
of the ILO and on the important question of employment, which was on 
the agenda of the meeting. The general attitude of the representa- 
tives on the future of the ILO was a rather curious combination of 
concern and complacency. Generally speaking, the employers’ repre- 
sentatives and the Government representatives were rather concerned 
about the future of the Organization, whereas the workers expressed 
confidence in its future. The views on.this subject were expressed 

*Leon Jouhaux, Secretary General of the Federation of Labor-of France.
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much more freely and emphatically in the private meeting of the 
Constitutional Committee than in:the public meeting of the Govern- 
ing Body. There is little question in my mind, however, but that 
there is'a very real concern on the part of many of the individuals 
closely associated with the Organization as to its future relations with 
the United Nations Organization. ‘The experience of the ILO repre- 
sentatives in San Francisco appears to have had a chastening effect. 
Numerous statements were made to the effect that the ILO must stick 
more strictly to its own affairs and do a good job in this field. 

Ors E. Motiren 

500.C115/7-645 | a 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of International Labor, 
7 Social and Health Affairs (Mulliken) *° 

a — | | [Wasuineton,] July 6, 1945. 

You will recall that Miss Perkins evidenced a great deal of interest 
in preventing the representative of the Polish Government from at- 
tending the meeting of the Governing Body of the ILO in Quebec. 
The instructions of the Department on this matter were quite clear 
and I and the United States Representative on the Governing Body 
observed them. I was informed, however, that Miss Perkins did 
ask the Polish Consul General from New York, Mr. Strakacz, to meet 
her at which time she tried to persuade him that he should, withdraw 
from the.meeting. I understand that Mr. Strakacz explained that he 
could not do this as he was acting under instructions from his gov- 
ernment. He apparently reported the interview to a number of other 
persons subsequently, expressing his displeasure at the incident. 

The presence of the Polish representatives was not challenged by 
anyone during the course of the meetings and Mr. Adamczyk, the 
workers’ representative, Mr, Strakacz and Mr. Gross participated 
in all of the meetings. _ | | 

This is simply for your information. 

SS Ottis E. MuLir«en 

$00.C115 Paris/7—2045: Airgram 

The Ambassador in Belgium (Sawyer) to the Secretary of State 

a oe Brusszxs, July 11, 1945. 
. . Se [Received July 20—3 p. m.] 

A-239. The Labor Attaché of this Embassy has been asked by Bel- 
gian labor leaders as to the attitude of the American Federation of 

* Addressed to the Chief of the Division of Eastern European Affairs (Dur- 
brow) and to the Director of the Office of European Affairs (Matthews).
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Labor and the United States Government with respect to the admis- 
sion of the Soviet Union to the International Labor Organization. 

In view of the importance of this question and the likelihood of its 
arising at the International Labor Conference scheduled for October,” 
the Department may desire to indicate the information which it would 
like the Embassy to transmit to Belgian labor leaders who have ini- 
tiated the inquiry. | | | 

SAWYER 

500.C115 Paris/7-2045 : Airgram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Belgium 

| (Sanvyer) 

| Wasuincton, August 7, 1945. 

A-165. With reference to Despatch [.Airgram] A-239, July 11, this 
Government would welcome the renewal of Soviet membership in the 
International Labor Organization. _ | | 

This position has been evidenced on several occasions. At the De- 
cember 1943 meeting of the Governing Body of the ILO at London ® 
the United States representative supported the motion to invite the 
USSR to participate as a member in the 26th Session.1?7 The Ameri- 
can member of the Workers’ Group and of the Employers’ Group, 
respectively, were present at that meeting. ‘The action was unani- 
mous. At the June 1945 meeting at Quebec the previous action, which 
had been taken at a secret session, was put in the public record by 
the Workers’ member from the United States, Robert J. Watt, who 
is an officer of the American Federation of Labor.* He advises De- 
partment that A. F. of L. favors Soviet participation in TLO and 
other intergovernmental organizations. 

_ American members joined in Governing Body invitation at Quebec 
to members of the United Nations which are not now members of the 
ILO to send observers to the 27th Session of the International Labor 

Conference. | : | 
GREW 

“The 27th session of the International Labor Conference. was held at Paris, 
October 15—November 5, 1945. . a - 

43 Ninety-first session of the Governing Body of the ILO, London, December 16— 
20, 1943; for account of this meeting, see International Labor Review, vol. xLix, 
March, 1944, pp. 347-351; see also Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 11, pp. 1007 ff. 

18 See telegram 8835, December 19, 1948, from London, ibid., p. 1018. 
1 ab Mr. Watt was International Representative of the American Federation of
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§00.C115 Paris/8~2445.- 0 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Labor (Schwellenbach) 

So | : . Wasuineton, September 4, 1945. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I acknowledge your letter of August 24 *5 
in: which you request advice as to the position of this Government on 
the question whether letters of convocation to the 27th Session of the 
International Labor Conference should be dispatched by the Inter- 
national Labor Office to Bulgaria and Hungary. It is noted that the 
information is desired for the guidance of Mr. Carter Goodrich, 

United States Labor Commissioner, in his capacity as United States 
Representative on the Governing Body of the International Labor 
Office. 

You are advised that this Government’s position remains the same 
as that expressed in the instructions issued by the Acting Secretary 
of State to the United States Representative on the Governing Body 
on the occasion of the 95th Session of the Governing Body at Quebec 
in June.® It is, therefore, our opinion that a notification to either 
country at this time. would be premature. It should be borne in mind 

that these two countries are still technically enemy states under armis- 
tice regimes with which diplomatic relations have not been reestab- 

lished by this Government. 
Sincerely yours, For the Secretary of State: 

, Wiiiiam L. Ciayton 
Assistant Secretary 

500.C115 Paris/10-1045 : Telegram : 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Caffery) — 

WASHINGTON, October 10, 1945—8 p. m. 

4727. For Mulliken. Please transmit to US Govt. representatives 
at ILO 96th Governing Body Goodrich and Mrs. Norton?® follow- 

ing instructions from State and Labor. 

American States Conference Mexico City April 1 date appears sat- 
isfactory. Non-members participation as observers only recom- 
mended. | 

* Not printed. | 
* The 96th session of the Governing Body was held at Paris, October 10-14, 

1945. For an account of this meeting, see Participation of the United States 
Government in International Conferences, July 1, 1945-—June 30, 1946, pp. 89-91; 
for action taken at this session, see International Labour Review, vol. L11, Decem- 
ber 1945, p. 656. Since Mr. Goodrich was serving as Chairman of the Governing 
Body, Mrs. Mary T. Norton, Chairman of the Labor Committee, House of Repre- 
sentatives, was serving as the substitute U. S. Government Representative.
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Preparatory Technical Maritime Conference Nov. 15, no preference 

on location. =~ Se sy pe 
‘Maritime Session ILC ** late April date might conflict with prob- 

able United Nations Assembly meeting. Suggest late March. This. 
Govt. suggests consideration of US for place of conference. 

- International Development Works Committee January 1946 Mon- 
treal satisfactory. 

1946 meeting experts women’s work at Montreal satisfactory. 
Suggested advisory memberships on Permanent Migration Com-. 

mittee satisfactory. 
Establishment Sub-committee Automatic Coupling appears satis- 

factory subject to close cooperation with ECITO.” } 
Industrial Committee membership tripartite delegation two each 

group from: nations of major importance in specific industry recom- 
mended with one each group from other nations. Believe employer 
and worker delegates expenses properly chargeable to Governments 
if serving as national-representatives but to ILO if in expert capacity 
or as group representatives. — a 

Suggest deferment decisions on additional languages. 
Favor authorization to Finance Committee to take up with appro- 

priate authority in accordance with established procedure question 

concerning the proportion of expenses which newly-admitted states. 
should contribute. 

' Re Constitutional Committee topic on representation, no definitive 
position to be taken as yet. 

In view of uncertainty which might handicap financing of ILO, US. 
Govt. representative authorized to suggest that GB * authorize Act- 
ing Director or Finance Committee to request Assembly of League, in 
event of its meeting, to transfer to Conference authority vested on 
Sept. 30, 19388 and: Dec. 14, 1939 in Director and Supervisory Com- 
mission. Such transfer to be pending effective date of ILO Consti- 
tutional amendment or of relationship with United Nations. Tran- 
sitional procedure generally approved especially with respect to com- 

mittee representing Governments. 
US wishes time for further consideration of reference to federal 

states and to submission of Conference decisions to national com- 

petent authorities. | 
Support may be given to suggestions re National Tripartite Con- 

ferences, Minimum Code of Labor Standards, proposed Convention 

** International Labor Conference. ae 
** European Central Inland Transport Organization; for documentation, see 

voliu, pp. 48 ff. 
° Governing Body. .
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on labor standards, substitution for designation “proposed conven- 

tions” instead of “draft conventions”. - - 
: - _ Byres 

-500.C115 Paris/10—-1145 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France .(Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

| Paris, October 11, 1945—noon. 
: | [Received October 11—10: 40 a. m.] 

5971. For Wiesman” from Mulliken. Conversation with British 
Government ILO (International Labor Office) representative reveals 

that British favored extending ILO invitation to Bulgaria and Hun- 

gary and hence are not likely to oppose presence of representatives. 

British oppose constitutional action by ILO except that absolutely 

necessary. Canada taking same constitutional position. [Mulliken.] 

CaFFERY 

500.C115 Paris/10-—1045 

The Secretary of State to Miss Frances Perkins | 

_ WasuineTon, October 12, 1945. 

My Dear Miss Perxins: In your capacity as a representative of the 

United States Government at the forthcoming Twenty-Seventh Ses- 
sion of the International Labor Conference which will convene in 
Paris on’ October 15, 1945, you will be called upon'to state the posi- 
tion of this Government on a number of items involving international 
relations. a 

In consultation with the Secretary of Labor, the attached instruc- 

tions have been prepared to guide the delegates and advisers of this 

Government at the forthcoming Session. It is probable that supple- 
mentary instructions will be forwarded subsequently. If there are 

any policy matters which in any way affect international relations 

and which are not covered by these or supplementary instructions, it 

will, of course, be necessary to avoid any commitment until specific 
instructions from this Government are issued through diplomatic 
channels. 

Sincerely yours, -Jamus F, Byrnes 

“Bernard Wiesman, Chief, International Labor Organizations Branch, Divi- 
sion of International Labor, Social and Health Affairs.



1540 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1945, VOLUME I 

[Enclosure] - 

Instructions to the United States Government Delegation™ to the 
Twenty-Seventh Session of the International Labor Conference, 

Paris, October 15, 1945 

Item [ 7 

) Drirecror’s Report — | 

The United States Government representatives may well note with 
appreciation the scope of the Director’s review of world affairs and of 
activities of the International Labor Organization. The enthusiasm 
and practicality shown by the Office in the preparations for the estab- 
lishment of industrial committees deserve commendation. The ef- 
forts of the International Labor Office to develop cooperative relations 
with other specialized international organizations and to minimize 
duplication or overlapping of effort might also appropriately be noted 
with appreciation. - 

With respect to the application of Italy for readmission to the In- 
ternational Labor Organization, this Government’s representatives 

should suggest such prompt and favorable action upon this applica- 
tion as will permit that Country to participate in the Twenty-Seventh. 
Session if it is in a position to do so. This Government is informed 
that the Government of Italy is prepared to accredit a delegation im- 
mediately upon notification that its application has been favorably 
acted upon. | 

The application of Iceland for admission to the Organization should. 
be supported. | 

If formal application is made by Nicaragua for readmission to the 
International Labor Organization and no technical impediments to 
immediate action exist, this Government should provide its support. 

It is understood that Guatemala has filed a formal application in 
good order for readmission to the International Labor Organization. 

2'The members of this delegation were as follows: | 
Representatives for the Government: 

Frances Perkins, former Secretary of Labor 

Elbert D. Thomas, Chairman of the Military Affairs Committee, United 
States Senate .. OO 

Advisers: on, . — 
Mary T. Norton, Chairman of the Labor Committee, House of Representa- 

tives oe . 
Carter Goodrich, United States Representative on the Governing Body of 

ILO pe 
Katherine S. Lenroot, Chief, Children’s Bureau, Department of Labor 
Clara M. Beyer, Assistant Director, Division of Labor Statistics, Depart- 

ment of Labor . : 
Ralph J. Bunche, Associate Chief, Division of Dependent Area Affairs, 

Department of State ee SO . . 

Walter M. Kotschnig, Associate Chief, Division of International Labor, 
Social and Health Affairs, Department of State 

William L. Connolly, Commissioner of Labor, Rhode Island 
Consultant: 

Otis E. Mulliken, Chief, Division of International Labor, Social and Health 
Affairs, Department of State
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Under those circumstances, this Government should support, Guate- 
mala’s request. : . | Oo 

With respect ‘to both Nicaragua and Guatemala, this Government: 
should ‘not take the initiative in proposing such action since neighbor- 
ing countries may wish the privilege of sponsoring their applications. 
If this Government ‘should be advised that either or both of. these 
Governments wish the United States to take the initiative of sponsor- 
ship, such request will be given immediate and sympathetic con- 
sideration. : 

It is understood that the Italian Government may request the priv- 
ilege of ‘having an Italian delegation present as observers at the be- 
ginning of the Paris Conference. This Government’s representatives 
should favor such a request, while at the same time seeking the earliest 
possible action upon the Italian Government’s application for re- 
admission. | 

The United States Government should prefer delay in the revision 
of the list of states of chief industrial importance. Aside from the 
possible resentment of any member of the United Nations which might 
be displaced from automatic membership in the Governing Body if 
an ex-enemy state were found at this time to qualify among the eight 

states of chief industrial importance, it is felt that the dislocations 
resulting from the war make any objective evaluation exceedingly dif- 

ficult at present. : 

In connection with the foregoing policy, it is desirable that the 

representatives should state that the wish of this Government is to 
have all members of the United Nations and nations eligible for such 
membership participate as members of the International Labor Orga- 

nization. For that reason the representatives may recall with approval 

the action of the Ninety-Fifth Session of the Governing Body in ex- 
tending invitations to such members of the United Nations which are 
not now participating in the International Labor Organization to send 
observers to the Twenty-Seventh Session. In this connection, if 
the representatives of the Philippine Commonwealth are in attend- 
ance as expected, special attention should be called to the pleasure of 

this Government in having present as observers the representatives of 

a gallant country which, freed from Japanese aggression, will soon 

assume its rightful place in the family of nations. 

Specific mention should not be made, however, of any countries 
which were invited to send observers and which may not have seen 
fit to do so. oo 

_ Any expression of opinion as to the preferred location for the per- 
manent seat of the Organization should be avoided at this time.
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The United States Government representatives, without taking a 
definitive position, should not encourage any proposal forthe general 
doubling of the number of workers’ representatives, or of the workers’ 
and employers’ representatives, or of the entire tripartite delegations as 
compared with the present representation of governments, workers, 
and:employers on a 2-1-1 ratio from all Member Countries. No dis- 
cussion of this matter should be undertaken by this Government’s rep- 
resentatives under Item I despite reference to the subject in the 
Director’s Report. Further instructions are set forth under Item IV. 

Instructions will be issued to the Government representatives at the 
Ninety-Sixth Session of the Governing Body in connection with the 
place and date of the Maritime Session of the International Labor 
Conference, the Conference of American States Members, and the 
next regular session of the International Labor ‘Conference. 

Since this Government holds a permanent seat on the Governing 
Body, this Government is not in a position to vote on the selection of 
the eight Governments to be elected for the next term of the Govern- 
ing Body. No formal expression of views as to the relative desir- 
ability of the candidacies of individual States may be made, but since 
it would not be inappropriate to indicate informally the sympathetic 
attitude of this Government with respect to certain candidacies, sup- 
plementary instructions may be issued. 

Item IT 

THE MAINTENANCE oF High Levers or EMPLOYMENT DURING THE 

Pertop or InpusTRIAL REHABILITATION AND RECONVERSION 7° 

The United States Government should support this resolution sub- 
ject to such technical changes as may appear necessary. | 7 

To be consistent with United States domestic policy attention 
might well be given to the danger of deflation as well as inflation which 
is covered in paragraph 3. However, since for most countries the 
danger of inflation is the more immediate and the more likely to make 
difficult the execution of our economic foreign policy, the United 
States Government has preferred in other recent conferences a clear 
cut warning against inflation. If the topic of deflation arises, it 
should be handled in a separate paragraph. 

The United States Government delegates should reserve the posi- 
tion of this Government with reference to financial arrangements 
covered in paragraph 5 (2) (bcd). The International Labor Confer- 
ence is not an appropriate place in which to negotiate or undertake 

* For consideration of this item by the Conference, see International Labour 
Conference, 27th session, Paris, 1945, Record of Proceedings (Geneva, Interna- 
tional Labour Office, 1946) (hereinafter referred to as Proceedings), pp. 207, 218, 
333-349; for text of resolution adopted, see ibid., pp. 452-455.
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intergovernmental obligations of this sort. The United States Gov- 
ernment does not object to receiving an expression of opinion by 
other delegates, especially those representative of employers and 
workers, on this subject. 

Item IIT 

WELFARE OF CHILDREN AND YouNG WorkKERs * 

(First Discussion) 

This report and the accompanying draft resolutions concern pro- 
visions for the protection of children and youth in reference to their 
employment or preparation for future activity in labor. The Depart- 
ment of State notes that emphasis has wisely been placed upon co- 
operation between the International Labor Organization and present 
or proposed specialized organizations in the fields of relief, welfare 
and education. 

The United States Government supports the resolutions and should 
contribute to the development of the conventions outlined. 

Irem IV (1) . 

Matrers ArisINe Our or THE WorK OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL 
| CoMMITTEE ?7 | 

PART 1: THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE I.L.0. TO OTHER INTERNATIONAL BODIES 

R#soLuTIon I. PRoPosep RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION AND THE UNITED Nations: * 

This resolution is designed to authorize the Governing Body to 
enter, subject to the approval of the Conference, into such agreements 
with the appropriate authorities of the United Nations as may be 
necessary for the purpose of permitting the International Labor Or- 
ganization to cooperate with the United Nations for the attainment 
of the ends set forth in the Constitution of the International Labor 
Organization, the Charter of the United Nations, and the Declaration 
of Philadelphia,”® while retaining the authority essential for the dis- 
charge by the International Labor Organization of its responsibilities 
under its Constitution and the Declaration of Philadelphia. 

It should be pointed out in accepting this resolution that there is a 
distinction in status between the Declaration of Philadelphia and the 
Constitution. Nevertheless, it may be noted that the United States 

* See Proceedings, pp. 238, 350-378 for text of resolutions adopted, see idid., 
pp. 455-466. - 

7 See ibid., pp. 379-400. 
* For text of resolution adopted, see ibid., p. 466. 
* Declaration concerning the aims and purposes of the International Labor 

Office, adopted at the 26th session of the International Labor Conference, Phila- 
delpiia, May, 1944; for text, see Department of State Bulletin, May 20, 1944, 
Dp. . 

723-681—67——101
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supported the Declaration at Philadelphia and its inclusion in Resolu- 
tion I at Philadelphia. The resolution should be approved since it 

is primarily intended to arrange for cooperation: with the United 
Nations to promote the objectives of the United Nations and the In- 

ternational Labor Organization. 

ReEsoLuTION II. PRoposeD RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE AMENDMENT OF THE 

CONSTITUTION OF THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION : * 

This resolution is designed to provide for the situation which would 

result from the dissolution of the League of Nations with a view to 

insuring the continuance of the International Labor Organization 
in accordance with its Constitution. The resolution requests the 

Office to transmit to the Members of the Organization, after the 
session of the Conference, the proposed instrument for amendment 

inviting them to submit replies within four months with any modifi- 
cations or comments they may wish to make, and requests the Office to 

draw up on the basis of these replies a report for the next general 
session of the Conference and to communicate such report to the 
members at the earliest possible date. 

Since amendments to the Constitution of the International Labor 

Organization are necessary if it is to continue, whether as a completely 

independent organization or as one which is closely related to the 

United Nations and possibly dependent on it to the same degree that 

the International Labor Organization has been dependent on the 
League of Nations, this resolution should be approved for the pur- 
pose of bringing the questions of amendments before the Members 

and before the next Conference, it being understood that the approval 
given to the resolution does not constitute approval of the particular 

amendments included in the instrument in their present form and 
that Members may propose, in their replies, amendments in addition 
to those included in the instrument. 

The United States representatives should state unequivocally that 
this Government supports the International Labor Organization as 
the competent intergovernmental agency within its designated sphere 

and intends to continue wholehearted participation as a Member of 

the Organization; that this Government believes that the greatest 

effectiveness of the Organization can be attained through the estab- 
lishment of a mutually satisfactory relationship with the United Na- 
tions Organization in which, with the strength derived from its 

established tripartite representation, seasoned experience, and the 

most nearly universal character practicable, the International Labor 

' For text of the Instrument for the Amendment of the Constitution of the 
International Labour Organisation, see Proceedings, p. 470; for text of Interna- 

tional Labor Organization Constitution, see The Constitution and Rules of the 
International Labor Organization (Montreal, International Labour Office, 1944).
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Organization may help accomplish many of the highest objectives of 
the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations; and that 
this Government hopes that the Constitution of the International 
Labor Organization may be so adapted that it will be in the best 
possible position to further the objectives of the Organization. 

The United States representatives should emphasize the tentative 
character of the discussion on the Proposed Instrument,** that the 
discussion is to be followed by reference of draft resolutions in the 
form in which they emerge from the Conference to Members for their 
consideration. In the exchange of views on the proposed amendments 
as prepared by the Office, they should be guided by the remarks made 
below with respect to the particular Articles. 

Articles 1,2, 4,10, 16 and 17: a | 

Since these Articles do not involve questions of principle but are 
of a verbal nature, made necessary by the prospective dissolution of 
the League of Nations, the establishment of the United Nations, and 
replacement of the Permanent Court of International Justice by the 
International Court of Justice, the United States representatives 
should approve them in principle. | - os 

Article 3: | - 
In view of the separation of the International Labor Organization 

from the League of Nations and from the Peace Treaties of 1919, a 

constitutional provision on membership is needed. ‘The United States 

Government approves the automatic right of membership of members 
of the United Nations as set forth in paragraph 3. It also approves 
the general principles set forth in paragraph 4. New Members may 
be admitted to the United Nations Organization by a two-thirds vote 
of the Members present and voting in the General Assembly. -Admis- 
sion of new Members to other international organizations by the terms 
of their basic instruments also requires a two-thirds majority. This 
Government believes the same policy should be observed in the case 
of the International Labor Organization and, therefore, the United 
States representatives should suggest the addition of the following 
words to Paragraph 4 of this Article: “provided that such vote rep- 
resents two-thirds of the Members of the Organization present and 
voting.” 

Article 8: 

The substitution for Article 12 of the present Constitution as pro- 
posed recognizes the desirability of cooperation with the United Na- 

“For text of the Proposed Instrument for the Amendment of the Constitution 
of the International Labour Organisation, see International Labour Conference, 
27th Session, Paris, 1945, Matters Arising Out of the Work of the Constitutional 
Committee, Report IV(1) (Montreal, International Labour Office, 1945), pp. 153- 
159. (Hereinafter referred to as Report IV (1) )
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tions Organization. This Government believes that adaptation of 
the Constitution to meet any situation created by a special agreement 
which may be concluded between the Organization and the United 
Nations should be possible without the necessity of applying the reg- 
ular amendment process. The United States representatives should, 
therefore, suggest that. consideration might be given to the substitu- 
tion for the last sentence of Article 5, as proposed, of a provision sim- 
ilar to that in the Constitution of the Food and Agriculture Organi- 
zation to the effect that such arrangements between the Organization 
and the United Nations as are approved by a two-thirds vote of the 
Conference may involve modification of the provisions of the Con- 
stitution without resort to the regular amendment process, except 
those which the Members believe should require application of the 
regular amendment process. - 

Article 6: | 

A provision governing the determination of which are the Mem- 
bers of chief industrial importance is needed in view of the reference 
to the League Council in the present text of the Constitution. The 
Governing Body should be authorized to determine the question. Pro- 
vision should also be made for a reconsideration of the question “when 
there is a recognized need” rather than “from time to time.” The 
United States representatives should suggest modifications along the 
above lines and should also suggest the consideration of permitting 
appeals from decisions of the Governing Body as to which are the 
Members of chief industrial importance to the Economic and Social 
Council of the United Nations or the General Assembly. 

Article 7: , | , 

At least until the United Nations Organization has been established 
and an agreement between it and the Organization has been concluded, 
in which a budgetary arrangement such as is envisaged in paragraph 4 
of this Article has been made, the Organization should be enabled 
to vote its own budget independently. The Conference is the appro- 
priate body to perform this function. This Government believes, 
however, that it should be understood that the Standing Orders of the 
Conference should provide for a special committee composed of one 
Government representative from each of the Members, such as is sug- 

gested in the Report (page 92), to review the budget as was done in 
the past by the Fourth Committee of the League Assembly. The 

United States representatives should also suggest the deletion of the 
words “from time to time” from paragraph 4—to avoid the implica- 

tion that the arrangement once effected would be the subject of fre- 

quent negotiations.



‘INTERNATIONAL LABOR CONFERENCE 1547 

Article 8: : 

~ The chancery functions which have been. performed by the Secre- 

tary-General of the League and which have been in part performed 

by the Director of the Organization since 1939 might well be assigned 

to the Director. The United States: Representatives should, how- 

ever, suggest the consideration of these functions being performed by 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, following the conclu- 
sion of a special agreement between the two organizations, the advan- 
tages of which are recognized in the Report. | 

Article 9: 

The United States Government will wish to review proposals. for 
enforcement. . Its representatives may express a sympathetic attitude 
toward the creation of more adequate machinery. 

Article 11: | , 
_ This Government believes that the question of enforcement measures 
is not an appropriate one for the Governing Body. The United States 
representatives should suggest the elimination of Article 33 in the 
present Constitution and consideration of the possibility of the ques- 
tion of enforcement measures involved here being referred to the 
United Nations with any recommendations which the Conference or 
the Governing Body may wish to suggest, since the General Assembly 
and the Security Council are vested with responsibilities to maintain 
the general welfare. 

Article 12; 

This Government’s representatives should propose that both para- 
graphs might well be amended by the addition of a clause “insofar 
as it is provided in the individual trusteeship agreement,” 

Article 13; oe - 
This Government recognizes the need for a new provision to govern 

amendments to the Constitution. The United States representatives 

may propose the substitution of “three-fourths” for “two-thirds” in 

the fourth line of the text as it appears in the Report—before the words 
“of the eight Members”—and should suggest the consideration of 
substituting “accepted” for “ratified” in the third line of the proposal. 
This is in line with the amendment provision of the Monetary Fund 
Agreement.®? | 

“See Department of State, Proceedings and Documents of the United Nations 
Monetary and Financial Conference, vol. 1, pp. 968-969. For documentation on 
the United Nations Monetary and Financial Conference at Bretton Woods, New 
Hampshire, July 1-22, 1944, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 11, pp. 106 ff.
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Article 14: | | 

- This Government recognizes advantages in having questions of con- 
stitutional interpretation referred to a single body, like the Inter- 
national Court of Justice. The question of providing for such ref- 
erence is under consideration. ‘The United States representatives 
should, therefore, defer an opinion on this proposal... 

Article 16:2. °° oe a 

*. The United States representatives should defer an opinion on this 
proposal, while expressing sympathy for the objectives. = 

Article 18: a 

-: In view of the prospective dissolution of the League of Nations, 
this Government anticipates serious difficulties in obtaining the ac- 

ceptance of Members ‘necessary to bring the proposed amendments 
into force as proposed in paragraph 2 of this Article. The United 
States representatives should suggest that consideration be given to 
the possibility of substittiting for paragraph 2 another provision 
based. upon the second of the three possible views expressed on page 
127 of the’Repoft with respect to the effect of the dissolution of the 
League on the application of Article 36 of the Constitution: namely 
“that since the category of: States specifically required to consent no 
longer exists -an:amendment can come into force on ratification by 

any three-quarters of the Members of the Organization ;” otherwise, 
the strict observance of Article 88 would require the fulfillment of 

what may be an impossible condition. oe 

Addendum: SO 
_ The United States Government representatives should not: encour- 
age or support any proposal for the general doubling of: the. number 
of workers’ representatives, or of the workers’ and employers’ repre- 
sentatives. They should seek further instructions if any other pro- 
posals are suggested. . _ - 

Resovution III. PReposkp RESOLUTION ConcERNING THE REVISION oF CERTAIN 

STANDARD ARTICLES OF THE HDXIsTING INTERNATIONAL LaBor CONVENTIONS: * 

The resolution is proposed for the purpose of including in the 
agenda for, the next general session the question of the partial revi- 
sion of the Conventions hitherto adopted by the Conference in order 
to provide for the future discharge of the chancery functions en- 
trusted under those Conventions to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations. The resolution would provide for the submission 
of the accompanying proposed draft convention to Member Govern- 

* Apparently this resolution was referred to a working party for consideration 
(Proceedings, p. 468). . . 7 —
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ments for possible modifications or amendments, and would author- 

ize the preparation on the basis of such replies of a report for sub- 
mission to Governments before the next general session. Approval 
may be indicated of the general purposes of the resolution.. The fol- 
lowing suggestions are applicable to the proposed draft convention 
which is incorporated in the proposed resolution. | | 

The United States representatives should’stggest for consideration 
that a fourth paragraph might well be added to Article 1 to read as 
follows ::“Upon the conclusion of any special agreement between the 
International Labor Organization and the United Nations, the words 
‘the Secretary-General of the United Nations’: shall be substituted 
for the words ‘the Director of the International Labor Office,. the 

words ‘the Secretary-General of the United. Nations’ shall be sub- 
stituted for the-words ‘the Director,’.and the. words ‘the Secretariat 
of the United Nations’ shall be substituted for the words ‘the Inter- 
national Labor Office’ in paragraph: 1 of this Article.” . Daa 

_ The United States representatives should also suggest for consid- 
eration that a second paragraph might well-be added to Article 3 to 
read as follows: “Following the conelusion of a special. agreement 
between the International Labor Organization: and the United Na- 
tions, any Member of the Organization which, after the date of the 

coming into force of such agreement, communicates to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations its formal ratification of any conven- 
tion adopted by the Conference-of,the.International Labor Organiza- 
tion in the course of its first twenty-five sessions shall be deemed to 
have ratified that Convention as modified by this Convention and 
such special agreement.” me 
RESOLUTION IV. PrdPosep’ Resolution’ CoNCERNING THE INTERESTS oF THE IN- 
~ TERNATIONAL LaBor ORGANIZATION IN CERTAIN PROPERTIES AND OTHER ASSETS 

OF THE LEAGUE or Nations: *® = =... ty nn 

The United States representatives should suggest for consideration 
the addition of a concluding paragraph to provide that “any arrange- 
ments concerning functions and. activities of the League of Nations 
which may be made by the Governing Body in accordance with this 
proposed resolution shall be subject to the approval of the General 
Conference in conformity with paragraph 4 of the Proposed Resolu- 
tion Concerning the Relationship between the International Labor 
Organization and the United Nations.” (page 152 of the Report) 

The United States representatives should approve this resolution 
if amended to accomplish the foregoing suggestion. | 

Wor consideration of this subject by the Conference, see Proceedings, pp. 386— 
387; for resolution adopted, see ibid., p. 467. a ne |
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Resotution V. Proposzp ResoLurion ConcerNine ReciProcaL RELATIONSHIP 
_. Berween THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION AND OTHER INTERNA- 

TIONAL Bopizs : * | : 

The United States representatives should support this resolution. . 

: Irem IV (2) a 

. Marrers Aristne Our or THE Work of THE CONSTITUTIONAL | 
CoMMITTEB | 

PART 2: REVISION OF THE FORM AND ARRANGEMENT OF THE STANDING 
a a ORDERS OF THE CONFERENCE * | 

Since the proposed revision of the Standing Orders consists pri- 
marily of a consolidation and re-arrangement of existing Standing 
Orders primarily for the purpose of facilitating consultation and since 
it is regarded as being of a provisional character in view of the broad 
questions of policy which are pending before the Committee on Con- 
stitutional Questions, the United States representatives might well 
support their adoption for application provisionally from the begin- 
ning of the 27th Session, it being understood that they will be referred 
to the Standing Orders Committee of the Conference for considera- 
tion before being definitely adopted. Should any controversy arise 
concerning paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article 57, the United States rep- 
resentatives should communicate the situation to the Department for 
instructions. OS a 
a | Irem V : - 

Minimum Sranparps or Soota, Poricy 1x Derenpenr Txrerrorts * 
(SUPPLEMENTARY Provisions) 

This Department’s draft instructions are contained in the Report 
of the Committee on Dependent Areas of September 15, 1945, copies 
of which have been forwarded under separate cover. 

: | Irem VI | | 

_.. Reports ON THE APPLICATION OF CONVENTIONS 
(ARTICLE 22 oF THE CoNSTITUTION) *° | 

The United States Government welcomes the redevelopment of 
more normal reporting with reference to the application of conven- 
tions. This Government notes sympathetically the reference in the 
Report of the Committee of Experts to the need for increased staffing 

* See Proceedings, p. 382; for resolution adopted, see ibid., p. 467. 
For text, see International Labour Conference, 27th Session, Paris, 1945, Mat- 

ters Arising Out of the Work of the Constitutional Committee, Report IV (2) 
(Montreal, International Labour Office, 1945). For action adopting this report, 
see Proceedings, p. 34. Ss 

», See ibid., pp. 401-437; for text of resolution adopted, see ibid., p. 469. 
For consideration of this item by the Conference, see ibid., pp. 438-442.
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of the International Labor Office to make more effective the prepara- 
tory work. The representative on the Governing Body is authorized 
to evaluate the feasibility of this proposal in the light of other re- 
sponsibilities of the Office. 

Reference to the legal status of collective agreements on pages 4-5 
of the Committee of Experts report is noted and need not be com- 
mented on. The United States Government does not want interna- 
tional pressures encouraged or supported which look to extending 
the legal sanction of collective agreements beyond the groups rep- 
resented by the parties to the agreement. We do feel that it is appro- 
priate to note as a fact in reporting on labor standards that certain 
standards are in fact established by collective agreements. 

600.C115 Paris/10-2445: Telegram | : 

The Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

i : Paris, October 24, 1945. 
a | /.  . [Received October 29—8 : 23 a. m.] 

— 6209. From Mulhken for State and Labor. British have suggested 
in Constitutional Committee that final ‘action be taken at this Con- 
ference on. following articles of Resolution 2: Article 13 “ re amend- 
ment procedure; article 7 *! re financial procedure. In addition ex- 
ceedingly strong support developing for final action on article 3,” 
‘membership of organization. Strong sentiment in favor of action 

on these three points as essential to functioning of organization after 

liquidation of League. Request instructions urgently to approve final 
action on these three. articles subject to acceptance in substance 
of major US amendments suggested in existing instructions.“ 
[ Mulliken. ] —_ 

Ss CAFFERY 

600.C115 Paris/10-2645 ; Telegram , a 
Lhe Ambassador in France (Caffery) .to the Secretary of State 

| er _ Paris, October 26, 1945—9 p. m. 
; | -. - - [Received October 26—5:15 p. m.] 

6229, For State and Labor from ILO delegation. In Committee on 
Constitutional Questions, Forbes-Watson “t+. moved this afternoon 
deletion of last sentence in article 13, pages-157 and 158 Office report 

“ Report IV (1), p. 157. | 
* Tbid., p. 155. es 
“ Tbid., p. 154. | 
* Ante, p. 1540. - " 
“Sir John Forbes Watson, United Kingdom Representative of the Employers 

to the Twenty-Seventh Session of the International Labor Conference.
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reading. “provided. that.no amendment to articles 19 or 35.shall op- 
erate to place.a new obligation on any member of the organization 
without the consent of that-member”. The amendment: was strongly 
supported without a dissenting voice by govt employer and labor 
speakers including the British Govt delegate. American employer 
and labor delegates concurred. 7 | 

Goodrich speaking for US Govt stated that, he had no instructions 
on this point. He pointed out that if any attempt should ever be 
made, in case the proposed amendment was accepted, to change the 
ILO Constitution without the consent of the US in such way as to 
effect US rights under the US Constitution such an attempt would 
be likely to result in American withdrawal from the ILO. He as- 
sumed that no such attempt would be made. He therefore would not 
oppose the Forbes-Watson amendment but neither could he support it. 

Thereupon, Phelan *° in line with Forbes-Watson motion withdrew 
the passage quoted above and article 13 was voted as follows “amend- 
ments to this constitution which are adopted by the Conference by a 
majority of two-thirds of the votes cast by the delegates present shall 
take effect when ratified or accepted by two-thirds of the members of 
the organization including five of the eight members which are rep- 
resented on the Governing Body as members of chief industrial im- 
portance in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 3 of article 
17 of this constitution”. | , | 

In case the Dept should object to the stand taken by Goodrich, the 
matter could be reopened in Plenary Session when the report of the 
Constitutional Committee 1s submitted but such a course would cause 
substantial difficulties and the US delegate would be likely to find 
himself almost completely isolated. We do not propose to make any 
further move in this matter unless instructed by the Dept. [ILO 
delegation. ] 

| CAFFERY 

500.C115 Paris/10-2645 : Telegram oS 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Caffery) 

-  Wasutneton, November 1, 1945—6 p. m. 

5100. For Mulliken. Dept. received urtel 6209 Oct. 24 on Oct. 29. 
Difficult to determine here whether intention to seek final decision on 
three articles continues. Instructions were based upon expectation 
Resolution IIT would merely submit proposed amendments to Members 
for comment with consideration of adoption to be undertaken at next 
General Session. Note instructions on Article 18 as to amendment 

* Edward J. Phelan, Acting Director of the International Labor Office.
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process. There is a question how any constitutional amendment may 
be undertaken while League exists without following procedure of Con- 
stitution Article 36.4¢ However if submission to Members is to be 
undertaken for action to be effective conditional upon dissolution of 
League, emergency condition may justify action by this Session. 
-If Plenary Session undertakes to seek final action at this time de- 
spite lack of previous notice or adequate study by Members, risk of 
adverse reception by competent authority here should be recognized. 
If Session is to vote, US delegates are instructed to seek modifications 
set forth in instructions and are further instructed as follows: 

Article 13: Forbes Watson amendment jeopardizes US acceptance 
of this Article. However US delegates may vote in favor if they 
record position expressed by Goodrich as per urtel 6229. Matter need 
not be reopened in Plenary Session unless final action is sought. — 

Articles 7 and 3 may be supported subject to general position in 
previous instructions, - a 

Labor concurs. : 
a BYRNES 

500.C115 Paris/12-545 | | 

Memorandum by Mr. Edward Miller, Jr., Special Assistant to the 
Under Secretary of State (Acheson), to the Under Secretary of State 

[Wasutneton,] December 5, 1945. 
The recent meeting of the ILO in Paris resulted in the signature 

of an Instrument of Amendment to the Constitution which is sub- 
ject to ratification or acceptance. ILH* has consulted us as to the 
legislative action necessary in connection with the amendment. It is 
desired to establish the Department’s position on the matter so that 
we can then consult with the Department of Labor. : 

American membership in the ILO was brought about pursuant to 
a joint resolution of June 13 [79], 1934 ¢8 which authorized the Presi- 
dent “to accept membership for the Government of the United States of 
America in the International Labor Organization” provided that the 
United States would assume no obligation under the League Covenant. 
The resolution did not contain any provision authorizing appropri- 
ations or with respect to amendment. We subsequently entered into 

* Article 36 reads as follows: “Amendments to this part of the present Treaty 
which are adopted by the Conference by a majority of two-thirds of the votes 
cast by the Delegates present shall take effect when ratified by the States whose 
representatives compose the Council of the League of Nations and by three- 
fourths of the Members.” 

* Division of International Labor, Social and Health Affairs. 
“S.J. Res. 181 (Pub. Res. No. 483, 73d Cong., 2d sess.), approved June 19, 1934. 

For text, see 48 Stat. 1182, or Department of State Treaty Series No. 874, p. 28; 
for documentation, see Foreign Relations, 1934, vol. 1, pp. 733-742.
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a special agreement with the ILO with reference to our financial con- 
tributions and Congress has subsequently made annual appropriations 
for this purpose. 

The principal amendment is to Article XIII of the ILO Constitu- 
tion having to do with expenses. The substance of this provision is 
that arrangements for the allocation and collection of the budget of 
the ILO shall be determined by the Conference and the expenses shall 
be borne by the members in accordance with such determination. 
There is no provision with respect to compliance with our Constitu- 
tional processes. In addition, the Instrument of Amendment includes 
a new withdrawal provision to the effect that two years notice of 
withdrawal is required ; and a new provision with reference to amend- 
ments to the effect that amendments to the constitution become effective 
when approved by a majority of two-thirds of the votes cast by the 
Conference of the ILO. The provision with respect to amendments 
is not substantially different from the standpoint of our Constitutional 
problems than the provision of the original Constitution of the ILO. 

_ As you know, there is now being prepared in the Department an 
Omnibus Bill to provide basic authority for the performance of cer- 

tain functions and activities of the Department of State, the purpose 
of which is to avoid the making of points of order-on the floor of the 
House.in connection with State Department appropriation bills as 
happened last year. Since there was no authorization of appropri- 

ations in the original ILO joint resolution, BF *° has been planning.to 

insert a section in the Omnibus Bill correcting this defect in the legis- 

lation. I believe that the way to proceed in connection with the ILO 

amendment would be to refer to it in this section, and I have agreed 
tentatively with BF on the following revised language to the Section 
which they have prepared; } 

“Payment is hereby authorized of such sums as may be necessary for 
the expenses of participation by the United States in the International 
Labor Organization pursuant to the Constitution of said Organiza- 
tion as amended by the Instrument of Amendment signed November 7, 
1945, including expenses in connection with the meetings of the Gen- 
eral Conference and of the Governing Body of the International 
Labor Office and in such regional, industrial, or other special meetings, 
as may be duly called by such Governing Body, including personal 
services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, without regard to 
civil service and classification laws; rent; printing and binding; en- 
tertainment; hire, maintenance, and operation of automobiles; and ap- 
propriations to cover expenditures incident to such membership are 
hereby authorized.” 

* Division of Budget and Finance. eo
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This will have the effect not only of curing the original defect in 
the legislation but of avoiding any future question in connection with 
the acceptance of the amendment by the United States. Such ac- 
ceptance should not be made, in my opinion, until after the Omnibus 
Bill has passed with this provision in it. 

Such procedure would be preferable in my opinion to asking for 
separate legislative authority to accept these amendments since this 
might involve us in a full dress review of the ILO. A good argument 

can be made that in view of the terms of the original joint resolution, it 
is not absolutely necessary to submit these amendments to the Congress 
for approval. I have thought of the possible desirability of simply 
transmitting the amendments to Congress for their information at 
this time without any reference to approval by Congress, but in view 
of the fact that the amendments deal entirely with technical organiza- 
tional matters, I see no particular purpose to be served by this. 

Therefore, if you agree, I shall recommend to ILH that in discuss- 
ing the matter with the Department of Labor, the Department take 
the position that all that should be done [is] to obtain the suggested 
provision in the Omnibus legislation. 

500.C115 Paris/12-545 

Memorandum by the Legal Adviser (Hackworth) to Mr. Edward 
Miller, Jr., Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of State 
(Acheson) 

[Wasuinaton,| December. 21, 1945. 

Mr. Miter: I have examined your memorandum of December 5, 
1945, with regard to the proposed amendment of the language in the 

Omnibus Bill so as to conform it with the obligations that will be 
imposed on the United States by reason of the recent amendment of 

the ILO constitution. 

It is noted that Article 6 of the instrument for the amendment of 
the constitution of the ILO provides in Section 2 as follows: 

“This instrument of amendment will come into force in accordance 
with the existing provisions of Article 36 of the Constitution of the 
International Labour Organisation. If the Council of the League of 
Nations should cease to exist before this instrument has come into 
force, it shall come into force on ratification or acceptance by three- 
quarters of the Members of the Organisation.” 

Article 36 of the ILO constitution, to which reference is made, reads 
as follows: 

“Amendments to this part of the present Treaty which are adopted 
by the Conference by a majority of two-thirds of the votes cast by
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the Delegates present shall take effect when ratified by the States 
whose representatives compose the Council of the League of Nations 
and by three-fourths of the Members.” | 

So long as the United States, which, of course, is not a member of 
the Council of the League of Nations, intends to have the amendment 
of the constitution become effective as to it by reason of its ratification 
by three-fourths of the other States rather than by any action on its 
own part, formal ratification, of course, will not be necessary. As- 
suming from your memorandum that such is the plan, I see no objec- 
tion whatever to the proposed amendment of the Omnibus Bill in the 
manner suggested by you.*° 

*° Specific authorization of appropriations for the expenses of membership and 
participation by the United States in the International Labor Organization un- 
der the ILO constitution as amended by the Instrument for Amendment of the 
Paris Conference was requested in a general bill introduced by the Department 
and later embodied in H.R. 6602, introduced by Mr. Bloom and referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. The Congress adjourned before action was taken 
on this measure.



SPONSORSHIP BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE OF 
LEGISLATION RESULTING IN THE INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANIZATIONS IMMUNITIES ACT OF 1945 

840.50 UNRRA/4-1345 

The Director General of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilita- 
tion Administration (Lehman) to the Secretary of State 

~ Wasuineton, April 13, 1945. 

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: The steady expansion of UNRRA oper- 
ations during recent months and the projected increase of our activi- 
ties.at the end of the war in Europe render it imperative that I enlist 
your personal support and intervention to obtain for us the communi- 
cation facilities, and the diplomatic and other privileges in regard to 
which we have been negotiating with the Government of the United 
States since December of 1948. The importance of these facilities 
and privileges was recognized by all of the interested governments 
when they adopted Resolutions 32, 34 and 36 at the First Meeting of 
the Council in November of 1943, copies of which are enclosed here- 
with.1 In written communications and in numerous conferences dur- 
ing the past eighteen months members of my staff and I have urged 
the necessary implementation of the Resolutions by your Government. 
I wish to refer particularly to my letters to the Secretary of State 
dated 28 December 1943,? 25 January 1944 * and 17 October 1944? as 
well as to my formal note to the Department under date of 3 April 
1944.3 O° : 

We feel that UNRRA is under heavy obligation to the United 
States for the very real assistance and support which your Govern- 
ment has givento UNRRA. Nevertheless, the failure to take admin- 
istrative‘and legislative action with respect to taxation and such other 
important matters as censorship, courier and pouch facilities, code 
privileges, and travel regulations, has not only seriously handicapped 
our operations but has substantially increased their cost to all of the 
member governments. In several instances, the effective action taken 

* For texts, see Conference Series No. 53: First Session of the Council of the 
United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration: Selected Documents, 
Atlantic City, New Jersey, November 10—December 1, 1943 (Washington, Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, 1944), pp. 62-66. 

2 Not printed. 
° Not found in Department files. | 

: 1557
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by the United Kingdom and other governments to facilitate our oper- 
ations has been nullified or rendered relatively useless by the failure 
of your Government to take corresponding action. For example, the 
United Kingdom has given UNRRA pouch and courier facilities as 
well as exemption from censorship, but the Government of the United 
States has not taken complementary action at the Headquarters end 

of our operations. 
The matter has now reached a point where the effect on our day-to- 

day operations and on the morale of our officers, both in Washington 
and abroad, is so great as to hamper seriously the fulfillment of our 
primary responsibility to the governments and peoples of the United 
Nations. It is also evident that other governments are now tending 
to delay action requested by UNRRA because they are aware of the 
apparent indifference toward these matters on the part of the Govern- 
ment of the country in which Headquarters is located. 

Two types of action would seem desirable on the part of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States—the one legislative and the other, ad- 
ministrative. I am informed that a revised draft of legislation has 
been approved by most of the interested departments of your Gov- 
ernment.and should soon be presented. to the Congress. It 1s also my 

understanding, however, that the opposition of certain agencies of 
the Government.may further delay presentation of the draft bill and 
may continue to prevent administrative action which, in many in- 
stances, would greatly facilitate our work pending the adoption of 
necessary legislation. , 

I earnestly hope that you will agree that the necessary action by 
the Government of the United States, both administrative and legis- 
lative, is of top urgency, and that you will issue appropriate direc- 
tives in order to expedite such action. | 

For the convenience of the Department of State I enclose herewith 
a memorandum *> which summarizes the efforts we have made to ob- 
tain the desired facilities and indicates the present status of the var- 
ious matters. : 

Sincerely yours, Hersert H. Leaman 

840.50 UNRRA/7-245 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Attorney General (Clark)*® 

WASHINGTON, July 2, 1945. 

My Dear Mr. Atrornsey Generav: For almost two years the Depart- 
ment has been actively considering the preparation and introduction 

*Not printed. 
* An identical letter was sent on the same date to the Secretary of the Treasury 

(Morgenthau).
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of legislation to provide for privileges and immunities of international 
organizations and their staffs. The UNRRA Council in November, 
1943, recommended that such privileges and immunities be accorded, 
but because of the absence of legislative authority the UNRRA Coun- 
cil resolution has been complied with only in minor respects. The 
Department is also faced with the necessity of granting privileges to 
other international organizations which function in this country or 
which may do so in the future, including the International Labor Or- 
ganization, the Pan American Union, the Interim Commission on 
Food and Agriculture’ (and the permanent organization when it 
comes into being),* the Bretton Woods institutions,® the International 

Civil Aviation Organization, and the United Nations Security 
Organization.!° 

In order for international organizations to function effectively, it 
is essential that they have privileges and immunities similar to those 
accorded foreign governments with respect to matters such as exemp- 
tion from taxation, immunity from suit, inviolability of archives, 
et cetera. On March 28, 1944, the President approved a memo- 
randum from the Secretary of State +? requesting authority to pro- 
ceed with legislation of this nature. There followed lengthy dis- 
cussions between the interested offices of the Department and with 
officials of the Treasury Department and the Department of Justice. 
A bill which was not altogether satisfactory and which was confined 
to UNRRA was introduced in the House of Representatives on Novem- 
ber 21, 1944, (H. R. 5512, 78th Congress, second session) * but no 
action was taken before the end of the session. | 

~ I am enclosing a new draft bill +! which has received the approval 
of the Department of State. It will be observed that under its terms 
international organizations will receive substantially the same treat- 
ment as foreign governments with respect to the matters covered. 
The officials and employees of such organizations, other than Ameri- 

“The Interim Commission on Food and Agriculture came into being as a result 
of the United Nations Conference on Food and Agriculture, Hot Springs, Va., 
May 18—June 3, 1943; see Foreign Relations, 1943, vol. 1, pp. 820 ff. 

8 With the first meeting of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations, the Interim Commission was terminated on October 16, 1945. See In- 
ternational Organizations in which the United States Participates, 1949 (Wash- 
ington, Government Printing Office, 1950), p. 36. 

* Reference here is to the International Monetary Fund and the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development. For documentation on the United 
Nations Monetary and Financial Conference at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, 

July 1-22, 1944, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 106 ff. 
See pp. 1 ff. 

4 Not printed. . 
4 Congressional Record, vol. 90, pt. 6, p. 8306. 
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ean citizens, will receive substantially the same privileges as foreign 
government employees serving in this country. It should be noted 
that the bill does not provide full diplomatic privileges and immuni- 
ties for the officials of international organizations. 

The provisions relating to tax exemptions have been discussed at 
length with officials of the Treasury Department, and it is understood 
that there is general agreement between the two Departments with 

respect to these provisions. 
It is believed that the bill will confer the essential privileges and 

immunities, although it grants less extensive privileges than does the 
legislation recently adopted in Great Britain on this subject and less 
extensive privileges than are accorded in various other countries. 

In view of the long delays which have taken place and the increasing 
urgency of presenting the bill to the Congress as soon as possible, I 
hope that you may be in a position to indicate at an early date your 
approval of the proposed bill. 

Sincerely yours, JosEPH C. GREW 

840.50 UNRRA/7-2445 _ 

Mr. Edward G. Miller, Jr., Special Assistant to the Under Secretary 
_ of State (Acheson), to the Assistant Solicitor General (Judson) 

| | WasHINGTON, September 11, 1945. 
My Dear Mr. Jupson: I refer to our conversation last week on the 

subject of the proposed legislation to extend privileges and immuni- 
ties to international organizations and their staffs, which legislation 
was submitted to the Attorney General for his approval in a letter 
from the Acting Secretary of State dated July 2, 1945. 

As I advised you during our conversation, other governments have 
taken action in various forms to extend privileges and immunities to 
international organizations. An early example of this is the Modus 
Vivendi entered into in 1926 by the Swiss Government concerning 
diplomatic immunities of the staff of the League of Nations and re- 
lated organizations at Geneva, a copy of which is enclosed.> A more 
exact precedent to the legislation under consideration is the Diplo- 
matic Privileges (Extension) Act, 1944, of the United Kingdom, a 
copy of which is also enclosed.?® There is also enclosed an Order in 
Council whereby Canada extended privileges to UNRRA;* similar 
action has been taken in Canada, I understand, with respect to other 
international organizations located there, notably the International 

* For text, see League of Nations, Oficial Journal, 1926, p. 1422. 
** For text of the Diplomatie Privileges (Extension) Act, dated November 17, 

1944, see Public General Acts, 7 & 8 George VI, ch. 44, pp. 402-407. 
* P.C. 9182, December 15, 1944.
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Labor Organization and the Provisional International Civil Aviation 
Organization. | - 

— At our conference you asked for information as to the number of 
persons who would be affected by the proposed legislation. The avail- 
able figures as to the number of employees of international organiza- 
tions located in this country indicate that the total of such employees 
at the present time is approximately 1,470, of which some 1,245 are 
United States citizens. Of these, however, some.1,200, of which some 
1,025 are United States citizens, are employed by UNRRA which, as 
you know, should be practically wound up within the next two years. 
As to what the figures might be in five years, after all of the pro- 
jected international organizations have been agreed upon by the na- 
tions and launched in operation, it 1s extremely difficult to foretell. 
It depends upon the number of organizations which will have their 
headquarters in this country and particularly upon the location of 
the United Nations Organization. I can therefore only hazard a 
guess of my own, which would be to the effect that the total number 
of persons employed by international organizations and located in 
this country would amount to a few thousand—perhaps not more 
than. 3,000—of which the greater number would be American citizens. 

This compares with a total of between 15,000 to 20,000 alien em- 
ployees of foreign governments located in this country at the present 
time. Even assuming that this figure is somewhat inflated owing to 
wartime activities, it is clear that the proposed bill would involve 
only a relatively small increase in the number of persons normally 
entitled to official privileges and immunities. 

Sincerely yours, Epwarp G. Minter, Jr. 

701.09/9-1845 

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury (Gaston) to the Secretary 
of State | 

WASHINGTON, September 18, 1945. 

My Dmrar Mr. Secrerary: Further reference is made to Acting 
Secretary Grew’s letter of July 2, 1945, requesting the approval of this 
Department of a draft of a proposed bill, “To extend certain privi- 
leges, exemptions and immunities to international organizations and 
to the officers and employees thereof, and for other purposes”. 

The bil includes provisions for granting to international organi- 
zations and their officials and employees exemptions from internal 
revenue taxes and customs duties substantially similar to those granted 
under existing law to foreign governments and their employees serving 
in this country. Subject to certain changes of a clarifying or perfect-
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ing nature set forth below, the proposed draft of bill has the approval 
of this Department. These changes are as follows: . 

1. Change to 1946 the year in the date, January 1, 1945, appearing 
in subsections (¢) and (d@) of section 4 and in subsections (a) and(d) 
of section 5, relating to the exemption from Social Security taxes of 
service performed in the employ of an international organization. 

2. Make the deletions and additions, shown by bracketing and un- 
derlining, respectively, in sections 3 and 8(a) as follows: 

Section 8. Pursuant to regulations prescribed by the Commissioner 
of Customs with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
baggage and effects of alien officers and employees of international 
organizations, or of aliens designated by foreign governments to 
serve as their representatives in or to such organizations, or of the 
families, suites, and servants of such officers, employees or representa- 
tives shall be admitted, when imported in connection with the arrival 
of the owner, free of customs [duty] duties and free of internal revenue 
[tax] taxes imposed upon or by reason of importation. 

Section 8(a). No person shall be entitled to the benefits of this 
Act unless he [shall have been duly notified by the government of which 
he is a representative, or by the international organization concerned, 
to the Secretary of State and accepted as such by him, or has been 
designated by the Secretary of State, prior to formal notice and ac- 
ceptance, as a prospective representative, officer or employee] (1) shall 
have been duly notified to and accepted by the Secretary of State as 
a representative, officer, or employee, or (2) shall have been designated 
by the Secretary of State, prior to formal notification and acceptance, 
as a prospective representative, officer or employee, or (3) is a member 
of the family or suite, or servant, of one of the foregoing accepted or 
designated representatives, officers, or employees. 

The foregoing suggested changes ** are understood to be acceptable 
to representatives of your Department with whom the matter has 
been. discussed. 

Very truly yours, Hersert E. Gaston 

701.09/10-245 | | 

The Attorney General (Clark) to the Secretary of State 

WasuHineron, October 2, 1945 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This is in response to Mr. Grew’s letter of 
July 2, 1945, concerning the proposed draft of a bill entitled “To ex- 
tend certain privileges, exemptions, and immunities to international 
organizations and to the officers and employees thereof, and for other 
purposes.” 

**7The proposed changes were incorporated in the bill as passed by Congress.
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[Here follows statement of substance of the bill. | 

On December 12, 1944, Attorney General Biddle wrote to the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget with reference to a somewhat similar 
proposal to extend certain privileges to the United Nations Relief 
and Rehabilitation Administration and its staff. In his letter Mr. 
Biddle said in part: _ 

“The Federal Bureau of Investigation has evidence indicating that 
in the past the diplomatic representatives of some foreign governments 
have abused the privilege of diplomatic immunity. In some instances 
the abuses have been harmless. In other instances, however, diplo- 
matic representatives have distributed propaganda against the estab- 
lished governments of friendly nations to which they were accredited, 
and in a few cases they have even engaged in espionage activities. This 
Department, therefore, views with misgiving any extension of the 
privilege of diplomatic immunity to persons not in the diplomatic or 
consular service of friendly governments. Nevertheless, I recognize 
that the question whether diplomatic immunity should be given to offi- 
cials and employees, of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 
Administration is primarily a question of policy for the State Depart- 
ment. On the assumption that the proposed legislation is sponsored 
by the State Department, I interpose no objection.” . oO 

. The proposed legislation under consideration would, of course, have 
a much broader scope than the bill to which Mr. Biddle referred. 
It would apply to a large number of international organizations hav- 
ing functions in many instances of a nature substantially different from 
those of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation, Administra- 
tion. It seems to me, therefore, that the difficulties discussed in Mr. 
Biddle’s letter would be applicable to the proposed bill to an even 
greater extent. If the practices referred to are possible under the 
strict application of formal diplomatic protocol it is reasonable to be 
apprehensive of what might occur if diplomatic immunities were ex- 
tended to persons who would not ordinarily have the professional 
training found in the diplomatic corps. Accordingly, I am reluctant 
to recommend the enactment of the bill. However, if the State De- 
partment offers the proposed bill to the Congress and recommends it 
as an useful aid to the foreign policy of the United States, I assure 
you that the Department of Justice will not oppose the legislation. 

If the bill is to be favorably considered, I should like to make the 
following suggestions: 

Section 7 of the bill includes not merely the representatives of the 
foreign governments in or to international organizations but also 
“officers and employees of such organizations, and members of the 
immediate families of such representatives, officers, and employees 
residing with them.” It is conceivable that an international organi- 
zation might bring into the United States a very large number of 
employees from abroad together with the members of their families.
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This provision of‘thé bill is broader than the provisions of existing 
law. respecting foreign government officials (Section 3, Immigration 

Act of 1924, as amended, 538 Stat. 711, 8 U.S.C. 208; Section 3, Act of 
February 5, 1917, as amended, 39 Stat. 875, 878, 8 U.S.C. 186). The 
effect of this section would be to exempt all of the persons covered by 
it from the requirements of the immigration laws, including medical 

examination. In my view, it would be adequate for the purposes of 
the proposed legislation to word the provision of Section 7 in keeping 
with the language of the references cited above. You may also wish 
to consider whether subordinate employees should be included in the 
exemptions at all. | | 

Section 8(6) provides that if the Secretary of State determines the 
continued residence in the United States of any person admitted under 
the benefits of the Act to be undesirable, then after appropriate notice 
to the interested government and opportunity for the individual to 
depart, such person shall cease to be entitled to the benefits of the Act. 

This section does not make clear how the departure of such an indi- 
vidual may be enforced if the determination of the Secretary of State 
is not voluntarily met: In this connection I invite your attention to 
existing law with reference to representatives of foreign governments 
and related persons (8 U.S.C. 203, 214, 215). Such persons who fail 
to maintain their status in the United States must depart. If they 
do not depart, they become subject to deportation, except that a for- 
eign official or member of his family shall not be required to depart 
without the approval of the Secretary of State. It may be well to 
make equally definite the authority and procedure in the proposed 

legislation for enforcing the departure of those who would be per- 
mitted to enter the country under the bill. 

Section 9-provides that the privileges, exemptions and immunities 
provided for in the bill “shall be granted notwithstanding the fact 
that the similar privileges, exemptions, and immunities granted to 

a foreign government, its officers, or employees may be conditioned 
upon the existence of reciprocity by that foreign government.” In 
this connection, the British statute on the subject seems worthy of 

note. That statute provides: 

“Nothing in the foregoing provisions of this Act shall be construed 
as precluding His Majesty from declining to accord immunities or 
privileges to, or from withdrawing immunities or privileges from, 
nationals or representatives of any Power on the ground that that 
Power is failing to accord corresponding immunities or privileges to 
British nationals or representatives.” 1° 

* Public General Acts. 7 & 8 George VI, ch. 44, pp. 405-406.
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I suggest that consideration be given to a similar provision in this 
bill. | os BS 

The problem of the selection of the organizations to be covered by 
the bill appears to me to be closely related to the matter of sanctions 
to be applied in enforcing its provisions. It would appear to be de- 
sirable to have the penalties run against the organization itself as well 
as against individual staff members. I suggest therefore that the 
bill be amended so as to provide that the President would have power 
to specify the organizations to which the Act shall apply through the 
issuance of appropriate executive orders. The President should also 
be empowered to remove organizations from the approved list in. the 
same manner. This would insure that all interested government 
agencies would receive advance notice and that the public generally 
would obtain official notice through publication in the Federal Reg- 
ister. Such a plan would tend to make the international organiza- 
tions maintain close control over their members so as to avoid removal 
from the list. The organizations themselves would thus share in the 
task of bringing about. full compliance with the statute. 

_ Sincerely yours, | Tom C. Cuark 

701.09/10-245 / | 
The Acting Secretary of State to the Attorney General (Clark) 

a '  Wasuineron, 4 October 1945. 

My Dear Mr. Arrorney Genera: The receipt is acknowledged of 
your letter of October 2, 1945 commenting upon the draft of bill “To 
extend certain privileges, exemptions, and immunities to international 
organizations and the officers and employees thereof, and for other 
purposes.” 

‘You state that the purpose of the bill is, among others, to extend 
“diplomatic” immunities to alien officers and employees of interna- 
tional organizations of which the United States is a member. Al- 
though it is in fact one of the purposes of the bill to extend certain 
privileges to persons in this class, Section 8(c) specifically provides 
that “No person shall, by reason of the provisions of this Act, be con- 
sidered as receiving diplomatic status or as receiving any of the priv- 
ileges incident thereto other than such as are specifically set forth 
herein.” You also refer to the possibilities of abuse of the privileges 
and immunities provided for in the bill. In this connection I should 
like to refer to the provisions of Section 8(6) giving the Secretary of — 

State authority to determine that the continued presence in the United 
States of any person entitled to the benefits of the bill is not desirable, 
and to the revision of the enacting clause set forth below giving the
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President authority to terminate the designation of any international 
organization as being entitled to the benefits of the bill. 

I am happy to note that if the Department of State offers the pro- 
posed. bill to the Congress and recommends it as a useful aid to the 
foreign policy of the United States, the Department of Justice will 
not oppose the legislation. I very much appreciate the cooperative 
‘spirit with which you have approached this problem. For the rea- 
sons previously explained to your Department in connection with the 
consideration of this proposal, the Department of State does believe 
that the enactment of this legislation is important to the successful 
conduct of the foreign policy of the United States. 

With respect to your suggestions for changes in the bill, I have 
the following comments: | 

1. You state that the provisions of Section 7 are broader than exist- 
ing provisions respecting foreign government officials. Your atten- 
tion is directed to the fact that Section 7 (a) provides that the privi- 
leges, exemptions and immunities specified therein te be enjoyed 
by representatives of foreign governments and officers atid employees 
of international organizations (and members of the immediate fami- 
lies of such representatives, officers and employees residing with them) 
shall be “the same privileges, exemptions, and immunities as are ac- 
corded under similar circumstances to officers and employees, respec- 
tively, of foreign governments and members of their families”. Para- 
graphs (c) and (@) of Section 7, by amending Sections 3 and 15 of the 
Immigration Act approved May 26, 1924,?° would bring officers and 
employees of international organizations into substantially the same 
status as foreign government officials. Therefore, I believe that the 
point made in your letter, with which I am fully in sympathy, is ade- 
quately covered by the proposed bill. You also state that this De- 
partment might wish to consider whether subordinate employees 
should be included in the exemptions at.all. This point has been con- 
sidered by this Department, and it is believed impracticable to attempt 
to differentiate between various classes of employees of international 

organizations. I believe that the practical answer to your point is 
that international organizations located in this country will find it 
expedient to recruit for lower grade positions almost entirely from 
persons located in this country. 

2. With respect to your comment concerning the procedure for de- 
porting a person admitted under the benefits of the bill whose con- 
tinued residence in this country has been determined to be undesirable, 
your attention is directed to the fact that by virtue of the proposed 
amendment in Section 7 (d) of Section 15 of the Immigration Act 

* 43 Stat. 154. : :
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approved May 26, 1924, the same procedure with reference to the 
deportation of a foreign government official will be made applicable 
to persons admitted under the benefits of the bill. Therefore, I be- 
lieve that this point, with which I am also fully in sympathy, is like- 
wise covered in the proposed legislation. 

8. With respect to your comment on Section 9 of the bill, this De- 
partment is adding the following clause at the end of this Section: 

“provided that nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as pre- 
cluding the Secretary of State from withdrawing the privileges, ex- 
emptions and immunities herein provided from persons who are na- 
tionals of any foreign country on the ground that such country is 
failing to accord corresponding privileges, exemptions and immuni- 
ties to citizens of the United States.” 

4, With respect to the point raised in the last paragraph of your 
letter, this Department is revising the enacting clause (Section 1) of 
the bill to read as follows: 

“Be it enacted by the Senate.and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That, for the pur- 
poses of this Act the term “international organizations” shall include 
only public international organizations of which the United States is 
a member and which shall have been designated by the President 
through appropriate executive order or orders as being entitled to en- 
joy the benefits of this Act; provided that the President shall be au- 
thorized, 1f in his judgment such action should be justified by reason of 
the abuse by an international organization or its officers and employees 
of the benefits of this Act or for any other reason, at any time to re- 
voke any such designation whereupon the international organization 
in question shall cease to be classed as an international organization 
for the purpose of this Act.” 

With these changes, and in view of your statement that the Depart- 
ment of Justice will not oppose the bill, the Department of State pro- 
poses to proceed immediately with this legislation.” 

Sincerely yours, Dean ACHESON 

7 The International Organizations Immunities Act was approved December 29, 
1945; 59 Stat. 669. For text of a press release regarding privileges and exemp- 
tions for international organizations issued February 20, 1946, see Department 
of State Bulletin, March 3, 1946, p. 348.
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1267, 1278, 1286, 1806-1308, 1313- 669, 678, 680, 683, 690, 709-710, 720,. 
1316, 1319, 1824, 1344 _ F46~-748, 750, 752, 779, 791, 795-799, 

United Nations Organization: Mem- 802-808, 805, 819, 831, 855-856, 873,. 
bership in, proposed qualifica- 875, 897, 903-904, 909, 914, 958, 961, 
tions for, 662; withdrawal from, 979, 996-997, 1010-1011, 1026, 1034, 
question of, 850, 12038”, 1217, 1053, 1146, 1207-1209, 1224, 1228, 

| 1233, 1250, 1252, 1255, 1267, 1278, 1248, 1252-1253, 1302-1803, 1346, 
1286-1287, 1294-1295, 1376 1366, 1889, 1396-1397, 1405, 1417- 

Belt, Ramirez Gullermo, 718, 731-734 1419 

Benton, William, 1523-1524 Brannan, Charles F., 265-268 

Berendsen, Carl A., 375, 13862 Brazil (see also American Republics and 
Bevin, Ernest, 578, 1442, 1444, 1447, Preparatory Commission), views. 

1479, 1531 relative to organization and func- 
Beyer, Clara M., 1540 tions of United Nations: 
Bidault, Georges, 67, 76, 80, 83, 99, 101, General Assembly, right to receive 

104, 110, 202, 203, 574-575, 581-582, and consider Security Council re- 
588, 628-631, 634, 653-654, 673, 694, ports, 1198 
706-707, 738-739, (59 Regional arrangements, 614. 

Biddle, Francis, 1563 . Security Council, 42, 656, 773, 917 
Bill of rights, international. See Hu- Treaties, conventions, etc., question of 

man rights. _review and revision, 512, 1069, 
Bilmanis, Alfred, 141-142 1427, 1213 . 

Blaisdell, Donald C., 770, 821, 848, 880,} United Nations Charter, 763 
918, 920 United Nations Organization: Equal 

Bloom, Sol, 70, 117, 127, 150, 169-170, rights of members in UN and its 
172, 180, 188-186, 216, 219, 221- agencies, 784; headquarters site, 
222, 230-232, 234, 242-268, 270-281, | 1454; interim arrangements, es- 
316-350, 388-402, 410-452, 455-458, tablishment of Preparatory Com- 
460-486, 490-498, 511-548, 559-562, mission, 1403; withdrawal from. 
575-581, 609, 616-628, 631-640, 647- membership, question of, 847, 
650, 660-661, 670-674, 679-691, 708-| |, 4 a ant qo4s 
712, 720-730, 740-758, 762-778, 784- British ‘D vies, Iso individuat 
790, 793-799, 803-811, 820-827, 831, | PTI omamions. (see aise individua 

43, 846, 848-849, 851-853, 856-860 Nae et pyposa & 843, 846, , , , relative to UNO, 408, 483, 452-458, 
867-873, 877-889, 893-910, 913-926, 1061, 1112, 1356 

946-954, 956-968, 975-986, 998-1011, | Bruce, Stanley M., 38, 1439, 1478, 1507 
1019, 1025-1070, 1089-1094, 1103— Bruggmann, Charles, 749 
1106, 1108-1117, 1124-11381, 1140— Brunauer, Esther C., 740 

1145, 1168-1170, 1172-1176, 1199-| Bulgaria, 1533 
1211, 1232-1235, 1237-1256, 1264— Bunche, Ralph J., 1540n 

1268, 1274-1280, 1290-1302, 1306-| Bundy, Harvey H., 204-206, 290, 331 
1318, 1832-1348, 1858-1367, 1404 | Burton, Harold H., 127m, 1288-1289, 

Blum, Léon, 1525 1298 

Bogomolov, A. H., 104 Butler, N. M., 697, 890 
Bohlen, Charles E., 18, 166-168, 293- |] Byelorussian and Ukrainian Soviet So- 

294, 380-3884, 386-402, 412-444, 632, cialist Republics: 

1423 Autonomy in foreign affairs, 255-256 
Bolivia (see also American Republics) : Membership in UNO: Discussions: 

Regional arrangements, views on, concerning, 1383-134, 142-144, 
660; withdrawal from League of 150-151, 158-159, 170, 197-198, 
Nations, 1228 279-280, 283, 286, 294, 363-365, 

Boncour, Joseph Paul. See Paul-Bon- 381-383, 586-387, 411-413, 416— 
cour, Joseph. 418, 444, 482-488, 501”; Roosevelt 

. , commitment on, 138-14, 197-198, 
Bonilla Lara, Alvaro, 896, 996 279-280, 364, 388-391, 411, 485: 

Bonnet, Henri, 68-69, 688, 692, 739 Stalin—Roosevelt conversation on, 
Bouchinet-Serreules, Claude, 1117 197-198; United Kingdom and 

Boudreau, Frank, 310n Dominions view on, 294, 364, 483.
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Byelorussian and Ukrainian Soviet So | Canada, views, etc.—Continued . 
cialist Republics—Continued Security Council: Canadian member- 

Participation in UNCIO: American ship proposed by United King- 
| Republics attitude toward, 412, dom, 325, 528: enforcement of 

. 485, 501; general view on, 444; decisions, 274, 727-729, 763; non- 
proposal for membership in members, ad hoc voting econcern- 
Steering Committee, 368; repre- ing use of their forces, 711-712, 
sentation on commissions, 370, 728, 772, 799-800, 806-807, 822, 
410-418, 503; Soviet views, 133- 966; non-permanent members, 

. 134, 142-144, 150-151, 158-159, proposals for election of, 557-558, 
. 170, 198, 279, 280, 298, 353, 360, 577, 757 | 

364-365, 370, 405-406, 482-485, United Nations Charter, proposals re- 
500-502 ; U.S. views, 144-145, 152, garding proeedures for review, 
163, 166, 168-169, 172-173, 183-— amendment, and revision of, 990— 
186, 197-198, 279-280, 283, 286, 997, 1121-1122, 1147, 1199, 1212- 
364-365, 386-402, 411-413, 416— 1213, 1221, 1229n, 1251 
418, 500-502, 900 Canham, Erwin D., 1486-1487 

Byington, Homer M., Jr., 378, 489-490, | Canning, George, 692 
532, 849 Capehart, Homer E., 574, 614 

Byrd, Harry F., 574, 614, 687, 1052-1053 | Capel-Dunn, Col. D. C., 1103, 1121, 1212- 
Byrnes, James F., 1489-1440, 1447-1448, | 1247; 1208 1204 

- 1458-1475, 1479-1488, 1510, 1511- | Casey, Richard G., 1455 
1512, 1513, 1517-1519, 1521-1524, | Castille Najera, Francisco, 29-33, 38-39, 
1535, 15387-1539, 1551-1553, 1565 Castro, Hector D., 1371 

; ‘ Catroux, Georges, 104, 107 
Cadaoan von w 95-97. a 294, Chapultepec Conference. See Mexico 

410, 458-455, 457, 488, 568, 645, 697-| Grate or the ited Nation 
700, 704, 738-739, 778-779, 822-823 er of the United Nations, pro- 
827-828, 872, 876, 880, 902, 927-935,|  Posals for (May 8 June 23) (see 
971, 1062, 1097, 1117, 1151, 1442-| , 2480 Dumbarton Oaks Proposals) :_ 
1 443 ’ ’ ’ , Amendment and reve. _ 

Caffery, Jefferson, 67-68, 76, 78, 80, 82- Oot Be 860 Lath ded ne 
83, 90-98, 95, 99, 101-102, 104, 109- ber of votes required for, 784, 
111, 160-161, 201-208, 310-311, 988, 995, 999, 1015, 1020, 1183, 
1537-1539, 1551-1553 1214-1217, 1254-1256, 1291, 

Callender, Harold, 80, 110 1293, 1295, 1298-1300, 1303- 

Canada (see also under Preparatory 1304, 13807-1309, 1318-1317, 
Commission), views and proposals 1319, 1324-1825, 1344, 1354, 
relative to organization and func- 1370-1371, 1874-1375 
tions of United Nations: Non-concurrence and non-accept- 

Economic and social cooperation: ance as cause for withdrawal 
Full employment, 851; general ie UN membership, 1185, 

iews on, 687-690, 766; obligation FoR pone LD 1285, | 1249-1252, views on, Stake. 1254-1256, 1260-1268, 1267, 
of UN members to. take separate 1274-1275, 1277-1279, 1286- 
and joint action in supporting, 1288, 1298-1294, 1296-1298, 
898, 945-947 ; opium control, pro- 13038-1304, 1875 
posal for, 887 Procedure for instituting, 869-870, 

Executive Committee of Steering 968, 987-989, 990-997, 1015- 

Committee of UNCIO, British 1016, 1020, 1030-1031, 1061- 
views on Canadian membership, 1063, 1066, 1087, 1101, 1120- 
395 P 122, 1298-1204, 1302 ' 

General Assembly, power to inquire rocedure tor periodic conterences 
into any sphere of international concerning, 154-155, 968, 987— 
relati 989, 990-997, 999, 1015-1016, 
elations, 1829 

: lusi 1020, 1146-1148 
Inter-American System, exclusion Review by U.S. delegation of pro- 

from, 54 posals by other delegations, 
International Court of Justice, 963 223, 671 oe 

Maintenance of peace and security,] Charter document (see also Preamble, 
views on inclusion of France in infra): Constitution of United 
transitional arrangements for, States, comparison with, 28, 477—- 

1017, 1024, 1034-1036, 1038 478, 572, 1063, 1230; copy pre- 
Secretary General, proposal of dep- sented to President, 1431-1432; 

uties for, 740-741, 755 deposited in U.S. Archives, 1
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Charter of the United Nations—Con. | Chile, views, etec.—Continued 
Conference for review of (see also Regional arrangements, 53-54, 229, 

Amendment and revision, supra) : 639 : 
Procedure for periodic holding Security Council, questions relative 
and voting on, 62-68, 333-337, to obligation of UN members to 
355, 488-442, 507, 527, 540-541, supply armed forces to, 29, 50- 
572-573, 763, 784, 987-989, 991- 52, 58-54, 229, 801 
997, 1061-10638, 1082-1084, 1100— Treaties, proposal for obligation of 
1103, 1120-1122, 1146-1148, 1182- members to respect, 907 
1185, 1193, 1199, 1211-1215, 1221, United Nations Charter, 2238 1213 
1229, 1283-1234, 1254-1256, 1260, United Nations Conference on Inter- 

1263-1265, 1267, 1274-1275, 1277- national Organization: Proposal 
1279, 1294-1300, 1804-1309, 1312- of Chilean membership on Execu- 

1316, 1318, 1824-1325, 1844; pro- tive Committee, 286n, 296, 325, 
cedure for holding in event of 370, 410; view on proposal for 
failure to call before tenth ses- four presiding officers, 409 
sion of General Assembly, 1421 China (see also under Preparatory 

Preamble: Decision to include, 958— Commission) : 
959; phraseology, legal aspects Disputes, pacific settlement of: 
of, 1863-1367 ; principles and pur- Armed forces, view on agreements 

poses to be included, discussions for supplying to UN Security 
on, 219-220, 264, 343-346, 354- Council, 942, 944 
355, 374-375, 477-479, 524, 541, Domestic jurisdiction, view on au- 

555, 559, 608, 745-753, 1010-1011, thority of Security Council to 
1029-1030, 1161-1163, 1223, 1302- determine matters of, 1141, 
1303, 1389, 1407, 1410 1187-1189, 1271-1272, 1275 

Ratification and signature: List of Non-member states, question of im- 
signers, deposited with U.S. Gov- posing obligations upon, 233, 
ernment, 1, 548, 572-578, 1201, 337-338, 345-346, 376, 427, 429- 

1269-1271, 1280-1282, 1289, 1425- 430, 506, 550, 563-565, 577, 585 
1428; membership in UNO, ef- Obligation of members of UNO to 

fective on deposit of ratification, settle disputes peacefully, view 
1, 548, 572-573; procedure for, on, 127, 146, 193, 281, 343, 463, 
1201, 1269-1271, 1280-1282, 1289, 538, 550, 1161 
1425-1428 Security Council of UNO, enforce- 

Seal to be used on, discussions con- ment of decisions of Interna- 
cerning, 1424-1425 tional Court of Justice, propo- 

Signing ceremony, procedure for, sal for, 18, 549, 5638-564, 577 
1425-1428, 1432n Status quo ante in maintaining or 

Soviet Union, views of. See Soviet restoring peace and security, 
Union: United Nations Charter. proposal of, 567, 578, 586-587 

Text : Coordination Committee review | Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, amend- 
of, 1405-1406; final refinements, ments proposed by Chinese dele- 
1406-1423 ; languages used, 1422— gation to UNCIO, 126-127, 146, 
1428; redundancy in, comments 193, 220-221, 281, 348, 3738, 461- 
on, 1390, 1407-1408, 1422, 1424; 463, 472, 5386, 549-551 
Steering Committee, review by, Economic and social cooperation: 

1405; U.S. War and Navy De- Full employment, view on inclu- 
partments, endorsement of, 1355-— sion in UN Charter of reference 
1356, 1430-1431 ito, 805, 852; opium traffic, pro- 

Chauvel, Jean, 95-96 posal for control of, 887; raw 

Che-Tsai Hoo, D. V. See Hoo, Victor materials and capital goods, view 
Chi-Tsai. E on equal access to, W111 

Chiang Kai-shek, 120-121, 160 ene eee ee on come eee 
Chile (see also American Republics) : PP ‘ Cee a nO, , bly or Security Council, 1369- 

views and proposals relative to or- 1370, 1374 

ganization and functions of United General Assembly of UNO: Power to 
Nations: inquire into any sphere of inter- 

General Assembly, maintenance of national relations, view on, 1148- 
peace and security by, in accord- 1149, 1285-1286, 1321, 1826, 1350- 
ance with purposes and princi- rBO8 8 rights a3 to scope acti dis- 
ples of UNO, 847, 859 cussions and recommendations, 

Military Staff Committee, proposal Meech aOR sash m1 83- 
for membership of states which ports question of v At of Gen. 

place forces at disposal of Se- | Asse . | e. 0 eral Assembly to approve or dis- 
curity Council, 801-802 approve, 1126, 1199 

723--681—67———_103
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China—Continued China-——Continued 
International Court of Justice: View United Nations Organization—Con. 

on compulsory jurisdiction by, Secretary General: Proposals for 

962; view on nomination and election, term of office, and re- 
election of judges, 1103-1104 election, 1104, 1345-1347; view 

International law, proposal for codi- on nomination and election of 
fication of, 127; 146, 198, 220, 343, deputies, 1065, 1107-1108, 1124, 

378, 468, 536, 500 Ch bill *Winst ; S., 158, 163, 165 “one 7, 771, 828, urchill, Winston S., , , , 
Manchuria ineident, 98 565, 826-827, 919, 954-955, 980, 1168 
Military Staff Committee of UNO, Ciechanowski, Jan, 58, 114-115, 145 

: ° , Clark, Tom C., 1562-1567 
views concerning, 1151, 1283-1284 ; 

. . tas as Clark Kerr. See Kerr, Archibald Clark. 
National sovereignty and political in- Codificati f int ti 1 law. 127 

dependence, proposal of guaran- | VOCLICation Of international aw, 2% 
tees, 221 , 146, 193, 220-222, 231-282, 348, 378, 

fe ts. view on, 760 463-464, 536, 550, 791-792 
Regional arrangements, view on, (0¥, | Conective security. See Disputes, pa- 

776, 824-825, 836 cific settlement of; Regional 
Rights of passage, views on, 1076- arrangements; Self-defense meas- 

1078 passim . ures; Threats to the peace. 
Security Council of UNO: Asiatic Colombia (see also American Repub- 

state as non-permanent member, lics), views and proposals concern- 
views on, 1508; voting in, views ing organization and functions of 
on, 67n, 75, 87-88, 828, 880, 898, United Nations: General Assembly, 
902-903, 912-927, 935, 939, 1074, maintenance of peace and security 
1091-1092, 1094, 1096, 1118, 1132, in accordance with principles and 
1136, 1195-1196, 1259 purposes of Charter, 847; Inter- 

Treaties, conventions, etc.: View on American System, 55; regional ar- 

registration and publication, 864 ; rangements, 614, 659, 662-663, 
view on transfer of control of to 1254; treaties, conventions, etc., 
UNO, except for those applying proposal for obligation of UN mem- 
to current enemy states, 1079- bers to respect, 907; United Na- 
1080, 1095, 1145-1146, 1178, 1288 tions Charter, position regarding 

Trusteeships, views on, 790, 792-795 amendment procedure, 992; United 

1055, 1111-1118, 1168 Nations Organization, question of 
United Nations Charter: Inclusion of provision for withdrawal from, 

definition of aggression, view on, 992; voting in Security Council, 
808; legal aspects of preamble 1246-1247 
phraseology, 1365; proposal for | Colonies. See Dependent areas. 
provision of educational and cul- | Communication, freedom of, 752, T77- 
tural cooperation, 127, 146, 193, T79, T83 
343, 873, 461, 462-463, 472, 536, | Compulsory jurisdiction of ICJ. See 
550; ratification and signature, under International Court of Jus- 
view on, 1270-1271, 1281, 1426, tice. 
1428; review, amendment, and | Conference of Allied Ministers of Edu- 
revision, view on, 1084, 1100— cation, 468, 1510, 1512-1514, 1517, 
1102, 1122, 1184, 1217, 1262, 1294, 1525, 1527 
1298, 1316 Connally, Tom, 70, 116-117, 150, 168— 

United Nations Conference on Inter- 169, 172-173, 180, 184-186, 216, 218, 
national Organization: 220, 222, 224, 227-234, 241-254, 

Cooperation toward success of, as- 270-274, 281, 296-810, 316-345, 385-— 
surance by, 323 386, 3889-402, 410-452, 455-458, 

Delegation to: Composition of, 160, 474-486, 488-494, 511-548, 560-562, 
323n; proposal for including 572-581, 588-598, 609, 614, 616—- 
Communists in, 120-121 628, 634-650, 656-658, 664-674, 676— 

’ 698, 701-712, 720-730, 733-736, 740- 
Sponsoring power for, 74, 88, 108 749, 765-768, 771-774, 778-803, 817- 
Steering Committee, proposal for | 823, 825, 827-831, 889-847, ” 949 

membership in, 130 889, 8938-910, 927-935, 9388~968, 970— 
United Nations Organization: 989, 993-1011, 1025-1070, 1090-1094, 

Membership, views on expulsion 1097-1106, 1117, 1126-1131, 1138— 

and suspension, 871; on provi- 1145, 1160-1170, 1174-1176, 1184- 

sion for withdrawal, 1215, 1189, 1200-1211, 1219-1235, 1244— 
1220, 1262, 1267, 1287, 1376 1266, 1268-1275, 1280, 1282-1288, 

Preparatory Commission, view on, 1291-1294, 13806-1318, 1315-1328, 

1197, 1401 1340-13848, 1388-1395, 1405-1425
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Connolly, William L., 1540” Czechoslovakia (see also under Pre- 

Cordier, Andrew W., 1050, 1310 paratory Commission) ; Aggression, 
Correa, Maj. Matthias F., 204-206, 290 proposal of definition in UN Char- 
Costa Rica (see also American Repub- ter, 800 ; Educational, Scientific and 

lics), 47, 54, 1212, 1278 Cultural Organization, proposals 
Coville C ab ot 991-299 regarding, 1522; Executive Com- 

, ’ mittee of UNCIO, proposal for 
Cox, Oscar, 264, 464-472, 504 membership in, 368-369; Security 
Cranborne, Viscount, 454-498, 1054, Council of UNO, view on voting in, 

1112, 1114, 1187-1189, 1272-1278, 920 
1425 

Crawford, Boyd, 860 Daniels, Jonathan ‘W., 166-167 

Crimea Conference (Yalta), 1945, pro-| Davis, Elmer, 254 
posals at: Davis, Malcolm, 310n . 

Agreement regarding forming of | Declaration by United Nations (1942), 
Polish government, 84, 108-109, 251-2538, 300-301 
382-884, 386-387, 389-393, 395-| Declarations by Moscow Conference of 
396, 401 Foreign Ministers (1943). See 

Briefing book papers, 13, 13n re 5 Conference of Foreign 

Declaration on Liberated Europe,| Defense. See Regional arrangements 
392n and Self-defense measures. 

International Court of Justice, policy | ge Gaulle, Gen. Charles, 69, 74, 76, 80, 
papers, 37-38 97, 104 

League of Nations liquidation, policy | Dejean, Maurice, 824-825, 980-981, 
papers, 38-39 1074, 1076-1086, 1099, 1104, 1126, 

Secretary of State, first meeting of 1145-1152, 1177-1189, 1219-1222, 
chiefs of state to which invited, 1284, 1815, 1818, 1868-13887, 1398 
12n Dekanozov, V. G., 107 

Trusteeships, agreements on, 311-312,| Denmark: Admission to UNO, discus- 
445-446 sion concerning, 1159; headquar- 

Voting procedure in UN Security ters site of UNO, preference for, 
Council, 67, 75, 770-772, 778-780, 1487, 1490; participation in 
821-823, 826-827, 842-843, 873- UNCIO, debate on, 361, 954-955, 
885, 896-906, 912-919, 931-932, 974-978, 997-998, 1084-1086, 1159, 
936, 939, 970-971, 1013-1014, 1171 
1018-1019, 1037, 1056-1060, 1065- | Dennis, Comdr. Lloyd, 489 
1066, 1073-1075, 1088-1094, 1096-| Dependent areas (see also Trustee- 

1099, 1105-1106, 1182-1136, 1153, ships): 
1158, 1171, 1190-1197, 1199-1200, Administration of, and related mat- 
1207, 1246-1247, 1258-1259, 1268, ters, 20-22, 65,311 
1282, 1319, 1354, 1408 An en os on, 18- 

World security, policy papers, 35-36 ’ et a 

Cuba (see also American Republics) : Hull snemorandum on (1943), 15-16, 

serertrcane nathonty gr socom: | Metopoitan | areas, meaning of 
and, catty, 376877 4181 Pecma. Social, economic and scientific prog- 

nent Court of International Jus- TESS, eae Lily. toe ane en: 
tice, proposal to continue, 756; re- courage, Af; Statistics re- 
gional arrangements, view on, 614, lating to economic, social and ed- 
638: Security Council of UNO, view ucational conditions, transmis- 

on voting in, 1246-1247; UNCIO von too Secretary General, 
Steering Committee, Cuban pro- Soviet views on, 15-17 

posal as rapporteur of, 413 UNESCO, application of principles to, 
Cultural cooperation (see also United 1517-1519, 1522 

Nations Educational, Scientific and U.S. Interior and Navy Departments, 

Cultural Organization): Discus- US policies on, ey — 
sions and proposals regardin , 127, ». territories, discussron on juris- 

146, 193, 338-343, 378, 461-472, 532 diction of UNO over, 1417-1420 
535, 540, 584, 599-600, 687-688, 752, | Dickey, John S., 385, 767, 829. 
766, 787. 788, 798-799, R02 303° 305. Diplomatic privileges and immunities: 

, as ’ ONO» ’ Extension to ILO, 1559, 1560-1561 ; to 
830, 837, 838, 850, 887; recom- international organizations, 1558, 
mendations, studies, and reports by 1560, 1564: to UNCIO delega- 

ECOSOC, 690-691, 854, 1415, 1416 tions, UNO officials and dele- 
Cumberland, W. W., 533 gates, 60-61, 487-439, 791
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Diplomatic privileges and immunities— | Disputes, pacific settlement of—Con. 
‘Continued : Obligation of UNO to settle disputes 

International Organizations Immuni- in conformity with principles of 
ties Act of 1945, Department of justice and international law, 
State sponsorship of, 1557-1567 126-127, 146, 193, 221, 281, 348, 

Disarmament and regulation of arma- 304, 356-357, 373, 463-464, 507, 
ments: Consideration and recom- 536, 538, 540, 544, 546, 550-551, 
mendations by UN General Assem- 503-004, 752-753, 1161-1163 
bly, 696-697; decisions on, recom- Obligation of UN members to settle 

mended for discussion at UNCIO, disputes peacefully, and relation 
44: obligation of UN Security to right of self-defense, 224, 229, 

Council to formulate plans for and 344, 345-346, 354, 424-426, 524- 
submit to members of UNO, 60, 64, 525, 502-553, 592-595, 698, 1161- 
274, 307, 308, 415; Uruguayan pro- 1168, 1389; question of imposing 
posal relating to production of obligation upon non-members, 
armaments by government monop- 345-346, 427, 429-430, 506, 563, 
oly, 773 564, 565 

Discrimination, prevention of. See Restriction of UN activities to inter- 
Equal rights. national disputes, 59 

. . Security Council of UNO: 
Disputes pacific settlement of (see also Authority to determine which mat- 

elf-defense measures; Threats to ters are of domestic jurisdic- 
the peace; and under Regional ar- tion, 309. 332. 333 355. 419. 420 
rangements and United Kingdom) : 499 , 539 ’ 544 , 5 45. 565.566. 580. 

Consultative meetings with delegation 582-584. 599, 801, 1140-1142, 
chairmen of American Republics 1164, 1173-1176, 1185-1189, 
eoncerning, 27-83, 39-57, 60-66, 1271-1273, 1275-1276, 1290+ 
712-724, 730-736, 825-826, 831- 1291, 1297, 1301-1302 , 
837 Decisions of, obligation of members 

Enemy states, denial of appeal to UN | | to carry out in accordance with 
Security Council or General As- principles and purposes of 
sembly, 774, 810-811, 1860-1868, Charter and UNO, 508, 553, 
1367-1370, 1872-1374, 1377, 1889 647, 772, 861, 875-876 

General Assembly of UNO: Enforcement of decisions for settle- 

Authority with respect to making ment of disputes: Approval of 
recommendations for settling General Assembly, 727-729, 
disputes, question of, 244-245, 751, 1198 ; ICJ decisions, 18, 50, 
354, 358-359, 422, 554-555, 604, 549, 563-564, 577; measures to 

615, 624-625, 630, 696-697, 711, be employed, 566-567 , 601, 728- 
T72-774 729, 762; obligation of mem- 

+s : . . os bers to aecept military meas- 
Non-participation in decisions by 

parties to disputes, 81, 302-303, wee ad 277-278, 875-878, 882, 
563. 750 ° 917 ; power of Security Council 

, .. in enforcement, 47, 549, 563-— 
Referendum on decisions of Se- 564, 577-578, 586, 590, 600, 660, 

curity Council, 377 662, 737, 762, 778, 944 

Right of UN members to bring dis- Facilities, use of in settlement of 
putes to attention of, 59-60, disputes, 563, 801, 921-922 
245, 275, 773, 820-821, 825, 911, Investigation to determine threats 
930, 936, 1097, 1132, 1185, 1155- to peace and security, 47-48, 
1157, 1194; right of non- 773, 820-821, 824-825, 834, 879- 
members, 1409 885, 898-902, 905, 921, 926-935, 

International Court of Justice, role 937-941, 1098; veto power in, 
of: Compulsory jurisdiction, 48- 519-520, 826-829, 833, 876-878, 
49, 271, 362, 481, 491-495, 511, 882-885, 915, 928-935, 936-921, 
647, 962-966, 967-968, 980, 1164 970, 988, 994, 1090, 1095-1098, 

’ > us pe ie 1117-1120, 1132-1136, 1154— 
1166 ; domestic jurisdiction, 1158 1170-1172 1190-1197 

determination regarding, 276- 1199-1200, 1207 
- 277; enforcement of decisions by Jurisdiction of Council or ICJ, 

Security Council, 18, 50, 549, 563- determination of, 49, 773 
564, 577; jurisdiction over dis- Members of UNO, right to bring 
putes between international disputes to attention of, 59-60, 
bodies, 1164-1166 245, 275, 773, 820-821, 825, 911, 

League of Nations, precedents set by, 930, 986, 1097, 1132, 1185, 1155- 

421, 1133 1157, 1194
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Disputes, pacific settlement of—Con. Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, question 
Security Council of UNO—Con. of amendment (Jan. 2-May 7) (see 
Non-members parties to dispute, also under American Republics and 

right to participate in discus- China; see also Charter of the 
sion relating to and obligations United Nations and UNCIO: U.S. 
resulting, 59, 550-563, 942-945 delegation: Meetings) : 

Power to recommend procedures; Amendments to, proposed: 
for, 48-49, 52, 276, 309-310, 418— Discussions by sponsoring govern- 
422, 506, 549, 562-563, 565, 577- ments, 162, 179, 218-219, 2388, 
578, 585-586, 589-590, 600-601, 258, 281, 323, 324, 342-345, 347, 
660, 662, 737, 762, 773, 800, 880, 374, 380, 482, 500, 510, 522, 526, 
911, 1409; power to recommend 531, 560-561, 573-579, 588-608, 
terms of settlement, 563-564, 613, 739, 743, 760-761, 1021 
577-578, 585-586, 589-590 Five-Power discussions with non- 

Soviet views on various aspects of sponsoring governments, 629- 
question, 944-945, 1141, 1161- 630, 639-640 
1162, 1186-1189, 1272-1278, Four-Power consultative meetings 
1309n on amendments to Dumbarton 

. | Oaks Proposals, 548-558, 562- Types. of disputes to be referred to, 574, 581-588, 594-603, 603-607, 

| | 610-612 ; joint four-power 
Dolifuss, Engelbert, 309 ws amendments submitted to Con- 
Domestic jurisdiction, principle of non- ference, 613, 642n, 643-647 

intervention in matters of: Author- Press policy and statements re- 
ity of state to determine in educa- garding Four- and Five-Power 
tional. and social cooperation, 688, agreements on, 575, 576, 578, 
765-767, 788 ; full employment, 261- oo | i 

| “7 602-608, 613, 625, 630-631 
262, 765, 769, 830, 889, 851-855, 870— Procedure for recommending, 630 
871, 886, 893, 1026 ; International 653 , , 

Court of Justice, 276-277; non-in- Proposed amendments for discus- 
terference of UNO in matters of, ed Ss 
~ ~ sion, agreement on; 217-218, 
56, 750, 752-753, 1271-1278, 1275— 288. 506-509 

1276, 1290-1291, 1297, 1301-1802, U.S. delegation proposals, 218-219, 
1354; Security Council, authority | 

. . : 297-299, 353-355, 4438-444 
to determine and intervene in set- Basi . . 

: _ asis for discussions of UN Charter, 
tlement of disputes, 309, 3382-333, 1-2. 36. 92. 99. 191. 216-218 443 
355, 419-420, 422, 539, 544-545, 565- 444. 464 489 998 7 aes ~ 
566, 580, 582-584, 599, 801, 1140- ’ ; ’ 7 
1142, 1164, 1173-1176, 1185-1189, Documentation, Pasvolsky—Gromyko 

1271-1278, 1275-1276, 1290-1291, conversations on, 14-18 
1297, 1801-1302, 1309 Poland, preliminary views presented, 

Dominican Republic (see also Ameri- 58-60 . | 
can Republics) , 784 Publicity : Resulting from leaks, 228 ; 

Dulles, John Foster, 220-222, 224, 229, State Department policy, 70-71 
232, 248-268, 298-310, 320-350, 375- Soviet Union amendments, review by 

379, 388-402, 409-444, 457-458, 461- _U.S. delegation, 546-548, 
472, 475-486, 491-498, 513-528, 534- United Kingdom amendments, review 

548, 553-558, 566-574, 577-603, 608, _by U.S. delegation, 543-546 
611-612, 619-628, 643-650, 656-663,| United States amendments: Com- 

665-668, 672-691, 697, 700-707, 709- ments on by United Kingdom, 
730 735-736. 748. 751-758 762-768 Soviet Union, China, and: France, 

—4, , , , , 5238-525; drafting of, 297-299, 
TU1-T74, 716-778, 791-792, 795, 799, 

303-355, 4438-444, 464, 506-509, 
801, 804—805, 809-810, 812-813, 815, 526, 535-542, 613: trusteeships, 

817-819, 828, 829, 838-839, 841, 844, U.S. proposed chapter on, 601— 

848-861, 866-873, 875-889, 893-910, 602 | 

916-926, 928-935, 938-968, 975-989, |; Dunn, James Clement, 82, 98-95, 132~ 
992-1011, 1024-1071, 1087-1094, 134, 172, 184, 189-190, 209, 214-215, 

1106, 1129-1131, 1138-1145, 1161- 280, 294-295, 301-310, 323-329, 336- 
1170, 1173-1176, 1186-1189, 1200- 350, 372-874, 386-394, 404, 406, 408- 
1222, 1224-1235, 1241-1256, 1263-| 4% 452-408, 474-486, 490, 500, 503- 

| 505, 509-530, 536-537, 542, 574-575, 
1266, 1272-1280, 1290-1304, 1307- ~ | 

| . 578, 585-588, 595-598, 608, 616-628, 
13138, 1829-1330, 1334-13848, 1356— 631-640, 643. 654-655. 658. 664-691 

1367, 1370-1377, 1380-1382, 1386- 698, 710, 713-719, 724-725, 737, 748— 
1387, 1891-1898, 1406-1425, 1427- 749, 758, 762-763, 765-768, 770, 777, 
1428 780-782, 791, 805, 810, 819, 823, 828,
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Dunn, James Clement—Continued Economic and social cooperation—Con. 
830, 889, 842-844, 850, 864, 867, 869, Human rights and fundamental free- 
871, 880-910, 935, 940-941, 949-968, doms, 223, 231, 341-842, 354, 524, 
974, 989, 991-1011, 1026-1071, 1090, 532-536, 546, 551-552, 581, 584, 
1094, 11388-1145, 1153-1158, 1165- 751-752, 802, 838, 853 
1166, 11738-1176, 1199-1211, 1236— Intellectual cooperation, 253 
1239, 1241, 1247, 1348, 1359, 1362, Joint and separate action of states, 
1391-1397 obligation to take in cooperation 

Dupare, Jacques Fouques. See Fou- with UNO, 886-887, 892-896, 945— 
_ ques-Dupare, Jacques. 949, 1001, 1025-1026, 1067, 1109- 

1110, 1129, 1413 
Kagleton, Clyde, 1345 Labor standards, proposals for im- 
Karly, Stephen, 70, 166 provement of, 766 

Hastland, James O., 574, 614 League of Nations functions, integra- 
HKaton, Charles A., 70, 117, 127n, 149, tion into UNO, 538, 1508 

168-170, 184-185, 219-220, 222, 227-| Living standards, 765-766, 802, 838 
232, 242-268, 273-281, 296-310, 317-| Opium traffic, control of, 887, 1339- 
350, 375-379, 388-402, 409-413, 512— 1340, 1891-1392 

528, 5381-548, 559-562, 580-581, 598-| Raw materials and capital goods, 
598, 654-663, 710, 727-728, 755-758, proposal for equal access to, 978— 
762-768, 788, 797, 799-811, 819, 842, 981, 1001, 1026-1029, 1067, 1110- 
847-850, 863-864, 867, 869, 874-889, 1111. 1149 
904-910, 914-926, 943-968, 980-989, : , | 4 
992-1011, 1026-1056, 1062, 1066,| “Sine teimsements, operation 
1122, 1131, 1164-1170, 1202-1211, Right to work, 751, 766, 777, 788 

1225-1285, 1280, 1311-13138, 1333- War-damaged areas, question of re- 
1338, 1340-1348, 1388-1397 construction of, 1028-1029, 1067- 

Economic and social cooperation (see 1068. 1110-1111 
also Economic and Social Council), oe | wo. nei 
discussions concerning and consid- eo COSOG) hoe’ aa Counc 
eration of UN Charter provisions: paratory Commission) : 

Discussions and proposals, miscel- Composition, 266-267, 788-789, 853 

ao or SO ED)” 532-584, 540, Establishment: Classification as spe- 
wg eae ae . cialized agency, 60; proposal for, 

Domestic jurisdiction, authority of 579-580: staff as part of UN 
state to determine matters of, | . pee 
688, 765-767, 788 3 a) Secretariat, 268; title approved, 

Drug traffic (see also Opium, infra), Functions and . : powers: 
proposals for control of, 177 Commissions and conferences, re- 

Economic, social, health, and related sponsibilities relative to, 57 

problems, 689, 766, 787, 802, 888, 265-266, 268, 508, 545, 570, 581, 
Educational and social cooperation : Fo mane ee ae see ports 

_ - Definition and use of term, dis- and recommendations and sub- 
cussion regarding, 464-469; dis- mission to governments or Gen- 
cussions and proposals, 127, 146, eral Assembly, 266, 267, 508 
198, 338-343, 3738, 461-472, 532- 690-691. 768 308 "954. 1 415- 
535, 540, 584, Ooo e837 688, 1416 , , ’ ’ 
752, 766, 768-769, 787-788, 7 
799, 802-803, 805, 830, 837-838, Intergovernmental agreements, 508, 

| 850, 887 . . oa. _ 

Bqual rights, 551-552, 560-560, 569-| International organizations, au 
Freedom of communication, 730, 744- Non-governmental agencies, au- 

745, 752, 777-778, 783 soo to consult with, 789, 

Freedom of information, 233, 752, Non-members of UNO, participa- 
VT1-T78, 852 - . . . : 

Freedom of worship, 752 top To. ie pertain deliberations, 

1 t: Detailed objec- . 

tives for, 268, 28, 851, 854, 87, | _Obsectives of purposes and relation 924; discussions on, 268, 266, 788, IDS, 
802, 804-805, oO 837-839, ceprten 260-268, 508, 839, 886— 

850-857, 871, 969-970;. domestic : wy . 
jurisdiction, question of, 261-262, Security Council, information and 
765, 769, 880, 839, 851-855, 870- assistance to, 1415-1416 
871, 886, 893, 1026; Negro prob- Specialized agencies, relation to, 
lem, relation to, 855, 894 267-268, 508, 768, 1416
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Economic and Social Council—Con. Embick, Gen. Stanley D., 274, 278, 305- 

International Chamber of Commerce, 310, 451, 592-598, 650, 665, 670, 672, 
relations with, 829 675, 682, T24, 728, 806-808, 814-815, 

Membership, questions relative to, 819, 882, 983, 1166, 1277, 1356, 1420 
56-57, 66, 268, 766-767, 789, 805-| Employment, full (see also Right to 
806 work) : Detailed objectives for, 263, 

President, nomination and election, 266, 851, 854, 871, 924; domestic 
804 jurisdiction, question of, 261-262, 

Regional agencies, relations with, 768 765, 769, 830, 839, 851-855, 870-871, 
Specialists to be employed by, ques- 886, 898, 1026; economic and social 

tion of, 57, 613, 768, 804, 970 cooperation toward, proposal to in- 
Voting procedure, 266-267 clude reference in UN Charter, 263, 

Economic and social progress: Depend- 266, 788, 802, 804-805, 830-881, 837- 
ent areas, 20-21, 1416-1420; dis- 839, 850-857, 871, 894, 924, 969-970; 
cussions on, 689, 766, 787, 802, 838, Negro problem, relation to, 855, 894 
855; Economic and Social Council | fnemy states (see also Germany ; Italy ; 
recommendations, studies, and re- Japan): Admission to UNO, ques- 

ports, 690-691, 767, 854, 1415-1416; tion of, 253; definition and listing 
interim commission for, 579-580; of, 810-811, 1868, 1410-1415; denial 
promotion under trusteeships, 656, of right to appeal to Security 

845, 1167-1170, 1205-1206 Council or General Assembly, 774, 
Economic sanctions, 660, 779 810-811, 1860-1363, 1867-1370, 13872- 
Ecuador (see also American Republics), 1374, 1877, 1389; disputes, settle- 

views on languages for UNO, 1495; ment of, enforcement action by re- 
on review, amendment, and revi- gional arrangements not to be taken 
sion of UN Charter, 1212-1218, without authority of Security Coun- 
1225; on withdrawal from mem- cil, except against enemy states, 
bership in UNO, 847, 849, 1212, 724, 809, 832, 857-858, 861, 865-868, 
1217, 1225 891-892, 907, 908-910, 926, 949-950, 

Eden, Anthony, 84-85, 102, 142-144, 202, 956, 972-974, 980-986, 1002-1010, 
293-294, 323-329, 364-374, 403-410, 1016, 1023, 1025, 10389-1049, 1068, 
458-456, 472-478, 482-488, 505, 509- 1078-1082, 1087, 1094-1095, 1120, 
511, 530-531, 550-558, 561, 563-574, 1145-1146, 1173, 1177-1182, 1388, 
578, 582-588, 600-607, 611-612, 615, 1873-1874, 1411-1415; postwar con- 
642, 645, 653-654, 664, 669, 673-674, trol by Security Council, 605, 607— 
677-679, 681-684, 689, 692-710, 762, 612, 620-624, 631-632, 717, 1004— 
770, 846n, 1142 . 1010, 1048-1047; surrender terms 

Educational cooperation. See United for, General Assembly’s authority 

Nations Educational, Scientific and to take action regarding, 64-65, 307, 
Cultural Organization; also under 610; treaties applying to, 107%9- 

Economic and social! cooperation. 1080, 1095, 1145-1146, 1178, 1283 
Educational progress: Dependent areas, | fiquyal righ : i 

20-21, LA1T=1420 5 promotion under Wn ad Vert {eee aise Raw materials 
trusteeships, ' ’ — , ‘cation j hi ° 
1205-1206; studies and reports by App acation in neces 8, 656, 844; 

ECOSOC, 690-691, 854, 1415-1416 n rights and fundamental 
’ , ? «ar freedoms, 223, 231, 341-342, 354 

Hegypt (see also Arab League), views , ’ ’ , ) 

and proposals relative to United §24, 582-536, 546, 551-552, 581, 

Nations: 584, 751-752, 802, 8388, 853; in 

Composition of Economic and Social League of Nations Secretariat, 
Council, proposal for, 789 527; in representation on and 

Participation in UNCIO, proposed, participation in organs of UNO, 
106 755, 162-763, 784-785, 1406; in 

Treaties, conventions, etc.: Proposal Secretariat of UNO, 527, 755, 

for UN jurisdiction over, Sor 762-763, 784-785, 1163-1164 
889; view on review and revision : , > es ‘ 

tre V «ae Proposal to include provisions for in 
by United Nations Organization, 
1069, 1127 . vi eo70 1G 551-552, 559-560, 

ip - il, composition of, ’ 

aac lel » compe Escalante, Diégenes, 33, 41-42, 46, 48-50 

Trusteeships, 925, 1052, 1223, 1803 _ | Estonia, 203-204 
Voting in Security Council, 770, 1248 | Evatt, Herbert V., 266, 325, 529, 717, 924, 

Eisenhower, Gen. Dwight D., 1478n 990-991, 993, 995-996, 1025, 1101, 
1507 1128, 1141-1142, 1174-1175, 1183, 

El Salvador (see also American Repub- 1188, 1198, 1229, 1246, 1275, 1293- 

lies), 1246 1294, 1301, 1804, 1807, 13829-1343,
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Bvatt, Herbert V.—Continued France, views, etc.—Continued 
1349-1852, 1354-1355, 13857-13858, Disputes, pacific settlement of: Au- 
1378, 1880-1385, 1389, 1393-1396, thority of Security Council to de- 
1398, 1409, 1471-1472, 1505, 1509 termine matters of domestic 

. jurisdiction, 1141, 1272-1273; 
Fahy, Charles, 4938-498, 518-518, 520, obligation of members to settle 

522, 842, 863 | disputes peacefully, 1161 

Fairchild, Gen. Muir S8., 305-310, 348, Economic and social cooperation: 
_ 991, 627, 665, 920-922, 949-950, 1301 Equal access to raw materials, 

Farouk, King of Kgypt, 951n 978-981, 1026-1029, 1110-1111, 
Fernandez, Joaquin, 385, 487-488, 715, 1149; joint and separate action 

717, 736 in, 1413 ; miscellaneous views and 
Finland, 1533 proposals on, 688, 767, 887 

Fitzmaurice, Gerald Gray, 513° Economic and Social Council, 789, 
Five-Power informal consultative meet- 1469-1470 

ings on proposed amendments to/ nemy states, view on denial of right 
oso 651 eat renee ore rer of appeal to General Assembly 

812813, 823-895, 880-892, 926-935 oT TY Council, 1368-1370, ’ 9 ’ ’ 7 

| aoe oe ON Lah ide Lise. we. Four-Power discussions on Confer- 

1189, 1189-1197, 1211-1222, 1256- ence matters, question of partici- 
1266, 1269-1273, 1280-1288, 1313-| ,, Paton Im, BTA BTS, OSI 582, 588 
1228. 1331. 1338. 1348-1353. 1367- u employment, view on inclusion 
1377. 1377- 1382. 1382-1387. 1397- in UN Charter of reference to, 

1398, 1399-1404; U.S.Soviet con-| 50) 89 . 
versations regarding problems fac- eneral Assembly: Executive Com- 
ing the UN Conference and the Big mittee, composition of, 1464; in- 
Five, 1011-1022, 1152-1158 stitution of meetings, 1447; main- 

Five-Power pre-Conference consultative tenance of peace and security in 
meetings on trusteeships, 211, 282, accordance with principles and 
295, 312, 490, 601, 614 purposes of UNO, 859; power to 

Food and Agriculture Organization inquire into any sphere of inter- 
(FAO), 153, 191, 437 national relations, 1148-1149, 

Foote, Wilder, 1196 , 1285-1286, 1321-1322, 1326-1827, 

Forrestal, James V. (see also U.S. Navy sone jot eon 5 ents nee one 
 D 140, , 210, 290, Te | 2. BIE 850 SOL RIB 1210,” 1080, mendations, 1349-1355, 1381, 
1355-1356, 1430-1431 1383-1387, 1898 

Forsyth, D. D., 1439 International Court of Justice, views 

Fortas, Abe, 123, 198, 210, 320-323, 1210, on establishment and on nomina- 
1279 tion and election of judges, 842, 

Fosdick, Dorothy, 777, 874, 1051, 1057, 1103-1104 a 
1069 International Labor Organization, 

Fosdick, Raymond B., 3107 relation to UNO, view on, 891 

Fouques-Dupare, Jacques, 629, 1150 tenn od on r ee nea US. 
Four-Power consultative meetings on . 

amendments to Dumbarton Oaks . French troops from, 989-990 
Proposals, 548-558, 562-574, 581- Maintenance of peace and security: 
588 594-603 603— 607 610-612 : Inclusion of France in transi- 
ss , , | , tional arrangements for, 802, 967, joint Four-Power amendments sub- , , 
mitted to Conference, 6138, 642n. 1017, 1084-1039, 1068, 1099-1100, 
643-647 1338; supplying of armed forces 

Four-Power group meetings on orga- and national resources, 801, 921- 
hization and admissions to UNO, 922, 1016, 1075-1078 
189-191, 285-239, 283-288, 823-324, Military Staff Committee: Proposal 

| see a a02 407, 472-473, 486-488, for membership of states which 
»o place forces at disposal of Se- 

France, vient and proposals enanve ie curity Council, 801-802; regional 
Winited Nations : agencies, 1283-1284, 1334; re- 

Aggression-aggressor, opposition to gional subcommittees of, 1151 
inclusion of definition in Charter, Neutrality, proposal for statement re- 

808 garding, 811, 941 

Colonies, Roosevelt’s view on inde- Permanent Court of International 
pendence for, 124 Justice, proposal to continue, 756



INDEX 1583 

France, views, etc.—Continued : Franee, views, etc.—Continued 
Regional arrangements, views and United Nations Organization—Con. 

proposals on, 604, 608-609, 611- Secretary General: Proposals for 
613, 618-619, 634, 664-666, 669, nomination and election of 
673, 676, 677, 679-682, 691-692,; . ' deputies, 783-784, 1124-1125, 
694, 696, 699, 702-703, 706, T09- 1332, 1837-1388 ; view on nom- 
710, 824, 832-833, 836, 865-868, ination and election, 1104, 1292 
891-892, 972 Western European bloc, reports of 

Rhineland, claims to, 80 establishment, 649 
Secretariat of UNO, 1500-1501 Franco, Francisco, 1358-1359 
Security Council: Proposals for vot-| Fraser, Peter, 453-454, 504, 598, 657, 

ing in, 67, 75, 88, 87-88, 644, 651, T19, 851-858, 921, 924, 988, 1248, 
- , [T8-779, 874-875, 880, 912, 1091, | 1304, 1890-1391, 1422 

1094, 1118, 1132, 1136, 1195, 1259; | Freitas Valle, Cyro de, 1443, 1502 
view on nomination and election | Fulbright, J. William, 463-464, 1288- 

of president, 1452 "11289, 1298 
Syria: French rights in, 80, 747; U.S. | : ee 

demand for withdrawal of | Garcia-Robles, Alfonso, 356-360, 840n 
French troops from, 989-990 Gater, George Henry, 161 

Threats to the peace, views on fur-| Gates, Artemus, 331, 447, 457-458, 490, 

nishing armed forces and na- 664-665, 667, 670, 672-675, 682, 684— 
- tional resources to Security 685, 708-710, 728, 806-807, 814, 8389- 

Council, 921-922, 1016, 1075-1078 840, 845, 862, 864, 1206, 1355 

Treaties, question of continuing un-| General Assembly of UNO (see also 
der UNO, except for those apply- Preparatory Commission and 
ing to current enemy states, 809, United Nations Educational, Scien- 

- 857-858, 861, 907-910, 926, 949- tific and Cultural Organization) : 
950, 956, 972-974, 980-986, 1002-| Delegates: Accreditation, 225-258; 
1010, 1028, 1025, 1039-1049, 1068, | - number, 31-32, 507; reimburse- 
-1078-1082, 1087, 1094-1095, 1120, ment of expenses, 1502 
1145-1146, 1170, 1173, 1177-1182, | Disputes, pacific settlement of. See 

- 1186-1189, 12838, 13838 General Assembly under Dis- 
Trusteeships: Five-Power conversa-| — putés, pacific settlement of. 

_. tions’ prior to UN Conference,| Economic and Social ‘Council, 767, 
211, 282, 295, 312, 490, 602, 614; | | 1415 . 
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72,3-681—67——104
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“ot. 3049-1051) 1115-1117 ‘members, denial of vote because 
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1367-1387, 1398-1404, 1425-1430, and reports by ECOSOC; 690-691, 
1441, 1446, 1452-1453, 1463-1468,| 854, 1415-1416: .. 
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. Trusteeships, relationship with, 1547 | Jouhaux, Léon, 1534 me 
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' Portugal, 1458 . 489-490, 523, 525-527, 541-543, 558—- 
Secretariat and UN staffs, 1439, 1448- 560, 575-576, 608, 613,: 640, 673-674, 

1450, 1452, 1455-1456, 1461, 1472- 681, 690, 711, 731-782, 748, 831, 
 . 1478, 1477-1478, 1491-1493, 1499- 896, 906, 1172, 1341; voting in 

1501, 1504-1508 Seeurity Council of UNO, 69-72, 
-South Africa, Union of, views on UN 76-79, 81-82, 85, 88-90, 935, 1105- 

headquarters site, 1487, 1490; on 1106, 1194-1195, 1200-1201, 1208, 
refugee problem, 1497 ; on trustee- 1210-1211, 1246, 1266, 1278-1279 
ships, 1498 Privileges and immunities, diplomatic. 

Soviet Union, views on ECOSOC, See Diplomatic privileges and im- 
1468-1469, 1494, 1496, 1508; on munities. - - 

Food and Agriculture Organiza- | Proskauer, Joseph M:, 532 : 
tion, and UNESCO, 1468, 1515- | Publicity, question of (see also Press - 
1516, 1518, 1521; on GA, 1444, policy and statements): Dum- 
1447-1448, 1451, 1463-1466, 1470- barton Oaks Proposals, 70-71, 228; 
1471, 1494, 1505-1506, 1508-1509 ; UNCIO, 76 
on League of Nations and ILO, | Puerto Rico, 794 
1468, 1473-1474; on UN budg- 
etary arrangements, 1502; on UN | Quintanilla, Luis, 1359 
headquarters site, 1437, 1443- oe 
1444, 1451, 14538-1434, 1487, 1490; Raczkiewicz, Wtadyslaw, 115 
on UN Secretariat, 1472-14738, Ramaswami, Mudaliar A., 1422, 1504, 

1500 . 1507 _. . 

Specialized agencies, 1468, 1497 Ransom, William L., 841 
- Sweden, 1458 Raw materials, equal access to (see also 

Syria, views on Secretary General’s World trade). 978-981, 1001, 1026- 
- | . : 1029, 1067, 1110-1111, 1149 

powers, 1495; on Security Coun-|., ~ 
cil records, 1496; on trusteeships Raynor, G. Hayden, 204-206, 209, 395- 
1498 ? , “_ 402, 643, 647, 697, 850, 1429-1430 

Trusteeship Council, 1470-1471, 1497- | Pe Tos qo: Lost dooe LTO ta 
1498 ; Red Cross, International, 237 

Turkey, views on UN headquarters | Refugee problem, 1494, 1496-1497 
Site, 1487, 1490 Regional advisory commissions, 20, 22
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Regional agencies : Economic and Social | Regional arrangements—Continued — 

Council, relationship to, 768; en- Economic and social cooperation in, 

' eouragement of settlement of dis- 647 | : 

putes by, 835; Military Staff Com- Enemy states, defined, 1368, 1410- 

mittee of UNO, consultation with, 1415 | a 
--«: 4150-1152, 1166, 1277, 1283-1284,/ Existence of : Charter not to preclude, 

'  - 13833-1885; obligation of UN mem- 304-805, 5938, 715-717, 813-814, 
. bers to seek settlement of disputes 820-821, 834-885, 857-858; obli- 
through, 60, 813-814, 8385 ‘gation to register, 479-480 

Regional arrangements (see also Arab Mutual assistance agreements in, 647, 
+ League;. Inter-American System; 717, 857-858, 984, 1039-1049, 1068, 

Self-defense measures; Threats to 1078-1082, 1087, 1091, 1094-1095, 

the peace) : 1120, 1145-1146, 1173, 1177-1188, 
Approval by UN Security Council, 1338, 13873-1374 

question of, 715-717 Parties to, transfer to Security Coun- 

Consultative meetings with delega- cil of functions exercised under, 
tion chairmen of certain Ameri- 1004-1010 
can Republics concerning, 27-33, Press statement on,. 711, 758-759, 

39-57, 60-66, 712-724, 7380-736, 1091-1092 
816, 819-823, 825-826, 831-837, Threats to the peace: Act of Chapul- 

986 tepec, 1945, integration into UN 

Disputes, pacific settlement of : Block- Charter, 112, 304-805, 375, 401, 

ing by veto in Security Council, 486, 593, 595, 614, 617, 620-621, 

" 303-306, 591, 593, 595-596, 614, 623-624, 632-635, 644, 651, 657- 

«618-621, 624, 686-639, 659, 679, 660, 665-669, 674, 676, 678, 680-- 
: . ; a 7 704-710, 714-725, 733-734, 738- 

823, 833, 1182; economic sanc 739, 807-808, 8338-835; Inter- 
tions, adoption of, forbidden American System, integration 
without authority of Security into UN Charter, 30, 55, 303-304, 
Council, 660; enforcement action, 595-596, 614-624, 633-634, 636— 

- authority and power of Security |. 638, 642-651, 657-658, 660, 662- 
Council relative to, 702, 718, 724, 672, 674-686, 692-706, 712-725, 

~ $09, 813-816, 882, 857-858, 861, 730-136, £%, OT ei 825-826, 
865-868, 891-892, 907-910, 926, So; MONTOE OCITINE, , 

“949-950, 956, 972-974, 980-986, 622,. 624, 635, 637, 647-648, 659- 
“ 4002-1010, 1016, 1028, 1025, 1039- 660, 667-669, 677, 680-681, 683, 

. , ; , ’ 692-698, 700-701, 708, 710, 781; 
_ 1049, 1068, 1078-1082, 1087, 1091, power of Security Council with 

1094-1095,. 1120, 1145-1146, 173, respect to, 34-35; self-defense 

_ 1177-1182, 1838, 1873-1374, 1411— measures, right to resort to, 
. 1415; investigation by Security pending UN Security Council 

Council, safeguarding of right of, action, 48, 229-230, 308-310, 348, 

820-821, 884; jurisdiction of 355, 425-429, 591-597, 636-637, 
-' Seeurity Council over, 18, }4—55, 639, 648, 659-668, 670, 674-686, 

60, 301-306, 567-569, 591-597, 698, 698-710, 734, 737-738, T58- 
~ 600, 604, 607-624, 627-628, 630, 761, 776, 781-782, 812-819, 823- 

6382-640, 676-678, 686, 692-695,})  . 825, 834-836, 972-9738, 1162-1163, 
700, 813-814, 817, 819, 823-824, 1409 
934, 982, .1004-1010, 1016; Secu- U.S. War and Navy Departments, 

rity Council to encourage, 835; views on, 668-669, 672-675, 819 
settlement through, obligation of Western European bloc, reports of es- 

, members to seek, 813-814, 835; tablishment, 649 
use by Security Council to be} Regional blocs, undesirability in Gen- 

consistent with principles and eral Assembly, 34-35 

' purposes of UNO, 112, 354, 715,}| Regional subcommittees of Military 
(22-724, 737, 814-818 | ' Staff Committee, 1151, 1283-1284, 

Division of General Assembly into 1335 : | 
. four sections, viewed. as unde- | Reid, Escott, 1446 

- -Sirable, 35 Reiff, Henry, 1472 

Draft on, and discussions of, 642-6438, | Reston, James, 1172, 1841 

647-650, 657-660, 662-674, 686,| Richardson, W. R., 1511 
705-706, 749, 758-761, 831-837,| Right to work, 751, 766, 777, 788 
839 : - | Robertson, Norman A., 1489, 1455, 1477
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Rockefeller, Nelson A., 18, 42, 60, 66,| Sandifer, Durward V., 45, 48, 220-221, 
303-310, 329, 389-402, 409-444, 485, 223, 310, 348, 414-444, 500, 528, 
500, 508-504, 619-628, 631-640, 646— 534, 542, 559-560, 577-581, 589, 
650, 656-663, 666, 668-669, 677, 683, 594, 616, 627, 642, 650, 658, 668, 
690, 697, 700-701, 708, 718, 720, 721-— 671, 673, 697, 726-727, 740-745, 
725, 736, 771, 782, 786, 794, 796, 804— 748, 750, 753, 762-765, 772, 789, 
805, 807, 810, 819, 821-822, 829, 839, 791, 797, 801, 811, 820, 831, 8388, 
842-844, 847, 855, 859-861, 869, 878, 854, 859-861, 864, 868-869, 873- 
880, 82, 894-896, 906-908, 917, 926, 896, 964, 966-968, 996, 1004, 1007, 
940-954, 975-989, 994-1011, 1029- 1024, 1033-1084, 1048-1051, 1056—- 
1056, 1059-1070, 1098-1094, 1102, 1071, 1108, 1117, 1140-1141, 1143- 
1130, 1161-1163, 1167, 1173, 1198, - 1145, 1164, 1166, 1175-1176, 1199, 

_ 1201, 1208-1204, 1223-1235, 1243, 1201, 1232-12338, 1285, 1241, 1252- 
1246-1266, 1268, 1274-1275, 1288, 1253, 1276, 1278, 1802-1308, 1305, 
.1299-1304, 13809, 1812, 1317, 1341- 1811-1312, 1324, 1332, 1336-13388, 
1348, 1375-1377, 1390-1395, 1400- 1347-1348, 13852, 1390, 1418, 1423 
1404 . Saudi Arabia (see also Arab League) : 

Rodinoy, Adm. K. K., 152, 942,.950, 1338 Imminence of belligerent status, 
Rolin, Col. Henri, 850, 1176, 1208n, 86; invitation to participate in 

1226-1227, 1229, 1248, 1250, 1252, UNCIO, 84-86, 89; potential for 
1255, 1267, 1278, 1286-1287, 1294— development of economic resources, 

1295, 1306-13808, 1315-1316, 1319, 123; view on review, amendment, 
1344, 1365-1876, 1400, 1407 and revision of UN Charter, 1212 

Romulo, Gen. Carlos P., 1279 Savage, Carlton, 234, 725 
Roosevelt, Franklin D.:: Soe eet Oe, a8 les of d 

, | . este as cientific progress for peoples of de- 
Act i eaae ere ¢, 1945, initiative pendent territories, 1416-1417 
Atlantic Charter, view on integra-| Security, collective, Yalta Conference 

tion into UN Charter, 1168 policy papers on, 35-36 
Bases in Caribbean, 123 Security Council of UNO (see also 

Conversations with Grew, 81-82; Preparatory Commission) : 
with Taussig, 121-124 Disputes, settlement of. See Secu- 

Correspondence with Chiang Kai- rity Council under Disputes; see 
shek, 121, 160; Churchill, 165; |. also Regional arrangements: 
Grew, 76, 144-145, 151-152; Disputes. — 
Ickes, 198-199; Stalin, 156, 165;| Economic and Social Council, in- 
Stettinius, 18, 85, 120, 125-127, formation and assistance from, 

179-180, 211-214, 240-241 1415-1416 
French colonies, view on independ-| Foreign Ministers in attendance at 

| ence for, 124 meetings for important matters, 

Funeral itinerary, 290n = 275, 1443 
Italy, concession of belligerent status| Functions and powers: 

to, 957, 1287-1238 _ Clarification of certain aspects, 

Miscellaneous, 118, 122-124, 312, 667,|:. _.; Proposal for, 772-773 
954-955. a -, Disarmament and regulation of 

Security Council of UNO, proposal armaments, formulation of 
of Yalta formula for voting, 875- | plans for, 60, 64, 274, 307-308, 
878, 879, 901, 917-919; 1154-1155 _ 415, 78 : 

Tribute to; 38 ©. _ , Disputes, settlement of. See Dis- 
Trusteeships, view on, 140-141, 196-| . _,_Putes, supra. oo 

197, 211n, 282, 793-794 4 Distribution between Security 
United Nations Organization: Deter- Council and General Assembly, 

Fanation to establish, 18, 7133) jnemy states postwar control of eadquarters site, proposal for, WER RUE | ’ 
_ 1160; name proposed by, lin; 605, 607-612, 620-624, 631-632, 

Preparatory Commission, plan 41%, 1004-1010, 1043-1047 
for, 264; Yalta briefing book, 13 Fear of strengthening General As- 

Ross, John C., 191, 285 - sembly at expense of, 17-18, 

Royen, J. H. van, 1455-1456, 1478, 1498 fates eee 1504. 1506 1508 ’ , ’ Maintenance of peace and security : 
Rublee Geor H.. 310n Authority and responsibility 

, George 11., - . for, 18, 23-24, 30-32, 43-44, 
Rumania, 392-393 219, 273, 308, 686; transitional 

Co arrangements for, 967, 1017, 
Salamanca, Carlos, 1485 1024, 1034-1039, 1068, 1099- 
Sanchez Gavito, Vicente, 62 1100, 1137-1139, 1275, 1282- 
Sanctions, economic, 660, 779 1283, 1331, 1338
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Security Council of UNO—Continued Security Council of UNO—Continued 
Yunctions and powers—Continued Threats to the peace—Continued 
Power to convoke special meetings Averting: Agreements among mem- 

of General Assembly, 913, bers for, to be initiated by Se- 
1059-1060; to recommend pro- curity Council, 801, 808-809; 
cedures to parties involved in| obligation to call upon parties 
disputes, 1409 7 to comply with provisional 

Regional arrangements: Approval ' measnres for, 800 
of, 715-717; transfer of func- Decisions by Security Council: 
tions exercised by parties General Assembly’s participa- 
under regiondl arrangements tion in, 770; determination by 
to Security Council, 1004-1010 Security: Council regarding im- 

International Court of Justice: plementation of, 51, 278; power 
Executing decisions of, dependent of Security Council to recom- 
on type of court, 50; fear of mend economic sanctions, 
‘strengthening at expense of cessation of communications, 
Security Council, 17-18; juris- _ and severance of diplomatic 
diction of ICJ over cases re relations, 779 - | 

. ferred by Security Council, 48, Existence of, obligation to deter- 
517-521 . Inine and recommend measures 

Members, order of precedence for for maintaining or restoring 
listing, 1402 peace and security, 46-49, 274— 

Membership: , 276, 278, 348, 424-426, 475-477, 

Ganada, British proposal of mem- 679, 700, 705, 737-738, 789, 800, 
bership for, 325, 558 820-821; investigation of dis- 

Expulsion from, for arrears in pay- putes: 'to. determine threats to 
ments, 1401-1402 . the peace, 47-48, 773, 820-821, 

Non-permanent members:  Divi- 824-825, 834, 879-885, 898-902, 
sion into catégories, 228-229; ~- 905,,. 921, 926-985, . 987-941, 

. election of, 66, 250, 278, 356- 1098 oo ' . 
358, 523. 543-544, 557-558, 584- . National resources, obligation of 
585, . 757-758, 1450; list of members to make available to 

~ nominations for,. 1438, 1475— . | Seeurity. Council in. settling 
1476, 1505, 1508; number pro-| . disputes, 29-30, 45, 48, 50-54, 

. posed, 59, 325, 589, 614, 647, - .  * 229, 801-802, 941-945, 986-987, 
_ , 656, 671, 843; representation} .-. 1028, 1067, 1075-1078 

of middle powers,on, 378, 576-| . . Non-members of: Security Council, 
«BT - participation in -decisions re- 

"Permanent members: _American| .--.-.qUuiring. use of, their’ armed 
"Republics, aspiration for elec- forces, 711-712, 728, ,766-767, 
tion, 42-48, 656; criteria for 172-7173, 799-800, 806-808, 966 
election, 228-229, 357-358, 775, . Self-defense measures,, right. to re- 
1475; demotion to non-perma- sort to, pending Security Coun- 

_ nent status, ‘870; informal| . -: ....:cil action, 48, 229-230, 308-310, 
' . agreements among, desirabil- 343, 355, 425-429, 591-597, 636- 

owe, dty of, 1440-1441 / a... 637, 639, 648, 659-668, 670, 674— 
“ Military Staff Committee. See Mili-|-..~ . 686, 691-693, 698-710, 734, 737— 

. tary Staff Committee. — wa 50 1938, 758-761, 776, 781-782, 812— 
Non-members of Security Council, 819, 823-825, 834, 836, 972-974, 

parties to disputes, right to par’ -  $1162-1168,1409 © - 
' ‘ticipate in discussions relating tag ‘dbmventian my Atta 

to settlement; 59, 42-945 3 | Preaties, wer! Bad wet ete. jurisdi ° 
Organizational structure: Considera-| - »,7Wc a se oF : 

tions relating to effectiveness of,| TTusteeships: Authority over estab- 
41-42; proposals made at Mos- | lishment, 137, 213-214, 460; ex- 

- eow Conference, 1943, 23-24 _ ercise of functions relating to 

Regularity of meetings, 773 — ‘Strategic.areas, 449, 460, 491 
- Threats to the peace: - Voting: fe fo 
Armed forces: Directed by Mili-| . Abstention from: Conditions. re- 

tary) Staff Committee under quiring, 59, 827, 1258-1260; 

Security “Council, 862-863; parties to disputes, 18, 644; 
SE ek a rvar eerie ie 60 651, 773, 826-827, 875-876, 878. 

supply of to Security Council, , 4: 

945, 966-967, 986-987, 1000, 1259 oo 
1016, 1023, 1037-1038, 1066. Amendments in, caused by .with- 
1075 —O—— drawal from membership, 442:
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Security Council of UNO—Continued Self-government: Development in de- 
Voting—Continued - _ pendent areas, 19-22, 652; develop- 

- Compromise formula on, 13-14, 22-| | ment under trusteeships, 656—657, 
23, 72, 826-827 | ' 789-790, 792-798, aa 925-926, 950- 
Sot rs, 954, 959-962, 1055-1056, 1070, 1111- 

eect nication of 644, 651, 826.| 1114, 1167-1170, 12041206, 1200- 
| 829, 928-941, 970-971, 1013- 1210, 1223, 1279-1280 

1014, 1018-1019, 1082, 1057—| Shotwell, James T., 310n, 579 _ 

1060, 1073-1075, 1092, 1095-| Simic, Stanoje, 1491-1492, 1504, 1506- 
1099, 1132-1136, 1156-1157, 1507 © ys 

1190-1193, 1207 Simmons, David A.,514 . 
Majority rule in, 59, 914, 988, 1184,) gmuts, Jan Christian, 296, 325, 410, 433, 

1287 od | 482, 603, 958, 1011, 1199, 12238, 1269- 
Number allotted each member, 14 1271, 1280, 1308, 1365, 13871-1372, 
Parity for United States, accept- 1410, 1426-1428 

ance of, 72-73 ' Sobolev,’ A. A., 15, 152, 406, 523, 629, 

Procedures proposed, 18, 15, 22~23, 653, 776, 781, 891, 927-935, 987, 974, 
54, 72-73, 87-88, 7438-745, 770- 1017, 1019, 1022, 1063n, 1089 
778, 785, 821-823, 826-829, 843-| Social problems. See Economic and 
oy See ea oon. M08. ‘social cooperation. © - SO 
21, y % ’ ’ i OE Ct ® ‘Ae 

_ lo1d-1014, to1s-1019, " 1021-| "D1 BgTg ta90; discussions concern: 
' 1022, 1032, 1056-1060, 1073- se 0 , | ~~, ing, 689, 766, 787, 802, 838, 855; 

1075, 1088-1099, 1105-1106,/  - HCOSOC, activities of, 690-691, 767, 
1117-1120, 1131-1136, 1163- 854, 1415-1416 ; interim commission 
1158, 1170-1171, 1190-1197, for, 579-580; promotion under 
1199-1200, 1206-1207, 1246- trusteeships, 656, 845, 1167-1170, 

29, 85 BS 985, 1105-1106, 1194 Soong, T. V., 823n, 365-374, 404-407, 409, 
"4195, 1200-1201, 1208-1211, 473, 505, 510, 530-531, 548-558, 563- 
1246, 1266, 1278-1279; U.S. pro- ot Pita OOo a 606, 610-612, 
Bosal, publicity fors 6972, 76-] $7 O78, S24 27-885, TAS 1150, 

Provisions, communication to par-| ©°t0 Harrison, Fernando, 60 
- ‘ticipants in UNCIO, 89-90 | South ee Union. OF won dena, 
_Unanimity rule, proposals ‘of, .14, bosals relative to..UNQ, o02, 1246, 

“81-82, '°°574-975, 359, .771, 878, AB14, 1816-1318 
881,-914, 917, 936, 970, 1014,| Soviet : Republics. See Byelorussian 

8, 1006-1097, 1405, 1182-1134, | "and Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re- 
"1155, 1190, 4189, 1494, 1441. | publics, 
Veto: power, . exercise. of, 391, 647, Soviet Uniotr :( see also Five-Power in- 

cp.) §70-772,.. 778-780, 823, 826- formal ‘ consultative meetings on 
mo 827; '881,. 970, 988; 994, 1090, ‘proposed amendments. to.Charter 

1095. "1097-1099. . 1117-1120, proposals; Five-Power..pre-Confer- 
445321158... 1170-1171, .1190,}  : ence. consultative meetings on trust- 

. eg adore anna eeships; :-Faqur-Power . consultative 
pe 1248, 1253, 1441. | a . Meetings..on, joint Charter; pro- 

Security Zones, 34-35 - Te _~ bosals; .. Four-Power _ preliminary 

Seif-defense’ measures:. Monroe Doc-| ~° meétings on organization’ and ad- 
 jtrine application, 591, 622, 624, 635,| _ missions to UNO; and ‘under Pre- 

|. 6837, 647-648, 659-660, 667-669, 677,| — “paratory Commission)’: °- 
~ 680-681, 683, "'692-698,. 700-701,} Aggression-aggressor, oppdsition to 
708, 710, 781; right to resort to,| ‘°° inclusion of definition in” UN 
pending UN Security Council ac-| ~ -Charter,"808 

_ tion, 48,-229-230, 308-810, 348, 355,} Buffer States, attitude concerning, 25 
-; 425-429, 591-597, 636-637, 639, 648,| Concérn over influence of American 

659-668, 670," 674-686, 691-693, | °°" Republics’ at UNCIO, 510-529 
698-710, 734, 737-738, 758-761, 776,| Dependent territories, views on, 15- 
81-782, 812-819; 823-825, 834, 886,} “9 16,6525 

972-973, 1162-1163,.1409 _ Disputes, pacific settlement of, views 
Self-determination of peoples. See}! , — on various aspects of question, 
|. ‘Yerritorial integrity and political; ~ ‘944-945, 1141, 1161-1162,’ 1186— 

independence. — 1189, 1272-1273, 1309n
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Soviet Union—Continued Soviet Union—Continued 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, attitude, International Court of Justice, Soviet 

17, 546-548 Ci, views and proposals relative to: 
_Eastern Europe, domination of na- Advisory opinions rendered on re- 

tions in, 390, 397 quest, 271-272, 518, 521-523, 773, 
Economic and _ social cooperation, 1069-1070, 1109; committee for 

views on certain aspects of, 788, drafting statute of, 214~—215, 269, 
849, 1001, 1025, 1109-1111, 1129 _ 291, 409, 457; compulsory juris- 

Economie and Social Council, attitude diction, 271, 599, 962; decisions 
and views, 251-252, 829-830, of, question of enforcement in set- 
1468-1469, 1494, 1496, 1508 tling disputes, 18, 549, 563-564, 

Educational and cultural cooperation, o(7; fear of strengthening ICJ 
views on, 787, 945 at expense of Security Council, 

Enemy. states: Interpretation of term, 17-18; judges, nomination and 
: 1411-1413; view on denial of election, 786, 1000, 1014, 1032, 

right of appeal to General Assem- 1103-1104; objection to member- 
bly or Security Council, 1367- ship of Portugal, Spain, and 
1370, 1873-1874 | Switzerland, 513. 

Food and Agriculture Organization,| International Labor Organization, 
attitude toward, 1468 — 765, 890-892, 1468, 1474, 1534 

General Assembly of UNO, Soviet| Italy, view on acceptance into UNO, 
views and proposals on matters 1243 

. pertaining to: League of Nations: Expulsion from, 
Authority to recommend measures |. 1228, 1288, 1447, 1474; integra- 

for settling disputes, 615, 624— tion into UNO, views on, 1473— 
625, 630 ‘ 1474; liquidation of, conversa- 

Commissions, committees, and offi- tions regarding, 17 - 
cers, 1463-1466, 1470-1471, Maintenance of peace and security, 
1494, 1505-1506, 1508-1509 view on transitional arrange- 

Fear of strengthening at expense of ments for, 1024, 1036, 1099-1100, 
Security Council, 1049-1051, 1138-1139, 1331 
1284-1285 Military Staff Committee of UNO, 

International relations, power to in- view on regional subcommittees 
quire into any sphere of, 1127- of, and consultation with re- 
1129, 1142-1148, 1148-1149, gional agencies, 1150-1152, 1166, 
1284-1286, 13809-1311, 13819- 1277, 1283-1284, 18383-1335 
1880, 1835-1336, 1340-1348, Pacific war, imminence of entry into, 

1349-1355, 1857 26-27 
Maintenance of peace and security,| Palestine, view on independence for, 

right of members to discuss} ._ 953 
:, - Matters relating to, 1320-1330,| . Permanent Court of International 

1335-1336, 1340-1348, 1349-| ‘Justice, proposal to abolish, 756 
1355, 1857, 1878-1382 . Poland, breakdown of Soviet-Ameri- 

_ Meetings, 1444, 1447-1448, 1451 can discussions concerning, 607n 
_ .Membership, view on initial compo-| Polish leaders arrested by, 607n, 613 
"sition, 17 . : Portugal, attitude toward invitation 

“Refugee problem, view on inclusion | _ , to atterid UNCIO, 417 
on agenda of, 1494 a, Regional arrangements, Ylews On, 

' Rights of members as to scope of 14, 18, 595507, 604-609, 611-613, — Rugnts a pe 618-624, 630-640, 643-646, -660, 
discussions and recommenda- > 668, 669, 675, 681-682, 694, 710, 

_ tions, Soviet views and pro-| —— , 760, 776, 781-782, 807, 812-816, 
posals, 786, 1378-1888, 1892-] .-. 818, 820-821, 823-825, 832, 836- 
18988, | 887, 865,, 867, 972, 1254, 1373- 

- Security Council reports, view on} = 1874 7 | 
approval or rejection by, 1115-| Secretary General of UNO: Deputies, 
1117, 1125-1126 . . _ proposals for election, term of of- 

_ Voting in, view.on denial to mem-| _, fice, and reelection, 774-775, 783, 
pers for arrears in payments, | ‘922, 1019-1020, 1083-1084, 1064— 
4402 s 1066, 1107-1108, 1123-1125, 1331- 

Interzovernmental agreements. ‘vic 1338, 13386-1338, 1347-1348, 1506- 
ntergove greements, View | - 1508; proposals.for election, term 

on performance by UNO of func- of office, and reelection, 547, 570- 
tions entrusted by, 1811-1312 . 571, 579, 588, 740-741, 774-775, 

International air force, proposal of, | , 999-1000, 1010, 1104, 1292, 1345, 
278 | oe 1347-1348, 1491-1498, 1504-1505
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Soviet Union—Continued Soviet Union—Continued 
Security Council of UNO: . Ukrainian and Byelorussian Soviet 

Agenda, proposal of notice of, 1495 Socialist Republics, view on at- 

' Expulsion from membership for ar- tendance at UNCIO, 133-134, 142- 
rears in payments, view on, 144, 150-151, 158-159, 170, 198, 
1402 279-280, 298, 353, 360, 364-365, 

Non-members, question of partici- _ 870, 405-406, 482-485, 500-502 
pation in decisions requiring United Nations Charter: Proposals 

use of their armed forces, 806 for purposes and principles in 
_ Non-permanent members, view on preamble, 777; signing ceremony, 

nominations, 1505, :1508 Suggestions for procedure, 1425- 

Organization meeting, proposal for, A Toro toe ton and sig: 
1466-1467 . , ian: ~ , 

President, view on nomination and veviei om. "Os OS Oe 

Voting in views concerning 13-15 188 ee 1108, 1122, 1146-1148, ; ’ , 82-1185, 1215-1235, 1250, 1253- 
18, 771, 778, 822-823, 826-827, 1254, 1261-1268, 1275-1278, 1295, 875, 883, 898, 901-902, 918-920, 1299, 1304, 1307-1309, 1312, 1314— 
927-935, 937, 939, 941, 970-971, 1319, 1324-1325, 1375 

tore 18 408% 1060 a wt, United Nations Conference on Inter- 
1105-1108 | 1117-1120 1131- national Organization: Agree- 
1136 1153-1158 1170-1171 ment on text and timing of invi- 
1190-1197 1199-1201 1207. tations, 98-99, 107; commissions, 
1210-1211. 1259 1266 ’ ’ committees, etc., views on, and 

. ” , a - guggestions regarding chairman- 
Switzerland, attitude toward invita- ships, 286, 291-292, 358, 454, 472- 

tion to attend UNCIO, 417 . 473, 482; composition of delega- 
Territorial integrity and political tion, 182-133, 151-152; presiding 

independence, views on, 726, 783 officers, proposal for rotation of 
Threats to the peace, views on agree- four, 214-215, 236, 240, 269, 279, 

ments for furnishing armed 282, 291-292, 324, 365-367, 381 
forces to Security Council, 967, 407-409, 453-457; speech at ple- 
1001, 1016; on obligation of mem- nary session, 1305 

_ bers to make national resources} United Nations Educational, Scien- 
_ available to Security Council in tific and Cultural Organization, 
settling, 1067, 1075-1078 decision on participation in con- 

Treaties, conventions, ete.: Attitude ference of, 1468, 1515-1516, 1518 
regarding proposal for .continu- 1521 , 
ing, except those applying to cur-| United Nations Organization : 
aee enemy States, 510-511, 547, Budgetary and financial arrange- 
. 557, .. 580-581, 595, 605-608, ments, view on, 1502 
615, 618-624, 809, 909-910, 956, on 

. 972-974. 983. 1002. 1005-1006 Headquarters site, preference for, 
Ne vr y re , 17, 1159-1160, 1487, 1443-1444 

1042, 1045, 1048-1049, 1079-1082, 1451, 1458-1454, 1487, 1490 1095-1096, 1120, 1145-1146, 1170, Memb hi ; ” 9 . 
_ 1178, 1177-1182, 1288; proposals embership: Proposal regarding 

‘ for ‘obligation of members to withdrawal from, 850, 1185, 
‘observe, 783: proposal for regis- 1203, 1215-1235, 1250, 1253-— 

. nee Ce 1254, 1261-1268, 1275, 1277 tration and publication of, 863— , a , ’ 
_ 864; report of plans for series of, 1287-1288, 1295, 1300, 1809n, 

1896; views on revision and re- 1345, 1375-1377, 1429-1430; 
view by UNO, 1127 _ - View on expulsion and suspen- 

Trusteeship Council: Expectation of | sion, 871, 928, 1000, 1016, 1300 
representation on, 686, 845, 1170,| _ Organs of, view on relations with 
1204-1205; proposal for regular intergovernmental  organiza- 

meetings and for periodic election | | , tions, 13824, 1328 

of members, 1498 _ Preparatory Commission, view on 

_Trusteeships: As potentidl adminis- interim arrangements by, 1324, 
tering authority, 1236, 1398-1399, : 14038-1404; Executive Commit- 
1428-1429; views regarding, 16, tee of, view on composition, 

158, 687, '790, 792-797, 845, 925-| 1400-1401 
926, 959-962, .1058-1055, 1070,| . Staffs, views on appointments and 

1141-1114, 1168-1169, 1170, 1204, | - - related matters, 1163-1164, 

1205, 1235-1246, 1804, 1358 1472-1478, 1500 

723-881—-67——_105 | oe
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Spaak, Paul-Henri, 296, 483, 625, 1478, | Stettinius, Edward R.—Continued | 
1483, 1488, 1498, 1504-1509 Correspondence with—Con. 

Spain: Classification as enemy state, | — 1387-1888 ; Ickes, 198, 1430; Kaiv, 
discussion on, 1414-1415; proposal _ 208-204 ; Kennan, 352; Kirk, 207- 
for and denial of membership in 208; Lehman, 1557; Pasvolsky, 
UNO, 1166-1167, 1858-1360, 1888; 18-22, 194-195 ; Roosevelt, 18, 85, 
propriety of inviting to attend 120, 125-127, 179-180, 211-214, 
UNCIO, 975; question of member- 240-241; Stimson, 23-27, 1430- 
ship in ICJ, 513 1481; Tarchiani, 206-207; Tru- 

Specialized agencies. See  Interna- man, 281-283, 350-351, 353-355, 
tional Labor Organization; United 362-368, 612-615, 1063n, 1159- 
Nations Educational, Scientific and 1160, 1481-1432, 1452n, 1453- 
Cultural Organization; United Na- 1455; Winant, 95-97, 119-120, 
tions Food and Agriculture Orga- 124-125, 128, 188-140, 159-160, 
nization ; and United Nations Relief 193, 361, 1484-1487, 1440-1441 ; 
and Rehabilitation Administration. Zadeikis, 195-196 

Stalin, J. V., 12, 156, 165, 289, 390, 396, Diary, extracts from, 12-14, 140-141, 
408, 826-827, 902, 918-919, 939, 209-210, 292-294, 1432 

1118-1119, 1171n Miscellaneous, 39, 70, 77-79, 117-118, 
Stanley, Oliver, 18-22, 121-122, 124 129-130, 140-141, 152, 166—-173, 
Stassen, Harold E., 70, 116-117, 281, 1838-190, 214-219, 223, 227-232, 

298-310, 317-3850, 375-379, 388-402, 234-235, 237-2389, 241, 246-275, 
409-444, 448-452, 457-458, 460-472, 278-280, 284-288, 297-299, 311- 
474-475, 477-486, 489-498, 503-504,| . 333, 338-345, 350-351, 363-374, 
512-528, 531-548, 560-562, 572-574, 378-394, 402-413,. 416-418, 447- 
580-581, 589-598, 601-603, 606-612, 458, 472-475, 481-488, 490-500, 
614, 616-628, 633-640, 646-650, 656— 504-505, 529-582, 599-609, 611-— 
658, 662-663, 668-674, 677-691, 612, 624-640, 642-648, 650-660, 
693-706, 709-712, 722-730, 733-736, 664-670, 672-739, T48-758, 761- 
743-749, 765, 768, 770-774, 779-790, 799, 803-813, 818-831, 837-849, 
792-807, 817-823, 830-831, 841-851, 874-885, 889-944, 954-961, 968- 
861-862, 8738, 875-889, 893-926, 1002, . 1011-1040, 1059-1117, 
934-935, 9388-968, 976-989, 993- 1120-1131, 1137-1158, 1160-1186, 
1011, 1025-1071, 1081-1094, 1111- a .;, 1190-1208, 1235-1271, 1273-1275, 
4117, 1189-1145, 1162-1170, "1980-1300, 1302-1338, 1340-1344, 

- 4173-1176, 1180-1189, 1199-1211, 1348-1353, 1355-1360, 1367-1387, 
1222-1236, 1253-1256, 1267-1268,| _ 1397-1399, 1404-1410, 1425-1430, 

- --4274-1280, 1293-1330, 1339-1346, “1459-1460, 1478n,.1488 
1358-1367, 1389-1399, 1405-1425,| Presiding officer of UNCIO, U.S. in- 
1428-1429, 1478n : _ gistence on, 208-209, 324, 402, 

Stettinius, Edward R.: ne . (408407 
American Republics: Belligerent sta- | Stevenson, Adlai E.,. 797, 804, 830-831, 

io! «tus as requisite for membership| . 906, 977, 1054,, 1092, 1106, 1117, 
-i- ini UNO, view ‘on, 12;: meetings} . 1129-1131, 1145, -1266, 1279, 1365, 

. with Foreign Ministers of, 644n;| °. 1891-1392, 1440, 1459, 1442-1475, 
_ progress in convening: conference | _ 1479-1509... ee 

- of, 10-11 ee Stimson, Henry L. (see. also U.S. War 
Conversations’ with Eden,. 323-329,| . Department), 23, 27, 180, 210, 312- 
>. 698-705; .Grew, 78-79; Gromyko,| 321, 331, 350, 351, 515, 643, 664, 1355, 

4, (352-858, 1011-1022, . 1152-1158,| .. 1430-1431, 7 
- 1429-1430; Molotov, 380-384, 444, |, Stinebower, Leroy. D., 263-268,.338-350, 
"650-652 ; Truman, 735” | 462-474, 502-504, 687-689, 765, 788, 

_.Correspondence with Acheson, 1446-| 803-805, 829-830, 837-839, 853-854, 
_ ., 1453; Byrnes, 1453-1459; Caffery,| , 893-895, 946-954, 979-980, 1027, 

99, 101-102, 109-110, 310-811;/ 4070-1071. eee 
Dunn, 93-95; Eden, 96-97, 8467; | stone, Harlan F., 271, 515-516, 1065, 
Forrestal, 1430; Gallman, 1515- 
1517; Grew, 72-75, 82-84, 350,|,, 12/9 1811, 1847 | 

> 499 506-509. 612-615, 1442-1446: Strategic and non-strategic areas: Dis- 

. ‘Gromyko 158-159 163, 174-175, | °° tinction to be made in, 122,319, 447, 

- 269, 289-291, 1398-1399, 1428-|, ~ 494, 656; trusteeships for, question 
1429; Hackworth, 198-194; Hali-|. . of, 449, 460, 491,1408 , °: 

... fax, 175-179; Harriman, 69-72, | Strong, Gen. George V., 44, 52-53. 
. : 98-99, 103, 106-109, 126-127, 154, | Surrender terms to enemy states, 64- 

165, 329-330, 1117-1119, 11381- 65, 307, 610. . 
1136, 1170-1171, 1353-1355, 1382, | Sweden, 1458 i
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Sweetser, Arthur, 254, 310n Threats to the peace—Continued 

Switzerland, 417, 513, 749° Inter-American System, integration 

Syria (see also Arab League) : Attend- into UNO, 30, 55, 303-304, 595— 
ance at UNCIO, views on, 138-139, 596, 614-624, 633-634, 636-638, 
174; French rights in, 80, 747; na- 642-651, 657-658, 660, 662-672, 
tionalism in, 1047, 1049; preamble 674-686, 692-706, 712-719, 725, 
to UN Charter, view on principles 730-736, 738, 757-158, 825-826, 
to be included, 1010; withdrawal of _ 833-8385 
French troops from, U.S. demand| Monroe Doctrine, self-defense meas- 
for, 989-990 ures under, 591, 622, 624, 635, 637, 

, 647-648, 659-660, 667-669, 677, 

Taft, Charles P., 221, 229-232, 253-268, 680-681, 683, 692-693, 700-701, 
980 ; 708, 710, 781 

Taussig, Charles, 121-124, 319-320, 331, Necessity of full measures tor pre- 
7 © an , ’ , serving peace, 

ooo eso. 1056, 1168, 1206, 1210, Security Council of UNO. See Se- 
Tello. Manuel, 355-360, 840 curity Council of UNO: Threats 

vo ow . . to the peace. 
eee 37 charters for trusteeships,| gelf-defense measures, right to resort 

ous to pending Security Council ac- 
Territorial integrity and political inde- tion, 48, 29-230, 308-310, 343, 

pendence: Miscellaneous, 19, 21, 59, 355, 425-429, 591-597, 636-637, 
124, 221, 256-258, 374-375, 4238-424 ; - 689, 648, 659-668, 670, 674-686, 
prohibition of threat or use of force 691-693, 698-710, 734, 737-738, 
to violate, 60, 220, 375, 423-425, 726- 758-761, 776, 781-782, 812-819, 
727, 747-748, 774, 783, 788 823-825, 834-836, 972-973, 1162- 

Thomas, Elbert D., 127, 874, 1540” 1163, 1409 

Thompson, Llewellyn E., 380 Status quo ante, proposal to invoke 

Thors, Thor, 86-87, 640-641 in maintaining or restoring peace 

Threats to the peace, breaches of the} | _ and security, 567, 578, 586-587 
peace, and acts of: aggression (see | TJo So-wang, 975n 

- also Disputes, pacific settlement of ; | Tobey, Charles W., 574, 614 
Self-defense measures; and under | Toledano, Lombardo, 666 
Regional arrangements) : Tone On 80 689-690 

| ‘Chanult. 1945, integratio omlinson; George, — 

Act onto. ORT hector, “Tio ebt 806 Tomlinson, John D., 784, 949, 1212, 1253, 

375, 401, 486, 593, 595, 614, 617, 1336 7 
620-621, ’ 623-624, 632-635, 644,| Tracy, Daniel W., 502 

' 651) 657-660, 665-669, 674, 676,| Train, Adm. Harold C., 53, 591, 862, 
78; '-680-686, 690-691, 693-694, 1363,;1420 : 
701-762, 704-710, 7142725, 733- Transitional auransements (see also 

| 184; 738-7389, 807-808, 833-835 _ Maintenance of peace and security), 

Aggression: Aggression-aggressor, in-]| Be ont 8 10nt 6 Wes 1024, 7 tis, 
' ¢€lusion of reference to definition 1275, 1289-1983 1331 1338 ’ 

_., in UN Charter, 692, .700, 800, 808 ; Treati a0 ti oo te ° 
_ ” “attack” and “armed attack”, dis- vnct oe “Chapt ite ns, © “y und 

- tinction between, 647, 667, 672, Ag M oy aie Cont see under 
692. 710. 800.808 °° .. Mexico City Conference. 

Armed’ forces: Obligation “of UN| ‘ut Gomintern Pact (1936), 1412 
states to furnish 51, 231; suppl Australian-New Zealand agreement 
to Security Council ‘in * eohinee- rR) aie ecurity Organization 

e ° me 9 n , i, 

: oar ; with oon oan oniooy British Soviet treaty.of alliance, May 
AO”). ONS ees oes ~ 26, 1942, 509, 568, 604-605, 
1000, 1016, 1023, 1037-1038, 1066- eel aos" 

_ ,1067,. 1075-1078; use of armed| Four-Power Treaty of 1921, cited, 315 
_. . forees in averting, question of, 50 Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928), 224, 
Consultative meetings with UNCIO| | 427-428, 593-594 | 

... delegation chairmen of. certain] Munich Agreement (1938), 400, 590, 
--American Republics concerning, . 1276 | a 

27-38, 39-57, 60-66, 712-724, 730-| Soviet-French treaty of alliance and 
736, 825-826, 881-887 -< - 7a . mutual assistance (1944), 83, 479, 

General Assembly of UNO: Partici- op BB7 858. “NOS -S10 oR} ORL 
_ pation. in decisidns by Security} -- 449) 9 ©” , , , 

: Council, 770; power to refer to] Soviet-Japanese neutrality pact 
Security Council, 647; 1116 (1941), 861, 907
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Treaties, conventions, etc.—Continued | T'rrusteeships—Continued 
Soviet-Polish agreement regarding Establishment: By agreement among 

friendship, mutual assistance, states concerned, 446-448, 459, 
and postwar cooperation, Apr. 27, 1113-1114, 1235-1236, 1470-1471, 
294, 328, 479 1497 ; chapter for UN Charter, 22, 

U.S.-British convention on rights in 1358; draft proposals, discussions 
Palestine (1924), cited, 952 concerning, 22, 134-138, 194-195, 

Truman, Harry S.: 213-214, 288, 349, 445-452, 456~ 
Attendance at UNCIO, 292, 849, 889, 460, 490-491, 601-602, 686, 757, 

1089, 1289, 1388, 1432n 925-926, 970, 1017, 1051-1056, 

Correspondence with Forrestal, 350- 1301, 1839, 1858, 1390-1391, 1497- 
351; Stettinius, 281-288, 350-351, 1498; Five-Power pre-UNCIO 
3038-355, 362-363, 612-615, 1063n, Conference conversations on, 211, 
1159-1160, 1431-1482, 1452n, 282, 295, 312, 490, 601, 614; 
1453-1455 France, participation in discus- 

Insistence on Stettinius as presiding sions, question of, 92-93, 140, 160— 
officer of UNCIO, 452, 454, 456 161; General Assembly, author- 

International Labor Organization, ity over, 187, 213-214, 460, 656, 
statement to, 1531 1497; inter-departmental agree- 

Miscellaneous, 408, 644n, 646, 667, ments on, 317, 330-332, 350-351 ; 
686, 8385-836, 850, 859, 867, 1439- inter-departmental differences on, 
1440 : 140-141, 204-206, 209-214, 282- 

Poland, concern over efforts to form 283, 312, 1209-1210; peace treat- 
a new government, 293-294, 386 ies, effect on, 448-449; policy 

UN Charter document presented to, ‘paper approved by President, 
1431-1482 350-351, 450; principles and ma- 

Trusteeship Council (see also Depend- chinery to be included in UN 
ent areas; Mandates; and Trustee- Charter, 288-289; process of ne- 
ships) : gotiation for, 16, 68, 128, 231, 448~ 

Composition, proposals and agree- 449; proposals for, 926, 1205, 
ments on, 447, 460, 845, 1070, 1223, 1279, 1301, 1305, 1358 ; Se- 

1114, 1223 curity Council authority over, 
Establishment as organ of UNO, 1406, draft proposals for, 137, 213-214, 

1470 460; security interests of United 

Functions and powers, 137-138, 460, States, discussions on, 93-95, 
1070, 1111-1114, 1421, 1497-1498 198-199, 211-212, 312-321, 330- 

Meetings, 1498 332, 350-351, 449-451, 614, 1210; 
Members, 1421, 1498 UNO authority over foreseen, 
Soviet expectation of representation| = 319; U.S. Department of the In- 

on, 686, 845, 1170, 1204-1205 | terior, policy on, 141, 198-199, 283, 
Voting, 845, 988-939 oe 1206, 1209-1210, 1280, 1430; U.S. 

Trusteeships (see also Dependent areas ; War and Navy Departments, pol- 
Mandates; and Trusteeship Coun- icies on, 140, 211-212, 214, 282- 
cil): ; | os 283, 312-318, 321, 330-332, 350~ 

Administration, matters relating to, 351, 448, 450-451, 1206, 1209, 1280, 
1236, 1891, 1398-1399, 1428-1429 1303, 1430-1431; Yalta agree- 

Alteration of rights of states or peo-| _ ments on, 210, 211, 214, 311-312, 
ples or terms of existing inter- 445-446 | 
national instruments, 960, 1051- Independence as ultimate objective, 

1056, 1169-1170 > oe question of, 793 . 
Arab League, attitude toward, 1054, International Labor Organization, re- 

1169 lationship to, 1547 . 
Australian proposals for, 926, 1205,] . Investigation and inspection of, 686 

1223, 1279, 1301, 1305, 1358 | Italy, to renounce rights in mandates, 
Bases in, question of, 80 . 446-447 
Categories of territories to be in-| Japan: Proposal to transfer to UNO, 

cluded, future agreements on, 117, 196-197, 282, 1303; proposal 
289, 318-319, 446, 459, 1420, 1428 to transfer to United States, 140, 

Colonies, differentiation in status 198, 218, 283, 290, 314-321, 330- 
among, 19, 25-27, 141, 1417-1418 -  §82, 850-351, 687; to renounce 

Crimea Conference agreements on, rights in mandates, 446 ~ 
210, 211, 214, 311-312, 445-446 | Joint Chiefs of Staff, attitude toward, 

Definition, 117, 773 ~ 122 

Discussions at UNCIO seen as pos- League of Nations mandates, draft 
sible cause of controversy, 26-27, plan for superseding, 21-22, 117, 
212, 288, 311, 450 288, 844-846, 1052, 1303 _—«;j.
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Trusteeships—Continued, United Kingdom—Continued 
National resources, right of trustee- Economie and social cooperation, 689, 

. ship government to conscript, 656 787, 805, 851, 893, 894, 1001 
Palestine, effect of independence on, Eeonomie and Social Council, 803, 

859-860, 888, 925, 950-954 804, 970, 1467, 1494, 1495, 1496- 
Pasvolsky memorandum on, 288-289 1497 
Political, economic, social, and edu- Enemy states, views on denial of right 

cational advancement, promotion of appeal to General Assembly or 
of, 656, 845, 1167-1170, 1205-1206 Security Council, 1368-1370, 

Principles and purposes, 459 1372-1374 
Puerto Rico, question of analogy to General Assembly : 

trusteeship areas, 794 International relations, power to in- 
Reservations regarding, discussions, quire into any sphere of, 1128, 

90, 92-98, 135, 140, 160-161 1286, 1810, 1320-1323, 1325- 
Self-government and independence, 1326, 1336, 1849-1355 

development of, 656-657, 789-790, Meetings, view on institution of, 
(92-798, 844, 925-926, 950-954, | . 1442, 1447, 1451 
959-962, 1055-1056, 1070, 1111- Rights of members as to scope of 
1114, 1167-1170, 1204-1206, 1209- discussions and recommenda- 
1210, 1223, 1279-1280 tions, 13849-1855, 1878-1887, 

Social, economic, and commercial mat- 1398 
ters, equal treatment in for all Security Council reports, view on 
members of UNO, 344 approval or rejection by, 1115, 

Strategic and non-strategic areas, 122, 1126 
319, 447, 449, 460, 491, 656, 1408 United Nations organs, matters re- 

Territorial charters for, draft pro- lating to powers and functions 
posal, 1386-137 of, 786 

Territories of members of UNO, 1420; Voting in, question of denial of vote 
of United States, 123, 1390 to members for arrears in pay- 

Tsarapkin, 8S. K., 151, 1103, 1121, 1164, ments, 762, 1402 
1183, 1215, 1345 International Court of Justice, 139, 

Tully, Grace, 214n . 271, 786, 842, 962, 1103-1104, 1471 
Turkey, 76, 86, 88, 106, 925n, 1487, 1490 International Labor Organization: 

ot ae Proposal to include as specialized 
Ukrainian Soviet Sociatist Republic. ageney, 56-57, 545-546, 569-570, 

See Byelorussian and Ukrainian 578, 587-588, 764, 787, 887, 890- 

Soviet Socialist Republics. 892, 1533; proposed amendments 
United Kingdom (see also Preparatory to Constitution, 1551~1552 

Commission and UNESCO), pro-| Italy, question of acceptance into 
posals and views concerning orga- UNO, 957-958, 1239, 1242 
nization and functions of United! League of Nations, liquidation of, 

Nations: 175-179, 180-181 

Aggression—aggressor, opposition to| Maintenance of peace and security, 
' including reference to in Charter, 729-730, 1034, 1036, 1099-1100 

808 Military Staff Committee, 1283-1284, 
Canada, British proposal for member- 1335 

ship in Security Council, 325,558| Palestine, view on independence for, 
Colonial development, appropriation 953 

for, 122. | | Permanent Court of International 
Denmark, British view on invitation Justice, proposal to continue, 756 

to UNCIO, 1085-1086 Regional arrangements, 595-597, 604, 
Dependent territories, views on, 18-22 653, 664, 669, 673, 676-679, 682- 
Disputes, pacific settlement, of, views 683, 685, 692-695, 697-704, 707, 

relative to UN functions and 709-710, 738-739, 807-808, 824— 
powers: Agreements for UN 825, 832-836, 866, 868 
members to make armed forces Secretary General: Deputies, pro- 
available to Security Council, ‘posals regarding, 783-784, 923, 

question of, 966-967, 1075; au- 1065, 1123-1125, 1332, 1337; pro- 
thority of Security Council to posals for nomination and elec- 

' ° determine matters of domestic tion, 741, 1104, 1292, 1461, 1504, 

jurisdiction, 1142, 1175-1176, 1507-1508; view on work distri- 
1185-1189, 1271-1273, 1276; ob- bution by, 1501 
ligation of UN members to settle Security Council: 
peacefully, 1161; proposal of Expulsion of members for arrears 
power of Security Council to rec- in payments, view on, 1402 

- ommend terms of settlement, 563- Middle powers, proposal of: repre- 
5964, 577-578, 589-590 sentation in, 878, 576-577
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United Kingdom—Continued United Kingdom—Continued. | 
Security Council—Continued White Paper on Palestine (1939), 
Non-members, participation in de- , cited, 952-953 

cisions requiring use of their | United Nations Charter. See Charter of 
armed forces, 806 the United Nations. 

Voting in, 13-14, 22~23, 72, 778-780, | United Nations Conference on Inter- 
826-828, 874, 880-881, 902, national Organization (UNCIO) 
912-9138, 915, 917, 986, 9389-941, (see also Charter of the United 
1019, 1091, 1093, 1096-1106, Nations, Dumbarton Oaks Pro- 
1118-1119, 1182, 1186, 1191, posals, and Interim arrangements), 
1193-1197, 1246, 1251, 1259, 1-14382 | 
1265 Administration, 2, 225 

Soviet treaty with Polish Provisional Admissions, organization and proce- 
Government of National Unity, dure, arrangements: Informal 
effect on, 204 Organizing Group meetings, 189~ 

Territorial integrity or political in- 191, 235-239, 283-288; Four- 
dependence, 748 Power preliminary meetings, 

Threats to the peace, obligation of 3638-374, 402-407, 472-4738, 486— 
members to make national re- 488, 505, 509-511; opening cere- 
sources available to Security monies, 166-167, 171, 223, 326, 
«‘ouncil in settling, 1076-1078 402; organization and procedure, 

Treaties, conventions, etc., view on 1-2, 156-157, 174-175; program, 
continuing under UNO except for tentative plans. 131-132, 189-190, 
those applying to current enemy 402-408 ; U.S.-U.K. Foreign Min- 
states, 810, 909, 956, 983, 1045, isters, 323-329 
1079-1081, 1094-1095, 1145-1146, Agenda, tentative arrangements for 
1177-1182, 1283 opening session, 403—407 . 

Trusteeships, 16, 597-598, 602, 656- American Republics: Proposed con- 
657, 686-687, 790, 792-794, T96—- ference of, to consider major 
797, 951, 1055, 1070, 1112-1114, issues relating to, 10-11, 27-29, 
1168, 1205, 1209, 1279, 1301, 1305, 36; Soviet concern over influence 
1497-1498 of, 510, 529 

Ukrainian and Byelorussian Soviet Armaments, control of, 44 
Socialist Republics,, view on China: As participating and sponsor- 
membership in UNO, 294, 364, 483 | .- ing power, 74, 88, 108; assurance 

United Nations Charter: Preamble, ' of cooperation toward suecess of, 
phraseology, purposes, and prin- 823; delegation, 120-121, 160, 
ciples, 745, 777, 783, 1011, 1366; 323n 

procedures for review, amend- Colonial problems, propriety of plac- 
ment, and _ revision, 990-997, ing on agenda, 16 

1083-1084, 1100-1102, 1122, 1146—-| Commissions, committees, etc. : 
1148, 1211-1224, 1228, 1261-1262, Advisory Committee of Jurists, 
1264, 1293-1294, 1299-1300, 1314- composition, 840 

1319, 1325, 13870-1371; views on Argentina, controversy over, 503-— 
ratification and signature, and on 504 
procedure for signing ceremony, : : 

_. 1270, 1281-1282, 1425, 1427  eeiend experts “ton IST s08 50 
United Nations Conference on Inter- 627 

national OTe aoe votaring Chairmanships: Assignments to, 
presiding officers, 408. 450458 © 369, 403-404, 410; Soviet ‘rejec- 

United Nations Organization : tion of assignments, 286, 353 
Interim arrangements, proposals Chairmen of, oe 5Oe ony to pre- 

and views, 1150, 1400-1401, | . Sent VIEWS, ano aat, 
1403-1404 Committee of deputies of heads of 

Membership: Proposal for qualifi- delegations of Five Powers, 629 
cation for, 662; views on ex- Committee on Security Aspects of 

' pulsion and suspension, 871, Preparation for UNCIO, 302, 
1000; views regarding with- 305-306 
drawal from, 850, 1084, 1214— Coordination Committee: Repre- 

1224, 1228, 1250, 1261-1262, sentation on, 653-655; work of, 

1264, 1267, 1287-1288, 1299-| . 1244-1245, 1257, 1290-1291, 
1300, 1376, 1377 1405-1406, 1422 

Secretariat, view on regulations Dissension among delegates at 
for, 1500 meetings of, 991-994 

Western European bloc, reports of Economie and Social Cooperation 
establishment, 649 Committee, 296, 655, 666
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United Nations Conference on Inter-| United Nations. Conference on Inter- 
national Organization—Continued national Organization—Continued 

Commissions, committees, etc.—Con. France, question of participation in 
Executive Committee of Steering Four-Power discussions, 67-69, 

Committee: Chairmanship, as- 574-575, 581-582 
signment to, and Soviet pro- Headquarters, 385n 
posal for rotation of four chair- Inter-American Conference on Prob- 
men, 291-292, 297, 453-455, 472- lems of War and Peace, relation 

. 473, 482, 504; composition, | to UNCIO, 10-12, 96 
| 181-182, 284, 325, 367-868, 482 ; International Labor Organization, 

‘powers and functions, 326," | provision for Conference to draft 
1329; proposals for replace- conventions for submission to 
ments on, 285-286, 296, 324-326, member states, 243 
368-370, 410 League of Nations, discussion on 

Jurisdictional disputes among, 671-— method of determining liquida- 
— «672, 753 tion of, 161-162, 175-179, 236, 

Number proposed and composition, 792, 1473-1474 
116, 157, 174-175, 182-183, 225- Meetings: Languages to be used in, 
226, 284, 287 192; speakers for plenary ses- 

Officers, 296-297, 503-505, 528 sions, 326-327, 1305, 13871-1372, 
Planning of first session of General 1401-1402, 1432 

' Assembly, commission for (see Name, adoption of, 174” 
also Preparatory Commission),| Officers, proposals and discussions 
264 concerning, 131, 157, 324, 404 

Procedural problems, 769-770 Participation (see also U.S. delega- 
Proposals for discussions by, for- tion, infra) : 

mulation, of, 180-131 Albania, denial of request to attend 
Rapporteurs,assignments and as observer, 207-208, 975, 1242 

~ duties, 296, 297, 504, 782 American Republics, question rela- 
Representation of delegations at tive to participation of “asso- 

' Committee meetings, impor- ciated nations’,12 _ 
tance of, 673 : Argentina, attendance by: Attitude 

_ Soviet disagreement on names, 353 of American Republics on, 486— 
Steering Committee : Chairmanship, 488, 501 ; controversy over, 199-— 

assignments to, and Soviet pro- 201, 328-329, 389, 394-398, 
posal for rotation of four, 291-|. - . 400-401, 411-413, 416-418, 483- 
292, 297, 452-455, 472-473; 485, 500-501, 531-532, 900 
chairmen of all delegations, in- Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re- 

~ clusion on, 326-327 ; China, pro- publics. See .Ukrainian and 
posal for including in, 1380; Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
composition proposed, 236, 325— Republics, infra. 

Boo ao roee d18 eatabluchane at Denmark, debate on invitation to 

sido, ie, tr asa rune | Steud, SOL, 8-955, 74s . tions and powers, 655, 1140, TOTO, OR 9 ALOU, 
1176, 1198, 1258, 1329-1330: re- Egypt, invitation to attend, 105-106 

port on meeting of, 481-483; Estonian denial of right of Soviet 

review of UN Charter. docu- Union to represent Estonia at 
ment, 1405; Ukrainian and Conference, 203-204 

Byelorussian Soviet Socialist France: Request to speak after 
Republics, proposal for includ- opening statements by spon- 

ing, 368 , | sors, 403-404; reservations re- 
Suet representation on, - garding attendance, 90-93, 95~ 

, Trusteeship Committee, 500, 504 105, 107-112, 201-208, 311-312, 
Ukrainian and Byelorussian Soviet _ 360, 403; tender of invitation 

. Socialist Republics, representa- to as participating and sponsor- 
tion on, 370, 410-418, 503 ing power, 72-80, 82-838, 88, 

Delegation. See names of individual 90-91 
countries; and U.S. delegation, Iceland, proposed attendance with- 
infra. out joining UNO, 86-87, 640- 

Documentation : Languages to be used 641, 975 

O86, 00. 0 308 s70 871. tod: Intergovernmental organizations, 

preparation, provisions for and views on attendance as ob- 
restrictions in, 188, 226-227; pub- servers, 153, 285, 292, 329-330, 
lication, 2-4 352, 404, 502, 615-617
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United Nations Conference on Inter-| United Nations Conference on Inter- 
national Organization—Continued national Organization—Continued 

Participation—Continued Participation—Continued 
International Labor Organization, Ukrainian and Byelorussian Soviet 

participation as adviser, 153, Socialist Republics, attendance 
191, 237, 238, 240, 287, 292, 372-| | by: American Republics, atti- 
373, 502, 617 tude on, 412, 485, 501; general 

International non-governmental or- view on, 444; Soviet views, 
ganizations, attendance as ob- 133-134, 142-144, 150-151, 158- 
servers and advisers, 240, 287, 159, 170, 198, 279, 280, 298, 353, 

: 352-353, 371-373, 502 360, 364-365, 370, 405-406, 482- 
Invitation: Press statement re- 485, 500-502; U.S. views, 144- 

garding, 108-109; restricted to 145, 152, 163, 166, 168-169, 
signatories of UN Declaration, 172-178, 183-186, 197-198, 279- 
68, 73, 76, 88, 191, 353, 371-372, 280, 288, 286, 364-365, 386—402, 

396, 641, 975-977 ; Soviet agree- 411-418, 416-418, 500-502, 900 
ment on text and timing of, Uruguay, invitation extended to, 
98-99, 107; text of, information _ 105-106 

concerning, 68, 88, 90, 107; | World Trade Unfon Conference, re 
timing of and procedure for is- 9 cy 

suance, 75, 78, 85, 88, 92, 96, aie 287, 372, 404-405, 482, 502, 

100, 102-109, 1086 Postponement, discussions concern- 
Italy, propriety of inviting, 206— ing, 186 

207, 417, 499, 977, 1236-1244, Presiding officer, proposals and dis- 
1256, 1289 cussions on question of a single 

Korean Provisional Government, president, four rotating presi- 
debate on inviting, 191, 975, dents, or other arrangement, 190, 

1242 269, 279, BRD, 284, 201-203, 324 Labor organizations, attendance as 363-367, 381, 407-410, 452-458, 

_ consultants, 215, 240, 626 4792-A73 
Latvian Government . in London, Progress, reports on, 955-956, 969- 

expression of willingness to at- 972, 1011-1012, 1020-1021, 1030- 

tend, 141-142 “1081, 1072-1078, 1085, 1092-1098, 
League of Nations, representation 1144-1145, 1152-1153, 1160, 1244— 

suggested, 153, 191, 240, 292 1245, 1257-1258, 1289-1291, 13804— 

Lebanon, views on attendance, 138- ' 1805, 1845-1346, 1348, 1360, 1367, 
139, 174 _. 1871, 1888-1390 . 

List of governments invited, 90, P one s a a policy and 

, 105-106 ; not inv ited, 106 . statements, formulation of, 116, 
Lithuania, expression of willing- 132, 157, 191, 407, 1129-1131, 

ness to attend, 195-196 1158, 1194-1195; press statement 
Membership in UNO not related to regarding invitations, 108-109 

attendance, 133-134 Purposes, clarification of proposals to 
National organizations, attendance be discussed, £17, 170-171, 948 

as consultants, 148-150, 167,| Rapporteurs, proposals for, 413 
171, 186-188, 215, 618, 616 Records. See Documentation, supra. 

| Nations associated with UNO, in- Resolutions, general,. expectation of 

vitations to, 68, 73, 76, 78 offers of, 349-350 
Poland, question of attendance. Secretariat, proposals for representa- 

See Poland: Government: At- tion on, 182 _ 
tendance, ete. Secretary General, Alger Hiss to serve 

Portugal Soviet attitude toward in temporary capacity, 402 
Pas ce Soviet .delegation, composition, 132- 
inviting, 417 133. 151-152 

Saudi Arabia, invitation extended “Speeches, number and duration, 671 

to, 84-86, 89, 105-106 - Terminal dates, 1, 67, 842-843, 849, 
Spain, propriety of inviting, 975 889, 891, 1093, 1200, 1244-1245, 
Switzerland, Soviet attitude toward 4269-1271, 1280-1282, 1289-1291, 

inviting, 417 — 1344, 1482n, 1512 - 

Syria, views on attendance by, 188-| - Treaties, conventions, etc., proposal 
139, 174 for discussion on revision of, 298 

Turkey, invitation extended to, Trusteeship Committee, 500, 504, 
105-106 1470-1471
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United Nations ‘Conference on Inter- | United Nations Educational,’ Scientific, 
national Organization—Continued and Cultural Organization—Con. 

U.S. delegation: . ~ Commissions, committees, etc., 1514- 
_ Arrival at Conference, 189 1515, 1522, 1527-1529 

Meetings, 116-118, 148-150, 168— Communications, mass media for, em- 
173, 183-189, 215-225, 227-235, phasis on place in UNESCO, 

| 241-268, 269-278, 296-310, 311- 1522-1523 | . 
co 323, 330-350, 360-361, 374-380, | Conference on: Conference of Allied 

. 385402, 407-444, 445-458, 460- Ministers of Education; role in, 
'  ' 472, 473-486, 488-498, 500-504, 463n, 1510, 1512-1514, 1517, 1525, 

_ 511-548, 558-562, 574-581, 588-— 1527; meetings, summary of, 
598, 607-609, 615-628, 631-640, 1524-1529; participation, 1516, 
641-650, 654-691, 707-712, 719- 1525, 1526; terminal dates, 1523- 
730, 740-749, 749-758, 761-811, 1524; voting, 1511, 1514 © 

_ 813-823, 826-831, 837-889, 892- Constitution, 1510-1514, 1515, 1517, 
_ 926, 935-968, 974-1011, 1022— 1520, 1521, 1525-1527 

~ 1071, 1087-1094, 11387-1145, Dependent areas, application of prin- 
1160-1170, 1171-1176, 1197-| | ciples to, 1517-1519, 1522 
1211, 1222-1235, 1236-1256, Educational systems, restoration of in 

— 1266-1268, 1273-1280, 1288- -war-damaged areas, 1528-1529 
. 1302, 1302-1313, 1328-1330, Establishment, proposals regarding, 
. 1889-1848, . 1855-1367,. 1888— 1512, 1519-1520, 1527 | 

~ 1397, 1404-1428; number held Headquarters site, 1521-1522, 1524— 
and sites, 116 1525 . 

Membership and functions: Alter-| Meetings, institution of, 1522 
nates to delegates not desired, National commissions for, 1511, 1529 

' 118; assignment of members to Scientists and scientific groups, role 
commissions, 171-172, 217, 297; of, 1515, 1522, 1526 

_ consultants to, 532-534, 613,| - Secretariat, 1522, 1524, 1528 
-  %68~-769 ; liaisen officers of, 380,:'|. United Nations Organization, relation 

385; miscellaneous, 20, 281, to, 1520, 1526-1527 .  ~ 
1355-1356; vice chairman ap-| . U.S. Congress, attitude toward, 1512, 
pointed, 385-386 1519-1520, 1527, 1529 

Press policy and statements, 70-71,| U.S. delegation, report of, 1523-1529 
118, 187, 215-216, 227-228, 232- | United Nations Food and Agriculture 
+288, 254, 269, 298-299, 348n, Organization, 158, 191, 487, 1468, 

378-379, 402, 460, 482, 489-490, 1502, 1559 ~ 
. §28, 525-527, 541-542, 558-559, | United Nations Organization (see also 

: 015-576, 603, 618, 640, 673-674,} . Preparatory Commission and names 
681, 690, 711, 731-732, 748, 831, of individual countries) : 
896, 906, 1172, 1841 Budgetary and financial arrange- 

Report to President, 1207-1209, ments: Agreements on, 1501- 
1405, 1431-1432 1502 ; consideration and approval 

Review by, of amendments and re-| by General Assembly, 250, 354, 
visions in UN Charter by other 031-538, 5438, 578, 1172-1173 
delegations, 223, 543-548: re-'|- Charter. See Charter of the United 

: . View by United Kingdom, Nations. a 
Soviet Union, China, and Commissions, committees, ete. : 

“ * s-Wpanece of U.S. amendments and Advisory Committee on Adminis- 

revisions in Charter, 523-525 trative and Budgetary Ques- 
Voting procedures : In commissions, tions, 1501-1502 

- committees, etc., 671; in delega- Human Rights Commission, Pro- 
| tion, 169, 217; number for each posed, 533, 535, 570 

sponsoring powér, discussions Interim commission for economic 
and agreements on, 145n, 170, | - . and social matters, proposed, 

173, 179-180, 184, 197-198}... 2/9880 ° 
Or . ‘ ~ Military Staff Committee. See Mil- . . 279-280; rules and order of, og i . 

- itary Staff Committee of UNO. 

. 874, 389, 482, 528-530, 1402 ‘Preparatory Commission. See Pre- 
United Nations Educational, Scientific paratory C ommissi on of UNO: 

and Cultural Organization also, Interim arrangements. 
(UNESCO), 1510-1529 . Crimea Conference policy papers on, 

Adult education and libraries, pro- 25.96 

posals regarding, 1522 Dependent areas, territorial integrity 
Budgetary and financial arrange-. and political independence as 

ments, 1527 goal for, 19
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United Nations Organization—Con. United Nations Organization—Con. 
Diplomatic privileges and immunities Membership—Continued 

of delegates and officials, 60-61, Poland, question of, 1359, 1404 
437-439, 791, 1499 Procedure for a state to acquire 

Expenses, apportioned among mem- membership after ratification 
bers by General Assembly, 250, of Charter, question of, 977 
354, 5387-588, 1172-1173 Qualifications of “peace-loving” 

Four-Power group meetings on orga- states for, 23, 661-662, 671, 727 

nization and admissions, 189-191, Spain, proposal for and denial of 
-  --: 285-289, 283-288, 323-324, 363- membership, 1166-1167, 1358- 

374, 402-407, 472-473, 486-488, 1360, 1388 - 
505, 509-511 State, definition of, 234, 257, 414, 

Functions and powers. See wnder 431 
General Assembly of UNO and Suspension and restoration (see 

Security Council of UNO. also Expulsion from, supra), 
General Assembly. See General As- 59, 246-249, 508, 647, 754, 786- 

sembly of UNO. (87, 871-873, 988, 1234, 1300 

Headquarters site: Preferences for, Switzerland, special position in re- 
17, 61, 658, 1159-1160, 1437-1440, lation to, 749 
1442-1444, 1448, 1450-1457, 1459- Tentative list of UN and other 

1461, 1479-1492, 1502-1503 ; press states offered membership, 253, 
statements on, 1480n, 1481-1482, 507 
1486, 1488-1489; subcommittee Ukrainian and Byelorussian Soviet 
for choosing, 1488-1484, 1502- Socialist Republics: American 
1503 Republics, attitude toward, 364, 

International Labor Organization, re- 35, cruing and agreement on, 
lationship to, 1508, 1538, 1543 133-134, 142-144, 150-151, 158- 

1546, 1548-1549 159, 170, 197-198, 255, 279-280 
International security, concept of, 667 , , pan) , 309° 

es 283, 286, 294, 363-365, 381-383, 
Italy, debate over admission, 810-811, 386-387, 411-418, 416-418, 444, 

957-958, 1167, 1299 482-485, 501n; Roosevelt com- 
Japan, exclusion from membership, mitment on, 13-14; 197-198, 

1299 279-280, 364, 388-391, 411, 485; 
League of Nations: Financial assets, Stalin-Roosevelt conversation 

discussion concerning transfer to,; on, 197-198; United Kingdom 
- 178, 1503; integration into UNO,| and Dominions view on, 294, 
31, 65, 359, 1503-1504... 364, 483 : . 

Membership: Withdrawal from: Obligations of 
- Admission and readmission, de- states regardless of with- 

cided by General Assembly on drawal, 338, 1231; provisions 
recommendation of Security for, 33, 247-248, 387-3838, 355, 
Council, 30-31, 65, 233-234, 246, 4492-443, 480-481, 527, 541-543, 
346, 354, 537, 647, 660-661, 1204 727, 7538-754, 787, 847-850, 992, 

Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re- 995, 999, 1066, 1083-1084, 1100- 
public. See Ukrainian and 1103, 1185, 1202-1204, 1212, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist - 1214-1235, 1249-1256, 1260- 
Republics, infra. 1268, 1274-1275, 1277-1279, 

Denmark, consideration of, 1159 1286-1288, 1293-1301, 1303- 
Determination of effective date, 1, 1304, 1344-1345, 13875-13877, 

548, 572-573 1429-1430 
Effect on of allowing former enemy Military agreements by members. See 

states to adopt UN Declaration, Treaties, conventions, etc., infra. 
252-2538 Names for, proposed, 11, 218-219, 

Equality in, 1231 | 1201-1202, 1421 
Expulsion from (see also Suspen- National Catholic Welfare Confer- 

sion and restoration, infra): ence, attitude toward, 328 
For arrears in payments, 754; Non-members, admission to Inter- 
provisions for, 60, 647, 783, 871- national Court of Justice, 518, 
873, 922-923, 988, 1000, 1016. 756-757, 840-842 

. 1066, 1197, 1202, 1234, 1256, Organizational structure: Diseus- 
1260, 1295, 1299-1301, 1344, sion on clarification of terms 
1346, 1389-1390 included in principles of or- 

Obligation of, fulfilling, 507 ganization, 224-225, 228-232; 
“Peace-loving states”, criticism of proposals made at Moscow Con- 

term, 228, 354, 414, 431, 536, ference, 23; universal member- 
552 ship, theory of, 33, 376
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United Nations Organization—Con. United Nations Organization—Con. 
Principles and purposes: Secretary General: 

Assistance by member states to the Deputies, nomination, election, and 
Organization or to other mem- number, 740-742, 755-756, 774— 
ber states, provisions regard- 775, 83, 922-923, 999-1000, 
ing, 60, 231, 525, 748 1015, 1019-1020, 1023, 1031- 

Center for harmonizing actions in ' 1084, 1057, 1059, 1064-1065, 
attainment of common ends, 1107-1108, 1123-1125, 1297, 
223 . : 1331-13338, 1336, 1846-1347 

Clarification of term, discussion on, Functions and powers: Appoint- 
. 224-225 ment of officials by, 436, 570- 

Disputes, pacifie settlement of: In 571; calling conference for re- 
conformity with principles of vision of Charter, 1306; chief 
justice and international law, administrative officer, 434, 437, 
126-127, 146, 193, 221, 281, 348, 547, 13832; power to call atten- 
354, 356-357, 373, 463-464, 507, tion of Security Council and 
536, 538, 540, 544, 546, 550-551, General Assembly to matters 
5538-554, 752-753, 1161-1168 ; endangering peace and secu- 
obligation of members to settle rity, 61-62, 434-435, 508, 784, 
peacefully, 224, 229-230, 238, 1495 ; records of Security Coun- 
337-338, 344-346, 354, 358-359, cil to be kept by, 1496; removal, 
376, 424-426, 427, 429-430, 506— procedure for, 431, 484, 508, 
507, 524-525, 538, 550, 552-553, 1347; responsibilities confined 
563-565, 577-585, 5938, 693, to UNO, 436, 507, 571-572 ; term 
1161-1163, 13889; restriction of of office, 61, 431, 484, 508, 547, 
activities to international dis- 570-571, 579, 588, 740, 742, 12938, 
putes, 59 1332, 13845-1848, 1448; work 

Domestic jurisdiction, non-inter- distribution by, 1501 
ference in matters of, 56, 750, Procedure for election, 62, 431-434, 
752-753, 1271-1273, 1275-1276, 508, 547, 588, 710~711, 740-745, 

. 1290-1291, 1297, 1801-1302, 769, 772, 989, 997, 999-1001, 
1354 1014-1015, 1019, 1023, 1031- 

Economic, social, cultural, or hu- -, 1084, 1057, 1060, 1064, 1104, 
manitarian problems, coopera- — 1106-1108, 1291-1293, 1297, 
tion in solving, 1407 1882, 13837, 1846 

Equal rights and _ self-determina- Staffs (see also Secretariat, supra) : 
/ . tion, respect for, 961 Appointments to, procedures for, 

Friendly relations, development of, 1163-1164, 1416, 1499 
222 . a Classification and compensation, 

Human rights, promoting and en- 1499-1501 
couraging respect for, 747, ‘ Equal rights principle to be ob- 
1407 served on, 527, 755, 162-763, 

Maintenance of peace and security, 784—785, 1163-1164 
23-24, 63, 220, 306-308, 647, International Civil Service Commis- 
693-694. . . sion for, proposed, 1499 

Proposals for inclusion in state- Regulations for, 1500 : 
ment of functions and powers, Separate staff for each organ, 1472- 
220-224 | 1473 

Territorial integrity or political Territories of United States, discus- 
independence, prohibition of sion on question of jurisdiction 

. threat or use of force in viola- over, 1417-1420 
tion of, 60, 220, 375, 423-425, Transitional character of organiza- 
(26-727, T47-748, 774, 783 tion, 991-992 

Threats to peace and ‘security, Treaties, conventions, etc.: Jurisdic- 
armed forces made available by tion over future treaties, 887-888, 

states for use in averting, 50, 943 ; obligation | of members to 
51. 231 register and review, 479-480, 541, 

? a ; 608, 613, 791, 860; obligation of 
Secretariat (see also Staffs, infra): members to respect, 40-41, 59, 

Establishment, discussions con- 220-221, 232, 414, 555, 746-747, 

cerning, 60-61, 431, 523, 540, 547, 783, 847, 859-861, 906-908 ; regis- 
1452; international character of, tration and publication by, 62. 

436, 507, 571-572, 1416; officials 863-864; review and recommend- 

of, provisions for removal, ing revisions in, 126, 561-562, 

436-437 746-747, 791-792, 908, 1024, 1069,
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United Nations Organization—Con. U.S. Congress—Continued " 
Treaties, conventions, etc.—Con. Senate—Continued 

1127; transfer of control to, ex- Attitude toward matters pertaining 
cept for those applying to cur- to organization and -functions 
rent enemy states, 510-511, 547, | | of United Nations—Continued 
556-557, 568, 580-581, 584, 595, International Court of Justice. 
604-607, 610-612, 615, 618-624, 492-494, 497-498 
651, 693-695, 725, 809-810, 857— Self-defense measures, 639 

- §858, 861, 907-910, 926, 949-950,. Trusteeships, 574, 614, 1280 
956, 980-986, 1002-1010, 1023,’ UN Charter, 555, 561, 572, 693 
1039-1049, 1068-1078, 1082, 1087, UNESCO, 1512, 1519-1520, 1527 

. 1094-1095, 1120, 1170, 11738, 1177- Voting in Security Council, 1088, 
1188, 1338, 1411-1412 1098, 1289, 1298 

Trusteeships. See Trusteeships. Withdrawal from membership, 
UNESCO, relation to, 1520, 1526— _ question of, 7538, 1252 

1527 Bi-partisan Group and B2-H2 
rns © ng +8 : Group, 127 ane nee Participation Act of Committees: Foreign Relations, 

United Nations Relief and Rehabilita- oy a” 118s Naval Affairs, 
. se . ; , 

i IL Blo. 46s, 688 Oy ee U.S. Department of the Interior, policy 
1173. 1557-1559, 1560,1561 , regarding establishment of trustee- 

, , m ships, 141, 198-199, 283, 1206, 1209- 
Uruguay (see also American Repub- 1210. 1280. 1430 

lies) : oo, U.S. Navy Department: Endorsement 
Belligerent status, imminence of, 88 of UN Charter text, 1355-1356, 

United Nations, matters pertaining 1430-1481; regional arrangements, 

to: Arms production, 773; invita- views on, 668-669, 672-673, 675, 
tion to attend UNCIO, 105-106; 819; trusteeships, policy on, 140, 
judges of International Court of 911-212, 214, 282-283, 312-318, 321, 

_ Justice, proposal regarding, 785;| — 330-339, 350-351, 448, 450-451, 
settlement of disputes, views con- - 1206, 1209, 1280, 1303, 1418-1419, 
eerning, 48, 54-55; UN Charter, 1430-1431 

proposal for effective date of| U.S. Treasury Department, 1561-1562 
amendments, 868-869; with-| U.S. War Department: Endorsement of 
drawal from UNO, proposals for, UN Charter text, 1355-1356, 1430- 
727, 753, 847, 849 1431; policy on trusteeships, 140, 

U.S. Congress: 211-212, 214, 282-288, 312-318, 321, 
House of Representatives: Attitude | 330-332, 350-351, 448, 450-451, 1206, 

toward matters relative to United 1209, 1280, 1808, 1430-1431; views 
Nations, 498, 788, 918, 1280, 1512, on regional arrangements, 668-669, 
1519-1520, 1527, 1529, 1559; Bi- 672-675, 819 . 
partisan Group, 127; Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, 260, 462-464 | Vandenberg, Arthur H., 24, 70, 117, 

Meeting of members with Secretary of 125-126, 149, 168-170, 172-178, 180, 
State to review developments at 184-185, 188, 216-224, 227-234, 242— 
Yalta Conference, 127 : 268, 271-281, 296-810, 316-350, 

Advice and consent to ratification 486, 490-494, 503-504, 512-528, 530— 

of UN Charter, 1 608-609, 611-613, 617-698, 631640 
Appreciation of services of U.S. 6 43-650. 658 662-663 667_-712 71 4. 

delegation to UNCIO, 1288- 730, 738, 744, 746-749, 752-778, 
: 1289 _._ | 797-799, 802-811, 815-823, 825, 828- 

Attitude toward matters pertaining 834 839-847 853-885 889-892, 

: to organization and functions} 914-996, 932-935, 938-954, 956-968, 
of United Nations: |  -973+974, 980-989, 992-1011, 1024 

Armed forces, question of sup- 1089, 1050-1051, 1057-1071, 1082- 
plying. to security Council, 1086, 1089-1094, 1 098-1106 , 

809,948 1113-1117, 1122-1131, 1142-1152, 
Compulsory Jurisdiction, 965-966 1160-1170, 1173-1189, 1197-1209, 

Domestic jurisdiction, 765 1212-1235, 1238-1256, 1266, 1268, 
. Educational and social coopera- 1276-1280, 1285-1288, 1297-1302, 

tion, 463-464, 798-799, 853, 1305-1313, 1320, 1323-1330, 1339- 
855-857 1344, 1858-1360, 1868-1377 

Hemisphere defense, 593-595, 672, | Vargas, Narifie, Alberto, 55 

698, 705, 708, 714, 718, 721 Vasiliev, Lt. Gen. A. F., 152
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United Nations: Webster, Charles Kingsley, 1115-1116, 

Budgetary and financial arrange- 1125, 1127, 1239, 1285, 1292, 1328, 
ments, 1502 1370, 1506-1508 

Disputes, regional agencies in, 54 Wei Tao-ming, 190-191, 285-239, 241 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, prelimi- | Western European bloc, 649 

nary review of matters for dis- | Whitcomb, Philip, 80 
cussion at UNCIO, 222 White, Harry Dexter, 260-268, 470, 504 

General Assembly: Investigative | White, Wallace H., Jr., 127 
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the peace, 46-48; nomination and | Wilcox, Francis O., 881, 1200 
election of vice presidents, 1463, | Wilgress, L. D., 1489, 1490-1491 
1465, 1478, 1505-1506 Wilkinson, Ellen, 1524 

International Court of Justice, 50, | Williams, John Sharp, 1011 
271, 1164, 1166 Willson, Rear Adm. Russell, 122, 274, 

Security Council: Obligation of UN 305, 331, 347-348, 448-452, 665, 668, 
members to make armed forces 682, 728, 728, 839 
and facilities available to, 51,| Wilson, Edwin C., 99, 101 
802; voting in, 54, 773, 919 Wilson, Woodrow, 24, 314 

United Nations Charter, matter of | Winant, John G., 87-90, 95-97, 100-102, 
review, amendment, and revision, 105-106, 111-112, 119-120, 124-125, 
1213 128, 188-140, 150-151, 153, 159-160, 

Victor Emmanuel III, King of Italy, 193, 199-202, 361, 1434-1437, 1440- 
1238n 1442, 1485, 1510, 1511-1515, 1517- 

Villa Michel, Primo, 355-360 1519, 1521-1523 
Voting: Wise, Rabbi Stephen A., 167, 951 

Economic and Social Council, 266-267 | Wood, H. McKinnon, 1471-1472 
General Assembly: Denial for ar-| World trade, equal access to (see also 

rears in payments, 250, 762, 784, Raw materials), 844, 979 
1401-1402; mumber for each/| World Trade Union Conference (see 
member, 241—242, 255-258, 377 also Labor organizations) : Inter- 

League of Nations, 876, 912, 914, 920, national Labor Organization, rela- 
935, 1014, 1133 tionship to, 15382; miscellaneous, 

Security Council. See Security Coun- 240, 287, 372, 789; request for at- 
cil of UNO: Voting. tendance at UNCIO as adviser, 240, 

Trusteeship Council, 845, 988-939 287, 3872, 404-405, 482, 502, 546; 
United Nations Conference on Inter- UNO, relationship to, 1442 

national Organization, majority |} Wright, Mrs. Hamilton, 1391 
rule at, 482 Wrong, H. H., 1363 

United Nations Educational, Scien- 
tific and Cultural Organization | Yalta Conference. See Crimea Confer- 
Conference, 1511, 1514 ence, 1945. 

United States delegation to UNCIO, | Yost, Charles W., 920 
169, 217, 374, 389, 482, 528-530, | Yugoslavia, views and proposals rela- 
671, 1402 tive to UN and UNCIO, 285-286, 

Vyshinsky, A. A., 165, 1521 325-326, 368-370, 920, 1242, 1454, 
1463-1464, 1472, 1483, 1487, 1490, 
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