
and in snubbing people. An excellent adviser — but he should not be 
allowed his head in policy matters — I do not know if he is— one sometimes 
sees his hand. The delegation is weak on the economic and social side. There 
is a grave lack of authority — of men of solid experience, wisdom and 
moderation, who inform a committee — not so much by what they sav as bv 
what they are. Then there is the lack of any represerdation of the Énglish 
internationalists or those who have devoted themselves to oppressed peo-
ples and to social causes — that whole humanitarian and social side of 
English activity goes unrepresented. There were representatives of it. but 
they have gone home — the brunt of the British representation is borne by a 
little group thinking in terms of political and military power and with not 
much feeling for public opinion. As they get more tired they may pull a 
serious gaffe. They produce no ideas which can attract other nations and are 
not much fitted to deal with Commonwealth countries. 

American policy, or perhaps I should say more narrowly, American 
tactics in this Conference are similar to British — like the British the  y hew 
closely to the party line of support for the Great Power veto while allo-  wing 
the impression to be disseminated among the smaller countries that they do 
so reluctantly, that their hearts are in the right place but that they dare-  not 
say so for fear of the Russians bolting the organisation. One incidental result 
of this line which the British and Americans may not contemplate is to 
increase the prestige of Russia. The United States delegation as a whole is 
no more impressive than the British. There does not seem to be much 
attempt to understand the viewpoint of the smaller nations or to produce 
reasoned arguments to meet their objections. On the other hand. the 
Americans are extremely susceptible to pressure from the Latin Americans 
who are not doing at all badly out of this Conference. The only American 
advisers I know are the State Department Team — shifty-eyed little Alger 
Hiss who has a professionally informal and friendly,-  manner — which fails to 
conceal a respectful and suspicious nature said to be very anti-British —Ted 
Achilles, slow, solid, strong physically as an ox, a careful, good-tempered 
negotiator and a very good fellow — I should not think much influence on 
policy. 

The U.S.S.R. have achieved a most unfavourable reputation in the 
Committees. This does not result from dislike for the methods or personali-
ties of individual Russians— so far as the Conference is concerned there are 
no individual Russians—they all say exactly the same thing (and needless to 
say this goes for the Ukrainian and Bielo-Russkis). All make the same brief 
colourless statements — every comma approved by Nloscow — from which 
every trace of the personality of the speaker has been rigorously excluded. 
Their reputation is one of solid stone-walling and refusal to compromise. On 
the other hand, they,- are continually blackmailing other governments by 
posing as the protectors of the masses against reactionary inluence. This 
they have done so effectively that it is quite possible for them to produce a 
record at the Conference which would show them battling for the oppressed 
all over the world. The insincerity of these tactics is patent to those who see 
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