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The information set out below consists of extracts from offic-
ial publications and is intended to provide a chronological account, al-
though somewhat disjointedly, of Canada's concern with the Korean problem.
Most of the extracts are taken from successive volumes in the CANADA AND
THE UNITED NATIONS series which is published annually by the Department
of External Affairs. These volumes, since 1947, have carried chapters on
Korea which, when read together, provide a well-rounded picture of devel-
opments from the time of the Cairo Agreement on Korea in 1943 until the
Armistice was signed in 1953. Additional public statements have been
added to bring the survey up to March, 1954,

Since a number of the CANADA AND THE UNITED NATIONS volumes,are
now out of print and since the.Geneva Gonference has heightened the need
for such infommation, this materidl has been brought together in this
form for the convenience of those interested.

Excerpt from CANADA AT THE UNITED NATIONS 1947, Department of BExternal
Affairs, pages 31 - 35

At the Cairo Conference in December, 1943, the United States, the
United Kingdom, and China agreed "that in due course Korea should become
free and independent” and the three Powers undertook to ensure the future
security, independence and economic well-being of Korea. The Cairo pledge
was reaffirmed in the Potsdam Declaration of July, 1945, and subscribed to
by the Soviet Union when it entered the war against Japan.

At the Moscow Conference in December, 1945, the Foreign Ministers
of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States issued a
declaration concerning the establishment of an independent Korea. The
Government of China later adhered to this statement. In the declaration
on Korea it was agreed to establish a joint United States-Soviet Commis-
sion to meet in Korea and, through consultations with Korean democratic
parties and and social organizations, to decide on methods for establish-
ing & Provisional Korean Government. The Joint Commission was then to
consult with the Provisional Government in order to work out measures to
assist the political, economic and social development of the Korean
people. It was agreed that the Proposals of the Joint' Commission to
achieve these ends should be submitted for consideration to Governments
of the United States, the U.S.S.R. , the United Kingdom, and China with a
view to the establishment of a four-power trusteeship for Korea for a
period of up to five years. It was envisaged that the trusteeship period
would precede the granting of absolute independence.

In the ultimate event,.it proved impossible for the United States
and Soviet representatives to co-operate through the Joint Commission to
achieve the objective of the Moscow Agreement. As a result, the tempor-
ary division of Korea at the 38th parallel between the United States and
Soviet authorities was continued. This arbitrary division, which was
introduced for purposes of the oceupation at the end of the war, has
seriously crippled the Korean economy, since the industrial centres are
in the north and the agricultural areas in the south. Normal intercourse
between the two zones of occupation hae not been possible. The Joint
Commission met on a limited number of occasions and failed to agree on
any question of importance.




In an effort to achieve some progress towards the establish-
ment of an independent Korean State, the United States proposed the
convening of a four-power conference to discuss proposals for imple-
menting the Moscow Agreement. The Soviet Union, however, declined
this invitation. The United States then proposed that the agenda of
the Second Session of the General Assembly should include an item
entitled "The Problem of the Independence of Korea®™. In his opening
speech before the plenary session of the General Aseembly on Sept-
ember 17, 1947, the United States represgentative stated:

"Although we shall be prepared to submit suggestions
as to how the early attainment of Korean independence
might be effected, we believe that this is a matter which
now requires the impartial judgment of the other Members.
We do not wish to have the inability of two Powers to
reach agreement delay any further the urgent and rightful
claims of the Korean people to independence".

In the First Committee of the General Assembly, the United
States representative introduced a resolution which proposed that
electiong should be held in North and South Korea, not later than
March 31, 1948, under the control of the United Nations, as an in-
itial step towards the creation of a National Agsembly and the est-
ablishment of a National Government in Korea. It was proposed to
set up a United Nations Temporary Commission, to be present in Korea
during the elections and to be available for such consultations as
were appropriate in connection with the elections; the subsequent
organization of a National Assembly amd the formation of a Govern-

ment.

The Soviet repreeentative responded to the United States
initiative on the subject of Korea by himself proposing a resolu;ion
which called for the withdrawal of all Soviet and other occupation

. troops in Korea at the beginning of 1948, in order tlat the Korean

people might establish a National Government without foreign inter-
ference. This proposal was not acceptable to a majority of the
Members of United Nations. .

At this juncture a procedural issue was introduced into the
debate by the Soviet repreeentative who requested the Committee to
invite elected Korean representatives to attend the Committee‘’s dis-
cussions of the problem and present their views. As no elected Korean
representative was available, this proposal obviously was designed
merely to delay the consideration of the question in the United Nations.
on these grounds, the majority of the Committee, including Canada, ob-
jected to the Soviet suggestion, although subscribing to the principle
that Korean representatives should eventually be heard.

The United States thereupon introduced an amendment to the

Soviet resolution which affirmed the principle of consultation with
elected Korean representatives and proposed the setting up of a Temp-
orary United Nations Commission, similar to that proposed in the orig-
inal United States resolution, to go to Korea to ensure that the rep-
resentatives elected in Korea, were, in fact, duly elected and not the
mere appointees of military authoritiess Against Soviet opposition
this emendment was finelly adopted by a large majority. The Soviet
Union and the other eastern Buropean States refused to participate in

. the voting and thereafter announced that they would teke no part in the

United Nations Temporary Commission which had been proposed in the re-
solution.,
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When the problem of Korean representation in the discusaions had
been resolved in this way, the United States reintroduced its original
resolution, revised to conform with the procedural decision which had
established the United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea. This re-
vised resolution embodied Indian and Chinese suggestions which called
for the Korean general elections to be held on a national, and not a :
zonal basis, under the control of the United Nations Commission. It was
furtber proposed that, with the establishment of a Korean National Assem-
bly and of a Korean Nhtional Government, the Government of Korea should
then constitute its own security forces and should arrange for the with-
drawal of all occupation troops in consultation with the United Nations
Commission. This amendment was designed to make possible the particip-
ation of China in the eventual establishment of Korea's indepémdence.

The United States also accepted a Philippine emendment which forbade for-
eign interference in Korea, except at the request of the United Nations.

The United States proposed that Australia, Camada, China, El
Salvador, France, India, the Philippines, Syria, and the Ukraine should
‘be represented on the Temporary Commission. These States, with the ex-
ception of the Ukrainien Soviet Socialist Republic, agreed to serve. The
Ukraine refused to participate in the work of the Commission.

The United States resolution, as amended, was adopted in Commit-
tee by 46 votes to O with 4 abstentions, the latter including the Scan-
dinevian countries. Ceanada voted for the resolution and the U.S8.8.R.,
‘Poland, Yugoslavia, Byelorussia, the Ukraine and Czechoslovakia did not
participate in the voting.

The two resolutions setting up the United Nations Temporary Com-
mission on Korea and outlining the plans for Korean independence under
the guidanee of this Commission were adopted in plenary session by 43 to
O with 6 Members abstaining. The abstentions included the Scandinavian
States and some Arab States. Canada voted in the affirmative, and those
States which had not participated in the voting in the First Committee
again took no part in the proceedings. The Soviet Union tben reintro-
duced its original resolution, calling for the evacuation of all occup-
ation troops from Korea by January 1, 1948. This resolution was
rejected.

The Canadian Attitude

The Canadian representative, in a statement in the First Com-
mittee on October 30, said that the failure of bilateral negotiatdons
over the independence of Korea had resulted in this question being
placed on the agenda of the General Assembly. ' He noted the United
States and Soviet agreement over the fact that the present occupation
forces in Korea must be withdrawn, as well as the importaent dif ferences
over the methods of procedure to be adopted to give effect to this with-
drawal. The Canadian representative summed up the Canadian attitude to
the United States proposal in the following words:

"The Canadian delegation will support the approach of
the United States rather than the proposal of the Soviet
Union. It seems to our delegation that a premature with-
drawal of occupation forces, which were originally put in
that country to enable th& Korean people to achieve thse
degree of unity of purpose and stability necessary to the
esteblishment of a national and independent government,
would serve only to precipitate chaos and disunity, es-
pecially in view of the political and economic division
which has been imposed upon the country during the occup-
ation. Moreover, the reference to ‘foreign’ interference




hardly seems a valid objection to apply to the United
States proposal to establish a United Nations Temporary
Commission on Korea, to supervise the freedom of elect-
ions in the country, to assist in the orgenization of a
democratic form of government and the withdrawal of the
occupying forces. Surely the very purpose of such a
commission would be to provide observers to ensure that
the Korean people could, in faect, establisgh their own
government by free elections without foreign imterfer-
ence."

Excerpt from CANADA AND THE UNITED NATIONS 1948, Department of External
‘ ‘ Affairs, pages 67 - 71

The last act of the third session of the General Assembly before
it adjourned on December 12, 1948, was to pass a resolution on Korea by
48 to 6 with one abstention. This resolution approved the conclusions
of the Report of the United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea and
declared that the Government of the Republic of Korea had been properly
established under the observation of the Commission in that part of Korea
where the Commission had been able to function. In addition to a general
interest in the establishment of Korean independence, Canada was espec-
ially concerned with the Korean guestion because of its membership on the
United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea.

Dr. Patterson, the Canadian representative, attended the first
meeting of the Commission on January 12 at Seoul, Korea, where the Com-
migsion first considéred the approach to be made to the Soviet author-
ities in North Korea to secure tisir co-operation. The United States
authorities had already indicated their readiness to co-operate, Letters
in identical form were sent to the General Officers Commanding the forces
in North end South Korea and the text of these letters was also sent by
telegram to the Secretary-General of the United Nations with the request
that the permanent Soviet representative to the United Nations be asked
to transmit it to Moscow. In a reply of January 23 from the Soviet rep-
resentative, which was relayed to the Commission, Mr. Gromﬁrlﬁo reminded
the Commission of the negative attitude taken by the Soviet ‘Governme nt
towards the establishment of the Korean Commission. It soon became
apparent that no response would be forthecoming directly from the Soviet

Commander in North Korea.

On February 6, the Commission declared that the negative attit-
ude of the Soviet Government made it impossible for the Commission %o
exercise for the time being the fumctions conferred upon it by the Gen-.
eral Agsembly in the part of Korea occupied by the Soviet armed forces.
The Commission thereupon resolved that it should consult the Interim
' Committee of the General Assembly and adopted a resolution embodying
the following questions on which consultation should take place:

I Ie it open to or incumbent upon the Commission under the
terms of the General Agsembly Resolutions of November 14,
1947, and in the light of developments on the situation
with respect to Korea since that date, to implement the
progremme a8 outiined in Resolution II in that part of
Korea which is occupied by the armed forces of the United
States of America?




II If not (a) should the Commission observe the election of
Korean representatives to take part in the consideration
of the Korean guestion as outlined in Resolution I of Nov-
ember 14, 1947, provided that it has determined that
elections can be held in a free atmosphere and (b) should
the Commission consider such other measures as may be pos-
sible and advisable with a view to the attainment of its
ob jectives? : : :

On February 19, Mr. Menon, the Chairmen and Indian representative
on the Commission, made a full report on the work of the Commission to
the Interim Committee. The United States representative stated that the
first question put to the Interim Committee should be answered in the
affirmative, thereby leaving no need for an answer to the second question.
He introduced a resolution to this effect.

The Canadian representative, in presenting tle view of the Can-
edian Government, said that of the two resolutions of the Assembly which
governed the powers and duties of the Korean Commission, the second in
paragraph 4 indicated that the Commission could not operate in South
Korea only. The Commission could not violate its terms of reference and
the Interim Committee was not competent to change them. Therefore the
Commission was not in a position to carry out its mandate in Korea. Al-
though the Canadian Government strongly supported the objective of a
free, united and democratic Korea and felt that the policy of the U.S.8.R.
in preventing its realization was to be condemned, it nevertheless thought
it unwise to ask the Commission to take further action.

On February 26, the Interim Committee by a vote of 31 in favour
to 2 against (Canada and Australia) with eleven abstentions, adopted the
United States resolution

The General Officer Commanding United States Army Forces in South
Korea announced on March 1 that elections would be held in that zone on
May 9, a date which was later changed to May 10, After deliberation, the
Commission on March 12 by a wvote of 4 to 2 with 2 abstentions decided to
observe these elections provided that it was ascertained that they would
be held in a free atmosphere wherein democratic rights of freedom of
speech, press and assembly would be recognized and respected. Canada and
Australia, in conformity with the position they had taken in the Interim
Committee, again voted in the negative.

The greater part of the necessary preparatory work relating to
the observation of the elections was done by sub-committees and other
subsidiary bodies created by the Commission. One sub-committee, on which
the Canadian representative served, was charged with devising ways and
means to ensure free conditions for the elections and approved a list of
recommendations which was subsequently adopted by the Commission and
passed to the United States authorities in South Korea. The United
States Commanding General, after receiving these recommendations issued
on April 5, a "Proclamation on the rights of the Korean People"™, con-
cerning civil liberties in South Korea.

.One of the recommendations of the Commission concerned the par-
doning of political prisoners, and on April 8 the United States Command-
ing Geperal informed the Commission that 3,140 pardons had been issued in
ample time for the former prisoners to register as voters or as candidates
in the elections.



‘Another Commission sub-committee examined documents received from
Korean sources and secured statements from prominent Korean personalities
whose views might be helpful to the COmm1581on in its observation of the

elections.

A third sub-committee, of which the Canadien representative was a
member, examined the electoral laws and regulations in force in Korea, and
prepared draft recommendations for the Commission, for transmission tothe
suthorities. These recommendations were designed to promote as complete
and as free an expression of popular will as possible in the elections
and the Commission approved them with certain amendments. In a memoran-
dum of March 24, the United States Liaison Officer to the Commission
stated that the election regulations had been redrafted on ths basis of

these suggestions.

To observe the preparations for the elections in the field, the
Commission during April divided itself into groups for inspection tours
into the various provinces of South Korea. Detailed inguiries were made
into the existence of a free atmosphere for elections and when unsatis-
factory conditions were encountered the Military Governor was later in-
formed.

As a result of its observations and studies the Commission on
April 28 confirmed its decision of March 12 to observe the elections and
stated that it had satisfied itself that there existed in South Korea a
reasonably free atmosphere. During the debate the Canadian representative
indicated his appreciation of the United States efforts to secure free
conditions for the elections.

The elections were duly held on May 10 under Commission obser-
'Vat ion o -

In the middle of May the main body of the Commission proceeded
to Shanghai to prepare the first part of its report. It returned to
Seoul on June 7 after the newly-elected Korean National Assembly had
been convened there.

On June 25, the Commission unanimously recorded its opinion that
the results of the ballot of May 10 were a valid expression of the free
will of the electorate in South Korea.

The Commission received formal notification on August 6 that the
"Government of the Republic of Korea"™ had been formed. The letter con-
taining this information requested commission consultation "particularly
with reference to paragraph 4 of Resolution II.of November 14, 1947".
Some members took the view that the Government could not be regarded as
the Government envisaged in the Gemeral Assembly resolutions and that
the Commission should not pre judice the position of the General Assembly
by acceding to the request for consultation. The Commission, however,
on August 14 voted, 4 to 2 with one abstention, to comply with the

request.

Two days earlier the United States Government had announced its
view that the new govermment "was entitled to be regarded as the Govern-
ment of Korea envisaged by the Gemeral Agsembly resolutions of November
14, 1947", and the Chinese and Philippine Governments also accorded pro-
visional recognition. Cenada, like most other states, reservedany
decision on recognition pending the submission to the General Assembly
of the report of the Korean Commission, v
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On August 15 a special United States representative arrived in
Korea to carry on negotiations with the government there concerning the
transfer of authority to it from the United States Government. These
negotiations had only begun, when the Commission left Korea to complete
its report at Lake Success, designating its Main Committee to remain in
Seoul to conduct consultations with the new government. It was under-
stood that no serious consultation would be requested before the meeting
of the United Nations General Assembly in Paris.

When the Temporary COmmission on Korea presented its report to
the third session of the General Assembly the problem was referred by
the Assembly to the Political Committee for consideration and report.

Before the item was reached on the agenda it was proposed. by the
representative of Czechoslovakia that the Committee, at that time, should
consider his draft resolution broposing that a delegation of the Korean
Peoples’ Democratic Republic should be invited to participate in the dis-
cussion on the guestion. (The Korean Peoples’ Democratic Republic was
established in North Korea as a result of elections held in North Korea
on August 25, in which, it was alleged, thée people of South Korea had
also participated). The Czechoslovak proposal was re jected by the Com-
mittee. Subsequently, when the Committee took up the Korean guestion,
the Czechoslovaek draft resolution itself was re jected by 34 votes to 6
with 8 abstentions. In opposing the Czechoslovak resolution, the Can-
adian representative said that statements had been made in the resol-
ution regarding elections in North Korea and the establishment of & so-
called Peoples’ Democratic Republic. In default of verification of
these statements by the United Nations Temporary Commission, the Can-
adian representative believed that the Political Committee should not
give the elections any support, or the persons supposed to have been
chosen by them any endorsement such as would be secured by passing the
Czechoslovak resolution. He stated, however, that, once the represent-
atives of the Government elected in South Korea under United Nations
supervision had been heard, certain persons from that part of Korea
occupied by the U.S.S.R. army, which had refused to admit the United
Nations Commission, might, if they were present, be given an opport-
unity to state to the Committee their views on the problem of Korean
unification, and then withdraw.

By 39 votes to 6 with 1 abstention, the Committee adopted a
Chinese draft resolution inviting the delegation of the Government of the
Republic of Korea to participate in the debate without the right to vote.
It wes also agreed,; without objection, to invite the Rapporteur of the
United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea to presemt its report.

The general debate on the question was held at the 231st to 235th
meetings of the Committee during which a draft resolution was proposed by
Australia, China and the United States, and a second draft resolution by
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

The draft resolution proposed by Australia, China and the United
States approved the conclusions of the Report of the Temporary Commission;
declared that a lawful Government (the Government of the Republic of
Korea) had been established, having effective control and jurisdiction
over that part of Korea where the Temporary Commission was able to ob-
~ serve and consult, ....and that this was the only such Government in

Korea; recommended that the occupying Powers should withdraw their oe-

cupying forces from Korea as early as bracticable; and, resolved that a
Commission on Korea should be established to continue the work of the
Temporary Commission and to carry out the provisions of the present res-
olution. The draft resolution of Australia, China and the United States
was adopted by 41 to 6 with 2 abstentions.




The draft resolution proposéd by the U.8.S.R., resolving that tﬁe
United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea should be abolished, was re-. -
Jected by 42 to 6 with 3 abstentions. j

During the lengthy general debate in Committee the Canadiamn Trep-
resentative offered to forego the privilege of speaking and, in the int-
erest of securing a decision on the question before the Committee adjourned
its present session, proposed that the gemeral debate should be closed. The
proposal was adopted by 35 to 6 with 2 abstentions.

By a vote of 41 to O with 1 abstention, the Committee adopted a
proposal by the represemtative of the United States of America ‘that the
Commission on Korea should consist of the same member states which com-
posed the United Nations Temporary Commission om Korea. The represent-
atives of the Byelo-Russien Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia,

Poland, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of SoWiet
Socialist Republics, and Yugoslavia did not teke part in the vote. The
representative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, in addition,
stated that his Government would not teke part in any activities of the
Commission provided for in the draft resolution. The Canadien represent-
ative, while stating that Canéda would not oppose, at that stage, the
proposal regarding the composition of theyCommission,‘suggested t@e de-
sirability of a smaller Commission. ‘ ‘

The General Assembly began discussion of Korea at midnight, Dec-
ember 11, and adjourned at 2 a.m. December 12 to meet at 3 p.m. December
12. At the latter session the Canadien representative presented a state-
ment in which he said that the Canadian Government shared the confidence
expressed by the Political Committee in the United Nations Temporary Com-
mission on Korea and in the validity of the process by which the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Korea had been established. He stated Canada's
preference for a smaller Commission. Recognition of the Ukraine’s re-.
fusal to participate in the Commission would reduce the number to eight
which would not be a conveniemt number. He indicated that Canada was pre-
pared to withdraw from the Commission, thus reducing the number to seven.
An amendment reducing the number of the Korean Commission to seven as pro-
posed by the Canadian representative was carried 42 to O with 3 abstentions.
‘The Soviet bloc did not participate in the voting. The resolution from the
+Political Committee with this emendment was then passed 48 to 6 with one:
~abstent ion. & : ' bl AR

Excerpt from CANADA AND THE UNITED NATIONB 1949, Department of External
Affairg, pages‘73‘—v75‘ : j ‘

In April 1949, the Canadian Representative in the Security Council
supported the application of the Republic of Korea for admission to the
United Nations. In setting forth the reasons for Canasda’s actionm the Can-
adian Representative stated: "The Republic of Korea has accepted the ob-
ligations of the Charter. We are satisfied that it is a peace-loving
state able and willing to fulfil its obligetions. We are, therefore, in
full accord with the recommendations of the (Membership) Committee.® Al-
though this application was vetoed by the U.S.S.R., the Secretary of State
for External Affairs, in a Note dated July 14, informed the Korean Foreign
Minister that Canada regarded its favourable vote in the Security Council
as constituting full recognitjon by the Cenadian Government of the Repub-
lic of Korea as an independent sovereign state with jurisdiction over that
part of the Korean peninsula in which elections were held on May 10, 1948,

L




As the Commission’s report to the Fourth Session of the Gemeral
Assembly showed, most of the objectives assigned to the United Nations
Commission on Korea were unattainable. The U.S.S.R. had maintained its
refusal to have any dealings with the Cbmmission9 and efforts to make
contact with the North Korean suthorities had failed. The new Republic
of Korea was being threatened by the increased inecidence of insurgent
uprisgings and border clashes along the 38th parallel, dividing North
from South Korea. Apart from its Observation of the withdrawal of
United States occupation foreces in June 1949, the Commission thus had
little to show for its year’s work. Im submitting its conclusions, the
Commigsion refrained from recommending that its own mandate should be
renewed; although it did record the reguest of the Republic of Korea
that "the say of the Commission in Korea be prolonged for another year®,
The final conclusion reflects the sense of the whole report in its ad-
migsion that "the situation in Korea 1s now no better than it was at
the beginning and that (the Commigsion) has not been able to facilitate
the achievement of the objectives set by the General Agsembly",

When the Genmeral Assembly considered this Report at its Fourth
Session, the debates were marked by remewed expression of the long-
standing differences between East and West on the Korean question. At
the outset of the debate in the Ad Hoec Political Committee a represent-
ative of the Republic of Korea was invited to Participate without: vote
in the Committee’s discussion. A counter-proposal by the U.8.8.R. to
extend a similar privilege to a spokesman for the authorities of Northern
Korea was decisively rejected by the Committee, A detailed statement
followed from the representative of the Korean Govermment, who ouflined
the major developments in the Republic gince its inauguration, and agked
that the Commission be continued with the assistance of military obser-
vers to report on border violations along the 38th parallel .

The remainder of the debate centred on two diametrically opposed
resolutions dealing with the future of the Korean Commission. A proposal
by the U.S.S.R., condemned the past activities of the Commission and urged
its abolition. A joint resolution submitted by the United States, Aus-
tralia, China, and the PhilippinesB recommended that the Commission should
continue in being with authority to appoint at its discretion observers
to assist it in reporting on "developments which might lead to or other-
wise involve military conflict in Korea". The Soviet resolution received
support only from the remaining five Communist delegations and was re-
jected by a heavy ma jority both in the Committee and in the full Assembly.
The ‘joint proposal, on the other hand, won wide support, and having been

~approved by the Committee, was adopted im the General Assembly by a vote
of 48 in favour (including Canada), 6 againgt, and 3 ebstentions.

Thus, although the Commission had been prevented from achieving
its objectives, the great majority of the Agsembly not only supported
its continuation but endowed it with the increased authority to appoint
observers. In supporting this decision, member states were undoubtedly
prompted by a realization of the growing threat brought about by the
border troubles along the frontier between North and South Korea. Further-
more, in a broader sense the Agsembly®s action would appear to represent
an implied recognition of the stabilizing influence which United Nations
commissions have exerted in such unsettled areas as the Balkens, Indo-
nesia, and Kashmir,

Finally, the Agsembly’s decision may be imterpreted as a recog-
nition of the need for a stabilizing element in Korea which might, by
its presence, exercise a restraining influence on the Opposing factions
and which could, in the event of an armed outbreak, keep the United
Nations fully informed.
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Excerpt from CANADA AND THE UNITED NATIONS 1950, Department of External
’ Affairg, pages 2 - 10

Because of the unstable situation in the artificiaelly divided
peninsula, it had been realized that Korea constituted a potential threat
to peace in the area. Nevertheless, the news of the North Korean attack
on June 25 came as a profound shock. On the initiative of the United
States Government, however, the Security Council was called into session
on the same day. The United Nations Commission on Korea having provided
authoritative confirmation that aggression had occurred, the Council
adopted a resolution calling for the cessation of hostilities and the
withdrawal of North Korean forces to the 38th parallel. The Soviet Dele-
gation, which had been boycotting the Council over the problem of Chinese
-representation, was not able to veto this resolution. The resolution
also urged members to render every assistance to the United Nations, and
to refrain from giving assistance to the North Korean authorities.. Two
days later, as the North Koreans still advanced, President Truman again
took the lead and announced that he was ordering United States air and
sea forces to give cover and support to the troops of the Government of
the Republic of Korea. Later on the same day, June 27, the Security
Council, noting that the North Koreans had ignored its previous resol-
ution;, approved a second resolution recommending that "members of the
United Nations furnish such assistance to the Republic of Korea as may
be necessary to repel the armed attack and to restore international
peace and security within the area®. Naval and air support were promptly
offered by member governments with units available in the vicinity, and
by June 30 authorization had been.given General MacArthur to employ
ground forces under his commasnd if the situation required. The fifty-
three members of the United Nations which approved the Security Council's
stand declared their willingness to comply, in accordance with their
individual capacities, with the Council'’s recommendations. On July 7,
the Security Council passed a third resolution recommending that all
members providing military forces and other assistance should meke them
available to "a Unified Command under the United States”™, and authoriz-
ing the use of the United Nations flag in operations against the North

Korean forces.

In Caenada official and public opinion strongly supported the
measures taken by the United Nations to meet the crisis. Govermment
approval was recorded in the'Hbusg of Commons on June 28 by the Sec-
retary of State for External Affairs who stated that the decisions
taken by the Security Council represented ®collective action through
the United Nations for peace®™.  (On June 30, the Prime Minister, Mr.
St. Laurent, told the House that "if a Csnadian contributionccc.cocos
under a United Nations Commander, would be important to achieve tle
ends of peace........then the Government wishes Parliament to know
that it would immediately consider making such a contribution®™. This
support soon assumed concrete form. On July 12, Canade made avail-
able three destroyers; on July 21 an air transport squadron; and on
August 11, in co-operation with the Canadian Pacific Airlines,; pas-
senger transport facilities between Vancouver and Tokyo. On August
7, the Government authorized recruitment of a Canadian Army Special
Force, which, subject to Parliamentary approval, would be available
for service in Korea. To this end the Canadian Forces Act was passed
by Parliament and became law on September 9. An advance unit was des-
patched in October, and by December 19 a battalion had arrived in
Korea to complete it s advance training.
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Despite the ready resppnse of member nations, end particularly
of the United States, to the North Korean aggression, and while the
Unified Command was building up its strength for the counter-attack,
the superior forces of the North Koreans compelled a steady retreat
throughout July end August to @ beach-head around Pusan. Meanwhile, on
August 1, the Soviet Representative returned to the Security Council to
take his turn as President and, as expected, to block eny further con-
structive action on Korea. In anticipation of the revival of the veto,
the Council passed a last resolution on this question on July 31, deal-
ing with the problem of civilian relief.

By mid-September the first phase of the Korean crisis had ended.
The Security Council was inhibjted from further action by the return of
the U.S.S.R., which purported {0 view recent events in the inverted per-
spective of an unsuccessful attack by the Republic of Korea, backed by
the United States and condoned by the illegal actions of an improperly
constituted organ of the United Nations. Moreover, United Nations forces
had gone over to the offensive and after the Inchon landing on September
15, were approaching the 38th parallel. Additional and urgent United
Nations decisions, involving the unification and rehgbilitation of Korea
and, more immediately, the scope of further military operation were
clearly required. Discussion of the Korean question was, therefore,
transferred to the General Assembly which had, in any case, an item on
its agenda entitled "Report of the United Nations Commission on Korea"
dealing with the problem of the independence and unification of that
country.

When the Fifth Session of the Agsembly opened on September 19,
the Korean question was given priority on the agenda. The Canadian
attitude was outlined in a statement by Mr. Pearson on September 27,
during the opening debate. This statement set forth five main prin-
eciples which might govern the Assembly’s decision on Korea:

.{1) "The general objective of the United Nations in Korea
should be to fulfil now the purposes which have repeat-
edly been stated at previous Assemblies - a united Korea,
a free Korea, a Korea which the Korean people itself
governs without interference from outside.®

(2) "The United Nations must assist the people of Korea to
establish peace and order throughout its territory as
a firm foundation for democratic institutions and of
free gelf government.®

(3) "The Korean people, once peace has been restored, must
be assyred that no nation will exploit the present sit-
uation in Korea for its own particular advantage."

(4) ®Nothing shall be done in the establishment of a united
free Korea which carries any menace to Korea's neigh-
bours.”

(5) "The free governments of Asia should take a ma jor sharg
of the responsibility for advising the Korean people
upon methods of government which they should adopt and
procedures which they should follow in esgteblishing |
those methods of government.®
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The main debate centred on two draft resolutions: an eight-power
resolution sponsored by Australia, Brazil, Cuba, the Netherlands, Norway,
Pakisten, Philippines and the United Kingdom, and the second, a five-
power resolution, sponsored by Byelo-Russia, Czechoslovakia, Poland, the
Ukraine and the U.S.S.R.

The eight-power resolution, presented by the United Kingdom,
made the following recommendations:

(1) that ™all appropriate steps should be taken to ensure
conditions of stability®™ throughout Kores;

(2) that "all constituent acts be taken, including the hold-
ing of elections under the auspices of the United Nations
for the establishment of a unified and democratic govern-
ment®;

(3) That United Nations forces should only remain in any part
of Korea so long as necessary for achieving these objecu?
ives;

(4) that all necessary measures be taken to accomplish econ-
omic rehabilitation. .

The resolution went on, in‘its operative part, to call for the establish-
ment of a Commission to be known as the United Nations Commission for the
Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea (UNCURK).

The Cominform bloc opposed the eight-power resolution on the
grounds that it sanctioned United States "intervention" in the internal
affairs of the Korean people, and tacitly permitted the military occup-
ation of Korea "by imperialist powers®. Their counter-resolution con-
sequently recommended that the "belligerents®™ immediately cease host-
ilities and that the United States and other foreign troops in Korea be
immediately withdrawn, and that & Yparity® commission, elected at a
joint meeting of the Agsemblies of North and South Korea, organize and
conduct elections for a national assembly of all Korea,

These resolutions reflected two irreconcilable approaches to
the Korean issue. A somewhat different position was taken by the Indian
Representative. While agreeing fundamentally with the objectives and
assumption of the eight-power resolution, he nevertheless gquestioned
the wisdom of adopting, at that stage, those provisions which gave a
tacit authority for the continuation of United Nations military oper-
ations north of the 38th parallel, and pointed out that these paragraphs
of the resolution might serve merely to increase the tension already
existing in that part of the world. However, he did not submit any
‘specific resolution embodying his views. Instead, with the strong sup-
port of Israel and Yugoslavia, he proposed the appointment of a sub-
committee to formulate a compromise resolution which might commaend the
largest measure of agreement. Many delegations, while sympathetic to
the intention behind the Indian proposal, nevertheless came reluctantly
t0 the conclusion that it was unlikely to produce concrete results. As
Mr. Pearson pointed out, the Soviet Delegate had already stated that he
saw no possible compromise. Moreover, the need for further United
Nations guidance was a matter of urgency and a sub-committee might well
result in prolonged delay. When brought to a vote the Indien proposal
was defeated by 32 to 24, with 3 abstentions. The Assembly was thus
faced with a choice between the only substantive resolutions which had
been proposed, and there was no doubt where the will of the majority
lay. 1In the final vote on October 7 the General Agsembly adopted the
eight-power resolution by 47 to 5, with 7 abstentions, jncluding India.

&
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In implementation of this resolution, the new United Nations
Commission was immediately appointed, the members being Australia,
Chile, the Netherlands, Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailend and Turkey.
Pending its arrival in Korea an Interim Committee composed of repres-
entatives of the same nations was established at Lake Buccess to con-
sult and advise the Unified Command. In view of the difficulties which
were anticipated in connection with the re-establishment of civil admin-
istration in North Korea before the holding of elections, the first act
~of the Interim Committee was to approve a resolution advising the Unif-
ied Commend to assume provisional responsibility for the government and
administration of areas north of the 38th parallel which might come
under occupation by the United Nations forces, pending further consid-
eration of the problem by UNCURK.  The Economic and Social Council was
al 80 preparing the way for a‘comprehen51ve programme of economic rehab~
ilitation.

Unfortunately, just as the United Nations was beginng to form-
ulate plans for a unified and democratic Korea in accordance with the
new resolution; the situation in Korea itself underwent a drastic change
and the Korean crisis entered its thlrd phase, that of Chinese Communist
intervention.

Barly in October, while the debate at Lake Success was still
proceeding, the Chinese Communist Foreign Minister, Chou En-lai, had
publicly warned that his country would not "stand aside® if United
Nations troops crossed the 38th parallel. This warning had contributed
to the apprehension of a number of delegations lest the continuation of
United Nations military operations into North Korean territory might re-
sult in an extension of the conflict. On the other hand, while a halt
short of the 38th parallel might have been held to be consonant with
the immediate objective of stopping the aggression, it would have left
unsolved the long-range problem of unification, unless the North Koreans
themselves agreed to accept a United Nations settlement for the entire
country; and it would have permitted the North Korean forces to regroup
once more behind their previous border, remaining as a constant threat
‘to the stability of the area. Within a month after the difficult de-
cision was made, however, it became apparent that the warning from
Peking had not been an empty threat. Substantial numbers of Chinese
Communist "volunteers® appeared on the Korean side of the Yalu River,
throwing back advance unite of the United Nations forces. On November
6, the United Nations received official notice of Chinese Communist
intervention in a special report from General MacArthur.

The gravity of this new development was recognized by all. It
was, however, by no means clear what motives had inspired this inter-
vention, which not .only endangered the possibility of any peaceful
settlement for Korea, but was also starting a chain of events which
might lead to a third world war. If it were motivated by fear of alien
forces along the Manchurian border, or by a desire to protect specific
Chinese interests in the frontier area, some solution might be found.
If, on the other hand, the Chinese communist action were part of =a
broader plan, or were designed to throw United Nations forces entirely
out of Korea, the United Nations would be faced with a new crisis in-
comparably more serious than that created by the initial attack on
June 25.

Since the question of Chinese Communist motivation was obviously
of primery importence, the first action taken by the Security Council on
November 8, immediately following receipt of General MacArthur®’s special
report, was to adopt a resolution inviting a representative of the
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Chine se Communist Government to be present during the discussion of
this question in the Council. It was also hoped that assurances re-
garding legitimate Chinese interests might ease the tension, end on
November 10, a six-power resolution was presented to the Security
Council calling on the Chinese Communists to withdrew from Korea,
affirming at the same time that legitimate Chinese interests would

be protected, and requesting UNCURK to assist in the settlement of
any problems arising along the Chinese-Korean frontier. The Interim
Committee on Korea had three days before unanimously resolved to give
-what assistance it could in this regard, and by the beginning of Dec-
ember the United Nations €Commission had begun to consider the prob-
lems which it had been assigned.

On November 11, the Chinese Communist Government declined the
Security Council®’s invitation to send representatives to discuss their
intervention in Korea, and proposed instead a combined debate on Form-
osa and Korea. It had, however, announced that it would accept the
Security Council?s previous invitation of September 29 to the Chinese

, Communists to be represented during digcussion of their own earlier
complaint ageinst United States "aggression® in Formosa. The dele-
gation was to be headed by Mr. Wu Hsiu-chuan. It was hoped that the
presence of representatives from Peking might at least open the way
to private discussions of Korean issues and assist in clarifying the
motives behind the Chinese intervention. The delegation arrived in
New York on November 24, the day General MacArthur launched the offen-
sive which he hoped would "end the war® and "restore peace and unity
in Korea”. ;

By the time Mr. Wu appeared at the Security Council on Nov-
ember 28, Chinese Communist and North Korean forces had already broken
through the United Nations front, which had been pushed close to the
Korean-Manchurian border. The United Nations had received General
MacArthur’s communique "that an entirely new war faced United Nations
forces®. It was therefore in serious terms that the United States
delegate, Mr. Austin, addressed the Security Council. "It now appears
doubtful®, Mr. Austin said, "that war in Korea can be quickly con-
cluded. It also appears clear beyond any doubt that what all the free
world hoped wae an intervention for limited purpose is, in fact,
aggression - open and notorious. I use the word "aggression" here in
this Council and before the world by direction of my government. The
consequences of these facts must be faced squarely by the people of
the world, and more particularly by this Council®”. Mr. Austin then
asked the Chinese Communist delegate a score of questions concerning
Peking’s intervention in Korea.

In reply Mr. Wu pointed out that he had come to discuss the
question of United States aggression against Formosa and not the
special report of the Unified Command. After presenting the Chinese
Communist case in uncompromising fashion and accusing the United
States of aggression in Korea, he concluded with the proposal that
the Security Council adopt measures calling for the withdrawal of
United States forces from both Formosa and Korea.

On November 30, the six-power resolution calling on the
Chinese Communists to withdrew their troops from Korea was woted on in
the Security Council, and, as expected, was vetoed by the Soviet Union.
Nine wotes were cast in favour, but India did not participate in the
vote. The sponsors of the six-power resolution then submitted the
question of Communist Chinese intervention to the General Assembly,
which assigned it to its Political Committee. Another six-power re-
gsolution, almost identical with that vetoed in the Security gouneil,
was at the same time placed on the agenda.
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While these preparations were going forward to have the quest-
ion of Chinese Communist intervention debated in the Political Commit-
tee, Mr. Pearson made the following statement from Lake Success on
December 5. ®In this dangerous situation it remains our view that, if
and when the military position is stabilized, we should try to begin
negotiations with the Chinese Communists by every means possible. I
am aware of the difficulties, I assure you, but I believe that nothing
should be left undone which might conceivably result in an honourable
and peaceful settlement in Korea. If, for example, providing the mil-
itary situation is stabilized, there could be a cease-fire followed by
negotiations - possibly covering more sibjects than Korea - in which
the Chinese Communists would participate, there might still be hope of
reaching such a settlement®.

One week later, a group of Asian and Middle BEastern countries
submitted two resolutions to the Political Committee proposing a course
of action along the lines suggested by Mr. Pearson. The first, known
as the thirteen-power resolution, recommended that a special group of
three, including the President of the Assembly, Mr. Nasrollah Entezam,
be established to *"determine the basis on which e satisfactory cease-
fire could be arranged®. The second, sponsored by twelve powers (the
Philippines did not join in the sponsorship), recommended the appoint-
ment of a committee to draft plans for a "peaceful settlement of exist -
ing issues in accordance with the purposes and principles of the
United Nations™. The Political Committee agreed to give priority to
the cease-fire resolution, which was approved on December 14, by a
vote of 52 to 5 (Cominform bloec) with one abstention (China). Mr.
Pearson and Sir Benegal Rau of India were named as the two other mem-
bers of the Cease-Fire Group.

The initial Chinese Communist and Soviet reaction to the cease-
fire proposal offered little hope for its success. Both Mr., Malik and
Mr., Wu made it clear that the proposal was not acceptable, demanding
instead the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Korea in accordance
with a Soviet draft resolution of December 9. This resolution had not
specified whether "foreign troops" included the Chinese Communists.
The impression left by Mr. Malik's remarks was that they did not, al-
though he implied that the removal of United Nations forces would make
it easier to arrange for the departure of Chinese ®volunteers®. At
his press conference on December 16, Mr. Wu flatly re jected the cease-
fire proposal as & trap to permit the building up of United States
strength in Korea. He also stipulated the withdrawal of United States
protection from Formose and the seating of Chinese Communist repres-
entatives in the United Nations as ccnditibns precedent to any negot-
iated settlement in Korea.

Despite these discouragements, the Cease~Fire Group proceeded
with its task. As a first step, it consulted representatives of the
Unified Command regarding a reasonable basis for future discussion.
From this there emerged, among other proposals, suggestions for the
establishment of a demilitarized area approximately twenty miles deep
above the 38th parallel and for the supervision of the cease-fire by
a United Nations Commission. O©On December 16, the Group sent Mr. Wu
a message, repeated by cable to Peking, offering to discuss cease-
fire arrangements with the Chinese Communist Goveranment or its rep-
resentatives in New York or any other ®mutually convenient® place.

On the same day, Mr. Entezam transmitted to Peking through the Swed-
ish Government & request that the Chinese Communist delegation be in-
structed to remain in New York for discussions with the Cease-Fire
Group. Finally on December 19, the Group assured the Chinese Com-
munist Foreign Minister that it was the clear understanding of the
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Group and of the sponsors of the twelve-power resolution still before
the Political Committee, that "once a cease-fire arrangement had been
achieved, the negotietions visualized in the second resolution” for a
peaceful settlement of existing issues in the Far Bast "should be pro-
ceeded with at once", and that the Chinese Communist Government "should
be included in the Negotiating Committee referred to in that resolution™.

The Chinese Communist response was, however, negative. Mr. Wu
was instructed to leave New York, and the Chinese Communist Government
notified Mr. Entezam that it regarded "as illegal, and null and wvoid"
éll major resolutions, especially those on Asia, which had been adopted
in the United Nations without the participation of the Chinese Communist
Delegation. Finally, Mr. Chou En-lai, the Foreign Minister of the Chin-
ese Communist Government, refusing to recognize the Group, sent Mr.
Entezam as President of the Assembly the text of a public statement he
had made on December 22, attacking the "go-called proposal for a cease-
fire first and negotiations afterwards®, and reiterating the conditions
for negotiating & possible settlement which had previously been laid

down by Mr. Wu.

As the year ended, the Cesse-Fire Group was preparing to sub-
mit to the Political Committee of tlke General Assembly a report on
its efforts to bring the fightipg in Korea to ax end. At the same
time, the Communist forces resumed in strength their offensive south
of the 38th parallel.

v
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' On January 3, 1951, the Cease-Fire Group reported fail-
ure but, at the request of the Political Committee of the
General Assembly, prepared a statement of principles on which
a cease-Tire in Korea could be based., This statement of prin-
ciples was approved by the Political Committee on January 13
in the following terms:

The objective shall be the achievement, by stages,
of the programme outlined below for a cease=fire in Korea,
for the establishment of a free and united Korea, and for
a peaceful settlement of Far Eastern problems.

1, In order to prevent needless destruction of life
and property, and while other steps are being taken to
restore peace, a cease-fire should be immediately arranged.
Such an arrangement should contain adequate safeguards for
ensuring that it will not be used as a screen for mounting
a new offensive.

2. If and when a cease-fire occurs in Korea, either as
8 result of a formal arrangement or, indeed, as a reault of
8 lull in hostilities pending some such arrangement, advan-
tage should be taken of it to pursue consideration of
further steps to be taken for the restoration of peace,

.3, To permit the carrying out of the General Assembly
resolution that Korea should be a unified, independent,
democratic, soverpign State with a constitution and a
government based on free popular elections, all non-

Korean armed forces will be withdrawn, by appropriate
stages; from Korea, and appropriate arrangements, in
accordance with United Nations principles, will be made
for the Korean people to express their own free will in
respect of their future government . :

.7 4. Pending the completion of the steps referred to
in the preceding paragraph;, approEriate interim arrange-
ments, in accordance with United Nations principles, will
be made for the administration of Korea and the maintenance
of peace and security there. :

5. As soon as agreement has been reached on a cease-
fire, the General Assembly shall set up an appropriate
body which shall include representatives of the Govern-
ments of the United Kingdom, the United States of America,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; and the People's
Republic of China with a view to the achievement of a -
settlement, in conformity with existing international
obligations and the provisions of the United Nations
Charter, of Far Egstern problems, including, among others,

those of Formosa (Taiwan) and of repp i
in the United Nations, | PESAGA SR WL I Ohind

This statement of principles was transmitted to the
Central People's Government of China which was asked whether
the principles would be acceptable "as a basis for the peaceful
settlement of the Korean problem and other Far Eastern problems",
On January 17 the Foreign Minister of the Central People's
Government replied in terms which some states interpreted as
an outright re jection and which others interpreted as a partial
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acceptance or counter=-proposal., The United States particularly

took the view that the reply of the Central People's Government

could not be accepted as a basis for continued negotiation and

on January 20 introduced a resolution maming the Central People's
Government of China as an aggressor in Korea, requesting con- .
sideration of additional measures to meet the aggression and
providing for the appointment of a Good Offices Committee.

Meanwhile stegs were taken to try to clarify the
meaning of the Central People's Government's reply of January
17. On the basis of this clarification, 12 Asian and Arab
countries, including India, presented a resolution of Jsnuary
25 recommending "that representatives of the Governments of
France, the United Kingdom, the United States of America, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Egypt and India, and of
the Central People's Government of the People's-Republic of
China, meet as soon as possible for the purpose of securing
all necessary elucidations and smplifications of the above
mentioned reply and of making any incidental or consequential
arrangements towards a peaceful settlement of the Korean and
other Far Eastern problems™. !

The Political Committee of the General Assembly re=-
jected the Asian-Arab resolution of Jenuary 30 (Caneda abstain-
ing) and adopted the United States resolution with amendments
accepted during the course of the debate. Canada reluctantly

voted in favour of this resolution for reasons which the

Secretary of State for External Affairs stated before the Polit-
ical Committee on January 26:

We think the putting of such a resolution at
this stage and in this form when the possibilities of
negotiation with the People's Government of China are
not in our opinion completely exhausted to be premature

end unwise . . o

The main purport of this resolution as we
understand it and certainly as the public in our own
country will understand it;, is to condemn the Chinese
People's Government for the assistance they have given
the ‘aggressor in Korea. We think that there is no
shadow of doubt about this continuing participation
in aggression and we believe that the action of the
Chinese People's Government in this matter has been
morally wrong, and that the United Nations cannot
ignore such a defiance of the principles upon which
it is founded. 5

The resolution as passed on February 1, 1951, included the
following paragraph: :

The General Assembly . . . R
: Finds that!' the' Central People’'s Government
of the People's Republic of China, by giving direct
aid and assistance to those who were already committing .
aggression in Korea and by engaging in hostilities
against United Nations forces there, has itself engaged
in aggression in Korea.

Canada was represented on the Additional Measures Committee
set up by this resolution but not on the Good Offices Committee.
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The Good Offices Committee was not able to make
any progress or to secure recognition by the Central,Peopleﬁs
Government of China, During the debate on Chinese aggression
at the beginning of the year the communist forces launched a
heavy ground attack which was halted during January. In April
and May enother heavy communist offensive was launched. This,
combined with the failure of the enemy to agree to negotiate
with the Good Offices Committee; led the Additional Measures
Committee to approve on May 11 a resolution calling for an
embargo on shipments of arms and strategic materials to China
and North Korea., This resolution was approvgd by the General
Assembly on May 18, It is worth noting that/'Canada, like
many other members of the United Nations, had already put
into effect regulations of its own which were similar in pur-
pose to the restrictions called for by the resolution of May
18, For thisr eason, and because its regulations were, if
anything, more severe than those required by the resolution,
Cenada felt able to vote for the resolution.

On April 11 General Matthew B. Ridgway replaced
General Douglas MacArthur as the Commander of the United
Nations Command., The dismissal of General MacArthur precip-
itated a political controljersy in the United States which re-
sulted in hearings before a committee of the Senate during
which the following exchange took places

Senator Smith: You think that if we stopped them
at the Thirty-eight and pushed them back to where they
 began, and if we restored peace and security in South
Korea, that is all we are expected to do in order to
assert the prestige of the United Nations?

Mr, Acheson: That is the military objective of
the United Yations, as laid down by the United Nations
itself. There is also the politi cal objective of the
United Nations, which is creating a free, independent,
and democratic Korea, and the United Nations will con-
tinue to do that, and I hope it will be able to do that.

Mr. Acheson's remarks were evidently interpreted by the com-
munists as meaning that g negotiated truce along the 38th
parallel would be acceptable to the United Nations as the
fulfilment of their military obligations in Kores. 3k

- On June 23 the Soviet Representative to the United
Nations in New York made & radio address at the end of which
he suggested that discussions be started "between the bellEg-
erents for a ceasefire and an armistice providing for the
mutual withdrawal of forces from the 38th parallel®™., After
clarifying Mr. Malik's remarks in Moscow, the United States
announced that General Ridgway had been authorized to seek °
to negotiate a cease-fire with the enemy commander in Korea
and, following an exchange of messages between General Ridgway
and enemy headquarters, official representatives of the
opposing commanders met for the first time on July 10, 1951,

Negotiations proceeded slowly. On July 25 an a enda
for the discussions was agreed upon in the following termgg

(1) Adoption of agenda

(2) Fixing a military demaraction line between both sides
80 as to establish g demilitarized zone as g basic ;
condition for the cessation of hostilities in Korea:

(3) Conérete arrangements for the realization of a ceasé-
fire and an armistice in Koreg, including the com-

8 of a Supervising

position, authority and function
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organization for earrying out the terms of the cease-
fire and armistice;

(4) Arrangements relating to prisoners of war; .
(5) Recommendations to the governments of the countries
concerned on both sides.

Thqunegotiators then approached the first substantive
question = the question of where the truce-line should be drawn.
By this time the United Nations forces, in attacking the com-
munists to recover ground lost during the two enemy offensives
mentioned earlier, had reached a line which was Just south of
the 38th parallel on the west and north of it on the east. The
enemy were reluctant to accept. this actual battle line ad the
military demarcation line and the United Nations negotiators
were unwilling to give up their militarily defensible line
(which was in the general area of the 38th parallel) for a purely
arbitrary and artificial line which had proved impossjible to
defend in 1950, It was therefore not until November 27 and
after the communists had suspended negotistionms from August 23 to .
October 24, that agreement was reached on the military demar-
cation line in the following terms;:

l. The principle is accepted that the actual line of con=
tact between both sides (as determined under either
paragraph two or three, as appropriate) will be made
the military demartation line and that . at the time
specified in the signed Armistice Agreement both sides
will withdraw two kilometers from the line so as to
establish the demilitarized zone for the duration of $
the military armistice.

2. If the Military Armistice Agreement is signed within
30 days after the two delegations approve in the plenary
session this agreement and the specific location of the
military demarcation line and demilitarized zone, deter-
mined by the sub-delegations on the basis of the above
stated principle and in accordance with the present line

of contact as indicated in the attached map and exgl%n=
atory notes, the military demar8ation line and demilitar-

ized zZone shall not be changed, regardless of whatever
changes may occur in the actusl line of contact between
both sides.

3, In view of the fact that hostilities will continue until
the signing of the Armistice Agreement, if the Military
Armistice Agreement is not signed within 30 days after the
two delegations approve’in the plenary session this
agreement and the gpecific location of the military
demarcation line and tpe demilitarized zone as deter-
mined in paragraph two above, the sub=delegations shaill
revise, immediately prior to the signing of the Military
Armistice Agreement, the above military demarcation
line and the demilitarized zone in accordghce with the
changes which have occurred in the actusgl line. of con- .
tact between both sideg so that the revisgd military
demarcation line will goincide exactly with the line of
contact between both sides immediately prior to the
signing of the Military Armistice Agreement and will
constitute the military demarcation 1line for the duration '
of the military armistice.
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The two delegations proceeded im?ediately toeztgis=

on of Item 3 of their agenda, concerning arrangem 7
%gisinrying out the terms of the armistice. A difference of
view at once developed over the question of supervision, as
the communist negotiators were unwilling to accept any thorough
supervision of activities behind the demilitarized zone, while
the United Nations negotiators were anxious that supervision
should be as.thorough as possible, The communists were unwil-
ling to allow a supervisory commission made up of represen-
tatives of neutral states to roam at will behind the lines on
both sides looking for clandestine military activity, or to
permlt the commission to fly over territory behigd the lines
to check on activities which could be seen from the air. The
communists later, after accepting the principle of a commis-
sion of neutrals, nominated .the Soviet Union as one of the
three states to be named by the communist side. The nomination
of so biased a state for a neutral commission obviously could
not be accepted By the negotiators for the United Nations Command.

In order to speed up the negotiations, discussion
was opened on Item 4 (prisoners of war) bon December 11 before
discussion of Item 3 was concluded, Negotiations on this item
too were deadlocked when it became apparent that the United
Nations negotiators would not accept an obligation to compel
communist prisoners in their hands to accept repatriation,
while the communist negotiators refused to agree that prisoners
were free to refuse to return to their own countries if they so
wished. The problem of prisoners who might prefer not to be
returned to their own side for political reasons was a very
difficult one. Current international custom is designed to
protect the rights of prisoners of war against their captors
but there is no long-standing custom which covers the case of
prisoners who want, for political réasons, protection against
the states from whose armies they were captured., To carry out
the humanitarian intent of international practice, therefore,
the negotiators for the United Nations Command took the stand
that any prisoner, who so feared repatriation for political
reasons that he was ready to resist repatriation by force,
should not be repatriated. For this, precedents existed, among
which were the offers made by the Russians to German armies

which were besieged in Stalingrad and Budapest during the
Second World War, A

Again with the object of hastening the discussion,
conversations began on Item 5 on February 6 while Items 3 and
4 were deadlocked. This item was relatively easily settled

and the two armistice teams agreed on the following wording
on February 16:

: In order to ensure the peaceful settlement of the
Korean question, the military commanders of both sides
hereby recommend to the governments of the countries
sides that, within three (3) months
after the armistice agreement is signed and becomes
effective, a political conference of g higher level of
both sides be held by representatives appointed resg-
pectively to settle through negotiation the questions
of the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea,
the peaceful settlement of the Korean question, etc.

In accepting this wording, the United Nations
negotiators made it plain thet "foreign forces™ meant ¥Ynon-
Korean forces™ and that the word "etc." was not to be con-
strued to relate to matters outside of Korea.
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Meanwhile, the sixth session of the General Assembly
which had met in Paris decided to defer consideration of its
two items on Korea in view of the continuation of the armis-
tice negotiations in Korea. On January 3, the Soviet Delegate
attempted to secure approval for a resolution which would have
required the Security Council to hold one of the periodic :
meetings provided for in the Charter and #to examine at the
periodic meeting in the first place the measures which the
Security Council should take to help to bring to a successful
conclusion the negotiations taking place in Korea for the.
cessation of hostilities™., This was voted down as being
l1ikely to interfere with the negotiations rather than to bring
them to a successful conclusion, because it would have invol-
ved the irnifusion of political questions into what had hither-
to been a purely military negotiation. This could only have
resulted in a delay in achieving an armistice. The procedural
resolution deferring consideration of the two agenda items on
Korea - "The Problem of the Independence of Korea? and "Relief
and Rehabilitation of Korea®" - was adopted by the Assembly
on February 5, 1952 by a vote of 51 in favour (includin
Canada), 5 against (the Soviet bloc) and 2 abstentions %Chile
and Yemen).

Excerpt?from CANADA AND THE UNITED NATIONS 1952-1953, pages
1 =78 s :

cease-fire negotiations had by the summer of
1952 resulted in the drawing up of a draft armistice agree-
ment complete except for the provisions relating to the dis-
position of prisoners of war, On this issue there was deadlock.
The United Nations negotiators held fast to the basic position
that they would not accept an obligation to force North Korean
and Chinese prisoners in their hands to accept repatriation
against their will, while the communist negotiatorg would not
agree that prisoners were free to refuse to return to their
own countries if they so wished, Finally, on September 28,
General Harrison, on behalf of the United Nations Command
(UNC), offered three new alternative proposals each of which,
although designed to break the deadfiock on the question, pre-
served the principle that there should be no forcible repat-
riation, The first was that all prisoners from both sides
would be de%%g Ped to a demilitarized zone and there given the
choice of/g § home or returning to the side on which they
were detained. The second and third alternatives both provided
that all prisoners willing to go home would be exchanged at
once, the remainder would be taken in small groups to the
demilitarized zone and there freed from military control. Under
the second alternative they would then be interviewed by
neutral representatives agreed upon by both sides and there-
after be free to go to the side of their choice. Under the
third alternative they would be permitted to go to the side
of their choice without interviewing or screening. Any one
of these procedures could, if desired, be supervised by the
International Red Cross, by joint Red Cross teams, or by
military observers from baoth sides.

On October 8, 1952, the communist negot =
Jected these proposals and introduced countermgro;g:Z€: zg;ch
refiected no change in their position that, in accordance‘Wwith
the Geneva Convention of 1949 as they interpreted it, all
prisoners of war should be repatriated and that no prisoner
might renounce his right to be repatriated. Thereupen
General Harrison informed them that the United Nations Command
did not wish any further mgetings until they were repdy to -
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accept the UNC proposals, or until they made in writing con-
strugtive proposals of their own. Thusg the armistice nego-
tiations were in recess when the seventh session of the United
Nations General Assembly convened on Ogtober 14.

Very early in the session it was agreed that the
Korean question should be given priority in discussion. On
October 23 debate on the problem began in the First Political
Committee of the Assembly, which in spite of Soviet objections
invited the Republic of Korea (South Korea) to send a repre-
sentative who would participate as an observer in the Commit-
tee'!s consideration of the question. The Committee also re-
Jected a Soviet propusal that the North Korean regime be in-
vited to send an observer, Canada voted with the majority in
both cases.

Four resolutions came before the Committee for con-
sideration., The first, co-sponsored by twenty-one delegations,
including the Canadian, comménded the efforts already made by
the negotiators and called upon the Peking and North Korean
authorities to agree to an armistice which would recognize
the right of all prisoners of war to an unrestricted opportunity
to be repatriated and would avoid the use of force in their
repatriation, Two resolutions submitted respectively by the
Mexican and Peruvian Delegations, which dealt with special
aspects of the issue, were also based on the principle of .
voluntary repatriation. The Soviet Delegation, after rejecting
the twenty-one power resolution on the grounds that it would
lead to an extension of the war, and that "no forcible repat-
riation" amounted to Mforecible detention®, introduced a res-
olution providing for the establishment of a commission ®for
the peaceful settlement of the Korean question¥., Asg finally
revised, it called for an immediate cease-fire and referred
"the question of the complete repatriation of prisoners of
war" to the proposed commission;, to be composed of eleven
states, four of them communist, Decisions in the Commission
were to be by a two-thirds ma jority; thus the communist group
would have been able to block any action if it so wished,

It became apparent during debate that none of th?se
four resolutions was likely to receive a large majority, and
on November 19 Mr., Krishna Menon of the Indian Delegation
introduced a new resolution; explaining that its ob ject was
to bridge the two conflicting points of view which had appeared
in the course of discussion, Thus it proposed that the repat-
riation of prisoners should be effected in accordance with
the Geneva Convention of 1949 and that force should not be

used elther to prevent or to carry out the return of prisoners
to their homelands, :

This resolution, which, the Cenadian Delegation sup-
ported from the beginning, was ¢larified by amendment during
a long debate and attracted growing support. The Soviet Rep=
resentative, however, declared it unacceptable and later
tabled amendments which would have made it virtually the same
as the Soviet proposal. The Committee rejected these amend -
ments;, adopted the Indian resolution as otherwise amended and
re jected the Soviet resolution, The other resolutions submitted
by non-communist states were not formally withdrawn, but con-
sideration of them was suspended by agreement. On December 3,
1952 the Assembly adopted the Indian resolution, as further
clarified by the Sponsor, by a vote of 54 in favour (including
Canada) 5 against (the Soviet bloc) and one abstention %F tion-"
alist China), pejecting the Soviet amendment and éﬁe Sov ;%
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= latter by
resolution which had both been re introduced, the

a vote of 40 against (including Canada), 5 in favour (the
Soviet bloc), and 11 abstentions, four delegations being

absent,

The text of the resolution adopted by the Assembly
appears as Appendix III. It provided that after both sides
had agreed to repatriation based on the principles of the
resolution, a Repatriation Commission should be set up to
which all prisoners of war would be released, The Commission
would arrange for their repatriation in accordance with the
Geneva Convention, The question of the disposition of those
who did not wish to return home was to be referred to the
political conference which the draft armistice agreement
drawn up by the negotiators at Panmpun jom recommended should
be called, and if after 30 days the conference was unable to
agree, the responsibility for the care, maintenance and final
dispdéition’of:the"remaining prisonérs was to be transferred
tothe UnitedaNatdons, .o o leonis

When transmitting the text of this resolution to
the Foreign Ministers of the People's Republic of Dhina and
the North Korean regime, the President of the General Assembly
in his covering message emphasized the wide agreement reached
by the General Assembly and appealed to both Ministers to
accept these proposals of the United Nations as forming a
just and reasonable basis for an agreement which would serve
tc bring about a constructive and durable peace in Korea,
The Minister of Foreign Affairs in the Peking Government,
Chou En-lai, end later the Foreign Minister of North Korea,
re jected the resolution as a basis for negotiations. Both
replies called for the realization of a complete armistice
as the first step and asked that the question of the "total
repatriation of prisoners of war" be then referred to the com=
mission proposed in the Soviet resolution which had been
re jected.

: The Assembly’s consideration of the prisoner of war
problem at the pre-Christmas part of its session thus did not
bring about an immediate settlement of the principal question
which was blogking the conclusion of an armistice in Korea.
It did, however, afford an impressive demonstration of the
solidarity of the non-communist members of the United Nations
on the issue and played 1its part in the later developments
in the armistice negotiations.

One further question relating to Korea was discussed
by the Assembly before Christmas. Riots had occurred on
December 14 among prisoners in United Nations hands on the
Island of Pongam and in their suppression prisoners had been
killed. On December 21, one day before the intended ad journ=
ment, the Soviet Delegation claimed that this incident amounted
to "the mass murder of Korean and Chinese prisoners of war"
end asked for an urgent meeting to discuss it. The request
having been granted, the Soviet Delegate introduced a reso-
lution which condemnqd the "inhuman butchery® committed by
the United States military authorities. The Assembly re-
Jected this resolution by a vote of 45 to 5 (the Soviet blac)
with 10 abstentions (African and Asian states). : %

Discussion of the Korean problem at the resumed
session which began on February 24, 1953, at first led to no
progress, The large majority of the.Assembly continued to

support the proposals contained in the Indian resolution, The
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Acting Chairman of the Canadian Delegation expressed the hope
that if the Soviet Representative had snything to propose
that was not contrary to the principles of the Assembly res-
olution, he would do so, but the only response was a reiter-
ation of the Soviet proposal which had been re jected before
Christmas. Debate was resumed later with more encouraging
results, but in the meantime the centre of interest shifted
to Korea,

The Geneva Convention of 1949 provides that, indepen-
dent of any question of general exchange, prisconers of war
who have been wounded or are seriously sick may be exchanged
even during the continuance of hostilities. The United Nations
negotiators had repeatedly proposed at the armistice talks
that action be taken to implement the humanitarian clauses
of the Convention, but the communist representatives had not
favoured the suggestion. On February 22, 1953, General Mark
Clark, the United Nations Commander, informed the Chinese and
North Korean Commanders by letter that his Command remained
ready "immediately to repatriate those seriously sick and
-seriously wounded captured personnel who are fit to travel in
accordance with the provisions of Article 109 of the Geneva
Convention®. Article 109 provided inter alia that no sick
or injured prisoner of war eligible for repatriation might be
repatriated against his will during hostilities.

On March 28, 1953, the Communist Commanders informed
General Clark that they agreed with his proposal and suggested
that, since the settlement of the question of exchanging sick
and injured prisoners of war of both sides should be made to
lead to the settlement of the entire problem of prisoners of
war, the armistice negotiations ought to be resumed immediately.
General Clark replied that the United Nations Command would
be willing to proceed at once with arrangements for the repat-
riation of the sick and wounded and that, if agreement were
reached on this matter, would also be prepared to take up, as
the second order of business, the question of resuming full
armistice discussions. "

On March 30, Chou En-lai made an important statement
on the prisoner of war question the heart of which was his
proposal "that both parties to the negotiations should under=
take to repatriate immediately after the cessation of hos-
tilities all those prisoners of war in their custody who in-
sist upon repatriation and to hand over the remaining prisoners
of war to g neutral state so as to insure a just solution to
the question of their repatriation®., His statement also pro-
vided that while prisoners were in the custody of the neutral
state, representatives of the countries of their origin should
be given the opportunity to make explanations® to them.

The President of the Assembly, when he distributed this state-
ment to representatives of member governmments, expressed his
hope that it might provide a basis for peace in Korea.,

The agreement for the repatriation of sick and
wounded prisoners was signed at Panmun jom on April 11 and the
exchange of these prisoners took place between April 20 and
May 3. On April 16, the United Nations Command agreed to
resume full armistice negotiations.

In New York a new development cccurred at the
General Assembly. A resolution was introduced by Brazil on
April 14 expressing the hope that further negotiations in
Panmun jom "will result in achieving an early armistice in
Korea consistent with United Nations principles and objectives"

and requesting "the President of the General Assembly to re-
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'cdnvegéfthe‘present‘8¢s3i0n tb resume consideration of the

Koreah question (a) upon nétification by the Unified Com= :
" mand to the Security Council of the signing of an armistice
agreement in Korea; or (b) when, in the view of a majority &
of Members, other developments in Korea require consideration
of this question.®™ The states of the Soviet bloc voted in :

favour of this resolution both in the Committee and in
plenary session, and it was accordingly adopted unanimously -
the first time for many years that this has happened on a
major political issue at the United Nations. Five days

later the Assembly recessed.

The resumed armistice negotiations at Panmun jom
continued with new hope of success., Two main points of
disagreement emerged = the question of what country should
be the "neutral state® referred to in Chou En-Lai's proposa};”
and the procedure to be followed in disposing of those pris-
oners who did not wish to be repatriated. After over a month
of negotiation the United Nations Command on May 25 presented ‘
further proposals. These proposals, which the Canadian Govern-
ment fully stipported as a basis for negotiations, led, after
further consideration, to the initialling of an agreement on
the repatriation of prisoners by the two sides at a meeting
on June 7 (June 8 Korean time).

In essence the agreement reached on June 7 closely
followed the main provisions of the General Assembly’s res-
olution of December 3, 1952, Within two months after the
armistice agreement became effective both.sides would hand
over in groups all those prisoners in their custedy, who
insisted on repatriation, to the side to which they belonged
at the time of capture. Both sides also agreed to hand over
within 60 days of an armistice those priscners who had not
exercised their right of repatriation, to a Neutral Nations
Repatriation Commission, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Sweden,
Switzerland and India were to be asked to serve on this Com-
mission (and later agreed to do so), India would be chair-
man of the Commission with castiné vote and, as its executive
agent, would provide "exclusively" the armed forces and any
other operating personnel required to assist the Commission
to carry out its duties. While in the custody of the Com-
mission any prisoner might apply for repatriation and have
his request granted. Ninety days after the prisoners had
been transferred to the Commission, the question of the dis-
position of those who had not been repatriated would be sub-
mitted to the political conference provided for in the draft
armistice agreement which would endeavour to settle the question
within 30 days, during which time the Commission would con-
tinue to retain custody of such prisoners. Those who after
90 days had not elected repatriation and for whom, after a
further 30 days, no other disposition had been agreed upon
by the political conference, would be released by the Com=
mission ®from prisoner of war status to civilian status".

After release, according to the application of each individual,

those who elected to go to neutral nations would be assisted .
by the Commission and by the Red Cross Society of India. This
operation was to be completed within 30 days and the Commission ?
then dissolved., After such dissolution, whenever and wherever
any of these civilians who had been released from their pris-
oner of war status desired to be returned to their father-
lends, the authorities of the localities where they then were .
would be responsible for assisting them. The understanding

regarding prisoners of war which was ..us reached, was duly in-
corporated in the existing draft armistice agreement.

_—A+__——-—
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: While the negotiators at Panmunjom were reaching
agreement on the prisoner of war problem the government of
the Republic of Korea expressed with increasing violence its

opposition to the conclusion of an armistice which would
leave the peninsula still divided. In a statement released
in Washington on June 5, President Syngman Rhee termed un-
acceptable the United Nations Command proposals of May 25
which later became the basis for t he agreement on the repat-
riation of prisoners of war, In spite of a letter to him
from President Eisenhower stating that the acceptance of an
armistice was required of the United Nations and of Korea,
President Rhee did not retreat from his position and indeed
supplemented his words with action when he connived at the
release by South Korean army guards, between midnight and
dawn June 18, of approximately 25,000 North Korean prisoners
who had refused to be repatriated. He did this on his own
responsibility even though the armed forces of his Government
had on July 15, 1950, been placed by his voluntary act under
the Mcommand suthority® of the United Nations Commander, and
even though he had given General Clark assurances that he
would take no unilateral action relating to an armistice with-
out consultation.

The United Nations negotiators immediately informed
the other side of what had occurred. At the meeting of June
20, the communist negotiators delivered a letter of protest.
This letter posed three questions. Was the United Nations
able to control the Solith Korean Government and army? If not,
¢did the- armistice in Korea include the Government of South
Korea? If that Government were not included, what assurance
was there for implementation of the provisions of the armis-
tice by South Korea? The letter stated that the United
Nations Command must be responsible for the immediate recovery
of the escaped prisoners and must give assurances that similar
incidents would not occur in future.

v On June 23, the President of the General Assembly
capled President Rhee expressing his shock at the latter’s
unilateral action, which had violated both the repatriation
agreement and President Rhee's undertakin§ to place the Korean
armed forces under the "command authority" of the UNC. The
President of the Assembly pointed out the gravity of the
situation apd expressed his hope that President Rhee would cé=
operate with the United Nations Command "in its continuing
deterﬁined efforts to obtain an early and honourable armis-
tice, :

General Clark replied on June 29 to the communist
negotiators, pointing out that the proposed armistice was a
military agreement between the military commanders, and that
the UNC did not exercise authority over the Republic of Korea,
though it did command the Korean army. He assured them that
the UNC would make every effort to secure the co-operation of
the Government of Korea and would continue its attempts to
recover the escaped prisoners of war, though it would be un-
realistic to imply that any large number could be recaptured.

Meanwhile, Walter S. Robertson, United States

Assistant Secretary of State, was conferring with President
Rhee as the personal representative of President Eisenhower
and Secretary Dulles in the hope of persuading him to adopt
a more favourable attitude towards the armistice proposals.
As a result of the meetings the UNC was sble to inform the
communists that the Govprnment of Korea had given the neces~
sary assurances not to obstruct the implementation of the
armistice agreement. On July 19 at Panmun jom the communists
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accepted these assurances., The commanders then agreed to

the designation of areas in the proposed demilitarized

zone where prisoners not directly repatriated would be

turned over to the custody of the Neutral Nations Repat- '
riation Commission,

The Korean Armistice Agreement was signed on
July 27 (Korean time) and the cease-fire took effect 12

hours later.,

Under the Agreement; a military demarcation line
was fixed from which both sides would withdraw two kilometers
to prevent the occurrence of incidents. It generally fol-
lowed the line of battle and was near the 38th parallel.
Neither side might reinforce its establishment in Korea, but
provision was made for the maintenance of existing manpower
and matériel.

The Agreement established a Military Armistice Com=

"mission of five senior officers from each side and a Neutral '
Nations Supervisory Commission composed of two senior officers
appointed by Sweden and Switzerland and two by Poland and
Czechoslovakia. "Neutral nations™ were defined as those

nations whose combatant forces have not participated in the -
hostilities in Korea. The Military Armistice Commission,

which was to be assisted by ten Joint Observer Teams, had the

general mission of supervising the implementation ®f the Agree-

ment and negotiating settlement of any violations. The

functions of the Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission (which

was provided with twenty Neutral Nations inspection teams '
under its sole control) included inspection and supervision

of the permitted replacements of men and matériel and the

investigation at the request of the Military Armistice Com-

mission of reported truce violations outside the demilitarized

zone .,

Machinery was established to co-ordinate the plans
for repatriating prisoners of war, Joint Red Cross teams were
provided for to oversee the welfare of prisoners, and dis- .
placed civilians who wished to return to their pre-war homes
across the demarcation line were to be assisted to do so, ‘I’

- Finally the commanders agreed to recommend to the
governments concerned on both sides "that, within three months
after the Armistice Agreement is signed and becomes effective
a political conference of a higher level of both sides be held
by representatives appointed respectively to settle through
negotiation the questions of the withdrawal of all foreign for-
ces from'KoreaD the peaceful settlement of the Korean question,
etc,."

The President of the General Assembly, in a statement
deliversed when the armistice was signed, termed it the first step
toward a peaceful settlement in Korea, He said the next step -
was "to call the United Nations General Assembly back into ses= .
sion to prepare the way for calling the political conference.
reommended in the armistice terms™ and announced that the Assembly .
would reconvene in New York on August 17
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Excejt from a Statement by the Secretary of State for External Affairs
in the House of Commons, January 29, 1954, House of Commons
Debates, pages 1588 - 1590:

I should now like to move across the world to the Far Eest and
to say a few words sbout developments in Korea. Since I last spoke in
the house on this subject an armistice asgreement has been signed there
which ended on acceptable terms more than three years of fighting by the
United Nations in resisting the unprovoked aggression launched against
the Republic of Korea. With that aggression repelled, the military
purpose of this great collective resort to armed force has been accom-
plished but, of course, only at a cost to our own forces, and great cost
to those of the United States and those of Korea which bore the brunt of
the struggle. We remember that cosgt as we talk about Korea today.

This armistice marked the end of the first step toward a peace-
ful settlement in Korea. The next step has been to try to convert that
.armistice into a peace settlement through the convening of a conference.
The United Nations Assembly, last summer and last autumn, long and care-
fully,.considered how that conference could be brought about. As a re-
sult, as most hon. members know, when the General Assembly last summer
closed at the end of August it had, by formal resolution, made provision
for the United Nations side of the Korean political conference. These
decisions did not meet in full our own wishes but they were those of the
United Nations and we accepted them and respected tlem as much. More-
over, we thought that those decisions, even though they were not perfect
from our point of view, were good enough to provide a basis for a Korean
political conference if the other side wanted such a conference.

Then, as hon. members will recall, last autumn discussions began
at Panmunjom with the Communist side in an effort to work out the details
for this conference, Those discussions are theoretically still going on,
although they have been suspended for the time being. As these dis-
cussions were taking place in December last they removed some of the
pressure at the Assembly, which was meeting then from continuing its
deliberation into January. As hon. members will recall, at that time a
resolution was passed making provision for recall of the Assembly if a
majority of the members so desired if the President of the Assembly,
Madame Pandit, --who has been acting in that position with such skill
and distinction--should decide that the time had come or should be
asked by any member to recall the Assémbly. Such a request has now
been made by the Government of India. Our reply to that request has
just been sent today to the Secretary-General of the United Nations for
transmission to the President. This reply was made after a great deal
of consideration and exchange of views between ourselves and the Indian
Government, the British Government, the United States Government and
~other governments. Possibly I might put this reply on the reoord Mr.
Speaker., It is as follows:

Please inform the Secretary-General as soon as possible
that the Canadien Government has given Vvery sympathetic
consideration to the request of the President of the Gen-
eral Agsembly that the present session be reconvend on Feb-
ruary 9. The Cenadian Government appreciates the desire of
the Government of India to report to the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly on the discharge of its responsibilities as
chai rman end executive agent of the Neutral Nations Repat-
rietion Commission in respect of the prisoners-of-war
placed in its custody under the provisions of sub-paragraph
51 (b) of the Korean armistice agreement, but considers thet
in present circumstances it would be inadvisable to recon-
vene the General Assembly for discussion of the general
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Korean gquestion of which the Agsembly is seized. TIn the
view of the Cenadian Government a session on this subject--

That is on the general Korea gquestion..

--might more usefﬁlly be reconvened at a later date in
March or April.

We took that position because of developments in Panmunjom where
steps are now being taken to bring sbout a resumption of the talks, and
we hope that these steps will be successful within the next few days; be-
cause of developments in Berlin where Far Eastern questions have been put
on the agenda; and because we came to the conclusion, after the inquiries
we made, that it would not be possible, if the session opened on February
9, to restrict its deliberations merely to the action of India and the
Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission. ‘

It should have been possible before now at Panmunjom to work out
& satisfactory plan for the Korean political conference. Differences of
viewpoint occurred at once, of course, as one would expect, betwsen the
negotiators from the two sides on this question. But on their facs, none
of those differences were impossible or even difficult of recomeciliation.
.Indeed I think a solution might have been found if the communist repres-
entatives had not turned from negot iation to abuse, thus indicating that
if their principals wanted a conference at all, they did not want one at
that time. Hence the negotiations were suspended. As I have said, steps
are being taken--which we hope will be Buccessful--to bring about their
resumption. The present situation in Korea is simply that there is no
fighting, but there is no peace. Our servicemen in that area, while
they remsin at the alert, have for more than five months, however, been
spared the tragic consequences of actual conflict. That is a blessing
which we would all do well to remember.

One other issue out there has now been disposed of in the
prisoners-of-war que stion. I do not need to go into details of that
matter inasmuch as they will be familiar to most hon. members. We have
taken the position as a government that the action of the United States
commander in relessing and returning to civilian status the prisoners-
of-war under his jurisdiction when they were returned to him by the
Neutral Nations Repatriation Commiseion was not only legally correct
but morally sound and quite consistent with the terms of the armistice
agreement itself. It seems to us that no other course was open to the
United Nations commander at that time. Our own position in regard to
this matter has been, I think, quite clear and consistent from the be-
ginning. We bave not believed nor do we now believe that any prisoner
should be compelled by force to return to what was once his homeland.
The provisions of the commission'’s tems of reference were drafted to

prohibit enforced repatriation, and those of us who took part in the
long, complicated and difficult negotiations to that end will recall
this very clearly. But that prohibition would have little meaning if
the only alternative facing a prisoner was indefinite captivity.
Therefore the terms of reference in the armistice agreement made clear
provision for the final release of prisoners to civilian status 120
days after their being placed in the custody of tle commission. In
the words of General Hull-- '

The plain intent of paragraph 11 of the terms of ref-
erence is to prevent either party to the agreement from
frustrating the basic purpose of avoiding indefinite cap-
tivity for “the prisoners. :

We subscribe to that position.
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Of course if there had been a different attitude taken by the
Communist representatives on the Neutral Natiopns Repatriation Commi g+
sion and by the Communist side in Korea it wou}ld have been, I think,'
gquite possible; almost easy, to have arranged for the examination of
these prisoners in the time allotted for it, ninety days. It was un-
derstood by those who took part in these negot jations that the ninety
days meant ninety consecutive days. However, after the first examin-
ations took place, and when it was elear to the world that the great
majority of the prisoners would rather go back to captivity than to:
go home under Communist rule, this was such a terrific blow to the
prestige of communism in the Far East that the Communists themselves
from that time forward did everything they could to prevent further
examination. That seems to me to be a simple and pretty obvious ex-
planation of why the examination of prisoners broke down before the
end of the ninety-day period.

BExcerpt from ‘a Statement by the Secretary of State for External Affairs
in the House of Commons, March 25, 1954o House of Commons
Debates, pages 3526 - 3327: ' :

The other item on the Berlin agenda which was dealt with has re-
sulted, as the house knows; in the calling of the Geneva conference. I
believe this conference can be welcomed. But again, we should have no
exaggerated hopes of success. We must, of course, do our best to bring
about that success. We must refuse to give up the struggle if we seem
to be having difficulty in the first week or two. But it is not going
to be an easy conference, and indeed it is not going to be a conference
from which we can be sure of constructive results. For one thing, we
shall have new membership at that conference in the personnel of the
delegation from Communist China.

The Secretary-Géneral of the United Nations, whom we were
. happy to welcoms in Ottawa only a few weeks ago, had this to say in
London at a dinner on March 18:

"Now, we are facing a new chapter in the Korean story.
Next month in Geneva the nations who fought under the
United Nations flag in Korea return to the conference
table t0o seek peace. At this table the communist countries
will be fully represented for the first time. The negot-
iations that will be undertaken in Geneva will be of ex-
treme difficulty, yet it would be a serious mistake to
allow them to lapse again should it prove impossible
quickly to conclude that peace trpaty."

He concluded this part of his remarks in these words:

"It is inherent in the United Nations' approach that the
western world and the communist world meet regularly around
the conference table.”

I was asked on Tuesday by the hon. member for Eglinton (Mr.
Fleming) what would be our instructions as a Canadian delegation at
this conference. Mr. Speaker, that can be statad in very general
terms. We shall do our best to assist in the process of converting
the Korean armistice, a somewhat uneasy Korean armistice, into a
durable and sati efactory"-yemwttﬁn‘"tm ‘United Netions frame of
reference which has been set down for this copference and by which
we, as a government, indeed as a parliament, are bound. .
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The United Nations® resolution on this subject reads - at least
the important sentence of it - that the objectives we are to seek are:

"Achievement by peaceful means of a unified, independent
and democratic Korea under a representative fom of govern-
ment and the full restoration of international peace and sec-

urity in the area.”

These are the goals of the Canadian delegation to the conference,
and indeed they should be the goals of sach delegation whose right to
participate at the conference stems from its military contribution to
the United Nations’ cause in Korea. 1 can see no obstacle that could
not be overcome in the way of the realization of that resolution if
there is good faith and good will on both sides; but that *if*, Mr.
Speaker, as we know from unhappy experiesnce, is big enough to restrain
undue optimism as to the results of the conference. Nevertheless, we
shall do our part as Canadian representatives, I hope, to achieve a
satisfactory result which may bring peace to Korsa.

At the Geneva conference there will also be discussed the
guestion of Indo-China. It was agreed on by the four foreign ministers
at Berlin that this guestion should be discussed by representatives of
France, the United Kingdom, the United States, the U.S.S.R., the Chin-
ese People’s Republic and other interested states. As hon. members
know, the problem of Indo-China, where bitter fighting has been going
on for eight years and is going on today, has never been submitted to
the United Nations for consideration and for that reason Canada has
not been as directly concerned with this matter as we were with the
aggression in Korea. Nevertheless, I am sure we are all conscious of
the critical significance of the struggle in Indo-China as it affects
the aspirations of the people of Viet Nam, Laos and Cambodia in
achievin& and meintaining the independence accorded them by France,
as it affects the security of the neighboring countries in southeast
Asia and as it affects the ability of France to make the maximum con-
tribut ion to Buropean and North Atlantic security and co-operative
arrangement s. And so, while we do not expect at Geneva to take any
active part in discussion of Indo-China, we shall of course follow
these talks with close interest and take advantage of any opportunity
that may be afforded to us to help in bringing some satisfactory con-

clusion out of this particular matter.

1

Excerpt from a Statement by tha Secretary of State for Externéi Affairs
in the House of Commons, March 31, 1954, House of Commons
Debates, pages 3545 - 35462 :

So far as Canada is concerned, Mr. Speaker, we will not act at
Geneva, I hope, in a way which would betray national honour, national
interests, or our hopes for peace. We are going there, so far as
Korea is concerned, to convert an armistice into a peace. We have a
United Nations resolution for that purpose which, as I suggested the
ot her day, will be our instructions on this matter.

It has been ssid by more than one hon. member of the oppos-
ition that we have adopted a dif ferent attitude in respect of Indo-
China. We were asked why we did not show more active interest in the
Indo-Chinese problem, which is- possibly as important to the peace of
the world as the Korean problem. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that there
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is a very real difference between the two positions in so far as Can-
adien participation, if not Canadian interests, is concerned. We have
been invited to Geneva, as a member of the United Nations with forces
participating in Korea, to help bring about a peace settlement. The
text of the invitation makes that cuite clear, and I shall read it:

In accordance with the proposal agreed upon at a meet-
ing of the foreign ministers of the United States, France,
the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, February 18, 1954,
and announced in the enclosed communique of the same date
the government of the United States has the honour to ex-
tend to the government of Cenada an invitation to partic-
ipate, if itiso desires, in the Korean political conference

. to be convened at Geneva on April 26.

In so far as the Indo-Chinese aspect of this conference is con-
cerned, the communique of the .foreign ministers in Berlin has this to
say. They are agreeable that the problem of restoring peace in Indo-
China will also be discussed at the conference, to which representatives
of the United States, France, United Kingdom, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics; Chinese People's Republic and other interested states will be

( invited. OQur position here is, however, entirely different. We have
not been invited to take part in tbe Indo-Chinese discussions. There
was a basis for our invitation to the Korean Peace conference because
we are a participating power in the Korean operation. It might be a
quite different situation in so far as Indo-China is concerned.

It may well be that those most immediately concerned will want
to keep that conference restricted to those who are actually concerned
with Indo-Chinese operations.

(MR. FULTON): Would the minister be kind enough to read that commun-
ique again, because it does not seem to be capable of the interpret-
ation he is putting upon it.

(MR. PEARSON): It says they are agreed that the problem of Indo-China
will also be discussed at the conference - that is the Korea confer-
ence - to which representatives - that is to the Indo-Chinese discus-
sion - to which representatives of the United States, France, United
Kingdom, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Chinese People s Repub-
lic and other interested states will be invited.

(MR. FULTON): That surely refers to the Korean conference.

(MR. PEARSON): "It has been made guite clear to us that "the interested
parties® refers to those who may be invited to the Indo-Chinese talks.
If we are invited, we shall play as active a part as we can. However,
if it appears to be in the best interests of settling the problem that
he discussion be restricted to the four or five countries immediately
concerned, I do not think it would serve the best interests of peace

. to press for an invit ation.

In the process of negotiations at Geneva, concessions of some
kind mey be necessary on both sides to reach eany solution. For in-
stance, if some concessions bad not been made and some compromise had

‘ not been reached at Panmunjom - a compromise upon which the United ,
Nations did not desert its principles - we would have had no armistice
at all and no peace negotiations could even be attempted in Geneva. No
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one I assume opposes or opposed at the time the armistice, and no one
in this house opposes the invitation to the Geneva conference. It may
be that the hon. member for Prince Albert has some mental reservation
‘about the wisdom of this conference. He is guoted as having said in
Toronto, according to the Toronto GLOBE AND MAIL of March 9, that the
Red Chinese attendance at the conference in Geneva is. a v1ctory for

" Russia. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that that is not the case; because
China will not be in Geneva as one of the five great powers, or after
recognition, or even as an invited power. Indeed, it is hard to imag-
ine Mr. Dulles, Mr. Eden or Mr. Bidault agreeing to a proposal for a
conference at Geneva, if it were a victory for Russia.

Red China will be at that conference in Geneva because we can-
not negotiate a peace in Korea without her asttendance. Whether we can
do it with her attendance remains to be seen. '

' On February 2, 1951, I said in the house referring to the
Chinese Communists:

They should not think that they can bludgeon or blackmail
their wey into recognition of the United Nations.

I still feel that way, and also feel that Peking should not be
granted diplomatic recognition merely because they signed an armistice
in Korea or have agreed to go to a conference in Geneva. But that does
not mean that we will not negotiate with this government now in auth-
ority in China, when we should do so, or with any otler communist gov-
ernment when it is necessary to do s0. ;

We have aceepted this invitation, and I hOpe the Canadian dele-
gation will not follow any course at Geneva or take any action there
which would justify the gloomy forebodings expressed last Friday by the
Leader of the Opposition, based upon impressions - and as I gee it
erronepus impressions - that he had received from press ouotations. We
are not carrying any umbrella to Geneva, nor are we brandishing a bomb

either.




